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Shared Affinities: The Effect of Shared Neoliberal Orientation on Foreign Policy 

Behaviors 

 

Abstract: In the literature, scholars have linked various aspects of the economic 

philosophy of neoliberalism to a variety of foreign policy behaviors. However, 

these studies typically only utilize one aspect of neoliberalism in their analyses. In 

this dissertation, I examine three types of foreign policy behaviors, foreign aid 

efforts, economic sanctioning behavior, and interstate conflict onset, using a 

multi-faceted definition of neoliberalism. By using this definition to create 

proxies, I provide a more comprehensive analysis of the effect of neoliberalism on 

behaviors. Further, this definition allows me to include individual level factors 

capture the effect of leadership on foreign policy behaviors. In three empirical 

chapters, I examine the effect of neoliberalism on behavior and generally find 

results matching my expectations. 
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 Starting in the early 1970s, as a result of a series of economic crises like the 1973 

oil crisis, the economic philosophy of neoliberalism quickly gained prominence globally 

(Chwieroth 2014). Subsequently, many international organizations, state governments, 

and individual actors began promoting neoliberal economic policy in their various 

external behaviors. Perhaps the best example of this is the Washington Consensus plan 

for development in Latin America promoted by the U.S. (Williamson 2000). Neoliberal 

policies, in fact, were adopted so rapidly by so many states that many scholars have 

attempted to identify the mechanisms of its spread (Simmons and Elkin 2004), with little 

consensus on the specific explanations for the diffusion (Simmons, Dobbin, and Garrett 

2006). Regardless of the cause, however, the ultimate result of this has been an ongoing 

focus on the effect of neoliberalism on behavior in the international system. 

Some recent research has looked at the effect of neoliberalism, focusing primarily 

on international organizations’ behaviors. Scholars have categorized organizations such 

as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) as a neoliberal organization, with some 

arguing that this makes it imperative to study the effects of this dominant norm on the 

organizations actions (Nelson and Weaver 2014). As a result, some scholarship looks at 

the effect of neoliberalism on behavior in the IMF and its partners. Barro and Lee (2015) 

demonstrate that shared affinities like neoliberalism shape loan sizes and loan frequencies 

for client states. Further, states are more likely to receive loans when their governments 

are aligned with the West. Other scholars note that states are subject to fewer loan 

conditions when they share the same professional norms as the IMF because the IMF 

places greater trust in these states to voluntarily implement neoliberal policy reforms 

(Chwieroth 2010). Nelson (2014) provides a more direct look at the effect of 
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neoliberalism, calculating the proportion of a state’s cabinet that is made up of 

neoliberals and finding that as the percentage of neoliberals increases, loans become 

progressively better for the recipient state, largely because of the increased trust the IMF 

places in them. This literature suggests that shared neoliberal characteristics dictate 

behavior in the international system in some manner.  

Despite these findings, little research has been done on the effect of shared 

neoliberalism in its entirety as a concept as well as at the state to state level. 

Neoliberalism is a very complex, multi-faceted concept rooted in a number of distinct 

areas. Mudge (2008) defines neoliberalism as “an ideological system that holds the 

market sacred” and it is expressed in three different ‘faces’: (1) An intellectual face found 

in Anglo-American institutions; (2) A bureaucratic face represented by policies geared 

towards the domestic economy like capital openness; and (3) A political face represented 

by struggles over political authority and the state’s responsibilities towards the market. 

Using this definition, each face can be represented by distinct proxies. Many existing 

studies focus only on one or two indicators, but this means that these studies do not 

capture the full effect of neoliberalism on behavior. It was my intent when carrying out 

this dissertation to include proxies to represent neoliberalism in its entirety. In doing so, I 

included neoliberal indicators encompassing state-wide, government-wide, and individual 

leaders, something absent in the literature as of yet.   In my dissertation, I look at the 

effect that shared neoliberal characteristics have on a variety of dyadic foreign policy 

behaviors. I ask: What effect does shared neoliberal characteristics have on international 

conflict onset, sanctions onset, and bilateral aid flow totals between states?  
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In my first chapter, I look at the effect of neoliberalism on economic sanction 

behavior, focusing on the two-stage process of threats of sanctions and sanctions 

impositions. I argue that when two state leaders or governments share a common 

neoliberal orientation, this shared neoliberalism subsequently dictates how they interact 

in their sanctioning behavior. First, I hypothesize that states with neoliberal leaders have 

a decreased chance of experiencing the threat of sanctions. This, I argue, is due to a 

number of reasons. First, states led by leaders with shared neoliberal orientation have a 

shared vision of how the global economy should operate. These leaders should be 

proponents of free trade and the minimization of trade barriers. In turn, these leaders will 

be less likely to engage in costly trade wars, removing one reason for issuing a 

sanctioning threat. Further, more neoliberal states are better able to commit to the 

continued maintenance of any neoliberal policies, removing the time inconsistency issue. 

They do so through the simple maintenance of neoliberal policies domestically as well as 

through signing free trade agreements, bilateral investment treaties, and in membership in 

international organizations that provide specific dispute mechanisms. Thus, neoliberal 

dyads will be less likely to experience sanctions threats.  However, I also argue that states 

with leaders who share neoliberal characteristics will also have a higher probability of the 

imposition of sanctions. This, I argue is both the sender and target state are acceptant of a 

loss of utility represented by the imposition of sanctions. Both states prefer that sanctions 

not be used because it is anathema to their economic philosophies. However, once in the 

imposition stage, both states are clearly motivated by concerns other than the material 

incentives of trade, because they have already experienced a loss of utility at the threat 

stage. For example, the sender state could be motivated by humanitarian concerns and 
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thus is willing to accept decreased trade ties with the target state. As a result, the sender is 

willing to accept a loss of utility represented by the imposition of sanctions. Thus, in 

dyads that have reached the imposition stage, motivations other than neoliberal policies 

increase the probability of the imposition of sanctions.   

I test these two hypotheses using a series of two-stage Heckman models that 

capture both the threat and imposition stages as well as individual logistic regression 

models for each stage. Using a number of neoliberal proxies, the results of the two stage 

models highlight that shared neoliberalism does have a significant effect on the behavior 

of states, albeit conditional on the stage of the sanctions process. Most consistently, the 

various neoliberal indicators have a negative effect on the probability of one state in the 

dyad experiencing a sanction threat from the other state. Looking at the results, for 

example, when both leaders attended graduate school, or were of the right, there was a 

decreased probability of one state experiencing the threat of sanctions. Similarly, as the 

number of restrictions placed on trade increased for each state in the dyad, there was an 

increased probability of a threat being issued. However, neoliberalism had a much less 

consistent effect on the imposition stage. Both the sender and target governments being 

of the right, for example, increased the probability of imposition, fitting the expectations 

but the overall shared government variable decreased the probability of imposition.  More 

consistently, when both leaders attended graduate school, the two states had more 

restrictions in place, or the financial openness of the dyad increased, there was an 

increase in the probability of the dyad experiencing sanctions imposition, providing some 

support for my second hypothesis. In summation, neoliberalism appears to be a strong 
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predictor of the use of sanctions threats by one member of a dyad, but inconsistently 

predicts the imposition of sanctions. 

In my second chapter I look at the effect of shared neoliberalism on the 

probability of the dyad experiencing interstate conflict onset. I argue that when two state 

leaders share a common neoliberal background or if the two states share neoliberal 

characteristics, this shapes their subsequent conflict behavior. I hypothesize that when 

two state leaders have similar neoliberal backgrounds, there will be a decreased 

probability of the dyad experiencing interstate conflict onset. I first argue that this is due 

to the presence of greater trust between the two leaders about how the world operates. 

These leaders have a common attitude towards the free market and the preferred limited 

role of the government in regulating the economy. Further, leaders and states sharing 

more neoliberal characteristics are better able to make strong credible commitments by 

maintaining neoliberal policies such as capital outflow openness, signing BIT’s and 

FTA’s, and through active membership in free trade organizations such as the World 

Trade Organization. Finally, the mere presence of a neoliberal leader or government 

provides greater information to the opposing state. Essentially, the presence of a 

similarly-oriented state allows the state to make sense of a chaotic world, preventing the 

dyad from going to war over lack of information or misinformation (Fearon 1995). Thus, 

for these reasons, I hypothesized that shared neoliberalism will decrease the probability 

of the dyad experiencing conflict onset. 

 I test this hypothesis using a series of individual logistic regression and fixed 

effects models. Using a number of neoliberal proxies, I find that shared neoliberalism 

between leaders’ decreases the probability of conflict onset in general. Retesting the 
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findings from Gartzke (2007) with an updated dataset, I find that as the financial 

openness of the lowest monadic scored state in the dyad increased the probability of 

conflict onset decreased. Similarly, when both leaders attended a prestigious university 

there was a decreased probability of conflict onset. Differentiating between the high and 

low monadic scores also highlights the strength of neoliberalism predicting conflict onset. 

Finally, when leaders are of the right, they have a decreased chance of experiencing 

conflict onset. Looking at the results from this chapter, there is significant support for the 

pacifying effect of neoliberalism when shared between two states.  

In chapter 3, I look at the effect of shared neoliberalism on the bilateral foreign 

aid flows of dyads. In contrast to the previous two chapters, there are two competing 

theoretical stories that provide plausible explanations for how the neoliberalism of 

leaders and states shape bilateral foreign aid flows. On the one hand, historically, foreign 

aid has been linked to the domestic social welfare policies supported by the left in many 

democratic countries. Noel and Therien (1995), for example, argue that foreign aid serves 

the same role as social welfare policies domestically in the international arena, by 

basically being a type of redistributive policy moving the wealth of the developed donors 

to the poor in developing states. Subsequently, scholars have demonstrated that 

governments of the left allocate more foreign aid than governments of the right (Tingley 

2010) and the more politically proximate donor and recipient states are, the more 

effective aid is at increasing economic growth (Dreher et al. 2015). In making and 

confirming this argument, scholars essentially place foreign aid at cross-purposes with 

neoliberalism in that proponents of neoliberalism support policies that remove or limit the 

government from intervening in the regulation of the economy, such as with the 
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deregulation of industries. It does not require a leap of faith to assume that proponents of 

neoliberalism could view the use of foreign aid as an unwanted intervention into the 

economies of recipient states. Thus, dyads characterized by more neoliberal 

characteristics will have less bilateral aid flows in comparison to non-neoliberal dyads. 

However, other foreign aid literature highlights a tie between economic market 

orientation, cultural ties, and increased foreign aid. Japan, for example, has historically 

allocated aid for market purposes. Japan largely allocated aid in an apolitical manner, 

caring little for political ideology and focusing more on recipient states with free markets 

where Japanese companies can expand trade ties (Schraeder et al. 1998). Other scholars 

highlight the link between cultural ties such as former colonial status and increased aid 

flows between the donor and recipient states. France is notorious for allocating more aid 

to former colonies to maintain a Francophile empire of sorts (Alesina and Dollar 2000; 

Schraeder et al. 1998). Finally, some scholarship has linked governments of the right to 

increased foreign aid as well (Bertoli et al. 2008). Thus, this literature suggests that states 

with more neoliberal characteristics should allocate and potentially receive more aid, 

suggesting that shared neoliberal increases aid efforts within the donor/recipient dyad.   

I tested these competing assertions on two types of aid flows, Commitments and 

Disbursements, using a series of cross-sectional time series models. I find that 

neoliberalism has a negative effect on foreign aid flows, although the findings are 

somewhat stronger for Commitments of aid than Disbursements of aid, providing support 

for the first theoretical story. Looking at Commitments, when both leaders attended 

graduate school, this decreased commitments of aid between the donor and recipient. 

With the political ‘face’, when the largest party in government was of the right or the 
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government was of the right depending on the data source commitments also was 

decreased. Looking at the bureaucratic face, there is a consistently negative effect, with 

both the additive score as well as the donor and recipient scores decreasing commitments 

of aid. Disbursements of aid were slightly different, however. Both elite university 

attendance and attending graduate school were not significant. However, both leaders 

having an economics background was weakly significant and negative. Political ideology, 

in contrast, was as significant as with Commitments and in the same directions. Taking all 

of these results together, neoliberalism has a mostly negative effect on bilateral aid flows, 

dependent on the type of aid used.  

This dissertation proceeds as follows. First, I include my first chapter dealing with 

the effect of neoliberalism on economic sanctions in two formats. The first format is the 

entire chapter in its accepted format at Foreign Policy Analysis. The second format is the 

supplemental appendix I included for online publication. Second, I include my chapter 

dealing with the effect of neoliberalism on interstate conflict onset, also in article form. 

Third, I include my chapter dealing with the effect of neoliberalism on bilateral foreign 

aid flows. Finally, I include some implications and conclusions in a final chapter. 
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Abstract: In the literature, sanctioning behavior has been linked to a 

number of aggregate domestic factors, most notably shared democracy in 

sender/target dyads. One missing factor, I argue, is the economic 

orientation of leaders and governments when making sanctioning 

decisions. Economic orientation is important because it dictates how states 

interact with other states. In addressing this, I argue that orientation 

towards neoliberalism is important, as the global economy has become 

increasingly neoliberal over time. I hypothesize that when two states or 

leaders share a neoliberal orientation, it has an effect similar to that of the 

democratic peace, with sender states being less likely to threaten sanctions 

but more likely to impose sanctions. Using data drawn from the Threat 

and Imposition of Sanctions (TIES) dyadic dataset, I test these assertions 

using a series of two-stage Heckman models and individual logistic 

regression models. Results indicate that neoliberalism has a constraining 

effect on threats. However, contrary to expectations, neoliberalism does 

not have a consistently significant effect on sanctions imposition. 
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Introduction: 

 By the end of World War II, the United States had emerged as the most powerful 

force in the global economy. In contrast, the economies of the traditional powers France 

and Great Britain were largely devastated, leaving them vulnerable to the influence of the 

U.S. Using its newfound role as the sole global superpower, the U.S. implemented a 

number of economic reforms and policies designed to stabilize and open the global 

economy. The Marshall Plan, for example, was enacted in 1948, funneling $13 billion to 

Western European states over a period of four years to rebuild their economies while 

preventing them from falling to communism.  

The U.S. also negotiated and implemented the Bretton Woods system, ratified in 

1945, consisting of the Gold Standard, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), and later the General 

Agreement on Tariffs and Trades (GATT). The Bretton Woods system stabilized the 

global economy, outlawed predatory currency devaluation, and removed trade barriers. In 

so doing, the U.S. created an environment ripe for capitalism and neoliberal economic 

policies. Subsequently, following a series of economic crises in the 1970s, proponents of 

neoliberalism gained increasing prominence in many of the Bretton Woods organizations 

and the U.S., to the extent that neoliberalism became the dominant economic paradigm 

globally (Chwieroth 2014). 

 The growing presence of neoliberalism in the global economy over time suggests 

that it is a potentially important element in explaining the behaviors of states. However, 

at this point, the economic sanctions literature has provided little attention to economic 

orientation or neoliberalism in particular. The sanctions literature, extending research 
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from the interstate conflict literature, has primarily focused on exploring the role of state 

aggregated democracy on the imposition of economic sanctions (Cox and Drury 2006; 

Goenner 2007; Letzkian and Souva 2003). A more recent study extends the sanctions 

literature to include the three elements of the Kantian Peace, finding that trade ties, IGO 

membership, and democracy each have a different effect at the threat and imposition 

stages (Drury et al. 2014). Drury et al. (2014) represents the closest any sanctions studies 

have come to measuring the effect of neoliberalism, but does not directly capture the 

effect of neoliberalism on sanctioning behavior. 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the effect neoliberalism
1
 has on economic 

sanctioning behavior, advancing the research in two ways. First, this study focuses on the 

leadership of the state, as well as government and aggregate state level measures. This 

allowed me to use a number of unique measures to categorize whether a leader was of 

neoliberal orientation or not, including professional background, educational background, 

and political ideology. The second advancement in this study was the focus on 

neoliberalism. Previous economic sanctions studies have primarily focused on 

democracy, but as noted above, neoliberal orientation should have significant explanatory 

power given the presence of the neoliberal paradigm in the international sphere.  

 I argue that when two states or leaders share common neoliberal characteristics, 

this subsequently dictates how they interact in their sanctioning behavior. First, I 

hypothesize that states that share neoliberal characteristics have a decreased chance of 

one state threatening the other with economic sanctions. This is due to the fact that 

                                                 
1
 I define neoliberalism, using Mudge’s (2008) definition, as “an ideological system that holds the market 

sacred, born within the ‘human’ or social sciences and refined in a network of Anglo-centric knowledge 

producers, expressed in different ways within the institutions of the postwar nation-state and their political 

fields” (706). 



13 

 

neither state nor leader has a preference for using sanctions to resolve a dispute as well as 

the mere presence of a neoliberal characteristics signaling information to opposing states. 

However, states who share neoliberal characteristics should also have a higher probability 

of the imposition of sanctions because if the sanction episode moves past the threat stage, 

its severity suggests that sender state may be motivated by more than economic cost 

while the target state may not fear imposition. I test these two hypotheses using a series 

of two-stage Heckman models that capture both the threat and imposition stages as well 

as individual logistic regression models for each stage. Using a number of neoliberal 

proxies, the results of the two stage models highlight that neoliberalism reduces the 

probability of the threat of sanctions while having an inconsistent effect on the imposition 

of sanctions. These results highlight that neoliberal characteristics are important predictor 

of sanctioning behavior, especially at the threat stage.  

 The remainder of this paper proceeds in four sections. In the first section I outline 

the sanctions and neoliberalism literature before I present a theory of neoliberalism and 

sanctions behavior. In the second section I describe my data, methods, and model 

specifications. In the third section I present my findings. Finally, I provide some 

concluding remarks regarding the implications of this study.  

Literature Review: 

Economic Sanctions Behavior: 

In the sanctions literature, no scholarship has looked at the effect that 

neoliberalism of leaders has had on economic sanctioning behavior. Most frequently, the 

sanctions literature has paralleled the interstate conflict literature by focusing on the 

shared regime type of the sender and target states. In general, a consensus exists that 
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there is a dyadic democratic sanctioning peace, although a debate about the cause of the 

peace exists within the literature. An early study by Lektzian and Souva (2003), for 

example, extends the application of the institutional explanation first posited by Bueno de 

Mesquita et al. (1999) to sanction onset with the authors arguing that because democratic 

leaders are much more sensitive to audience costs, democratic states are less likely to 

sanction other democracies. In contrast, Cox and Drury (2006) argue that shared 

democratic values explain the sanctions peace.  

Other scholars have questioned the existence of a democratic sanctioning peace 

on the grounds that sanctions are not comparable to interstate conflict. Hafner-Burton and 

Montgomery (2008) argue that only a few states have the ability to sanction other states, 

with the U.S. being the most frequent sanction initiator. The authors find that once the 

U.S. is removed from the sample, the democratic peace effect disappears, with 

democracies being no more or less likely to sanction other democracies. In response, 

Drury et al. (2014) investigate the three elements of the Kantian peace, regime-type, 

common IGO membership, and interdependence, using a two-stage approach that 

includes both threats and imposition of sanctions, and find that there is indeed a 

democratic peace, even when controlling for the US.  

Neoliberalism: 

Scholars have also provided many studies on neoliberalism and its impact within 

the international system. Scholars have written of the rapid spread of neoliberalism 

starting in the 1970s, as many proponents moved into positions of influence in the U.S. 

and international organizations such as the IMF (Chwieroth 2014). Other scholars have 

explored the reasons for why it spread so rapidly globally, focusing on the advantages 
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attributed to adopting neoliberalism as an economic policy (Bartolini and Drazen 1997; 

Nelson 2014). Ultimately, this literature highlights the influence that neoliberalism has 

had on a variety of actors in the international setting. In the more recent literature, many 

scholars have begun highlighting the importance of neoliberalism in explaining behavior 

in the international system as well. Scholars, for example, look at how the shared cultures 

within international organizations shape subsequent interactions with states. The culture 

of one international organization, the IMF, has garnered significant scrutiny. Nelson and 

Weaver (2014) categorize the culture contained within the IMF as ‘neoliberal’. Similarly, 

Chwieroth (2014) looks at the evolution of attitudes towards neoliberal policy, 

specifically financial liberalization in the world system, and finds that economists with 

neoliberal attitudes began entering the IMF starting in the late 1970s. Subsequently, 

neoliberal market orientation became the dominant norm within the IMF.  

This neoliberal culture has been documented as shaping the behavior of both the 

IMF and states interacting with it over time. This is especially true when looking at the 

conditions placed on IMF loans. Barro and Lee (2005), for example, show that shared 

affinities shape both loan size and loan frequency. States have a higher likelihood of 

receiving loans from the IMF when they are politically-aligned with the West as well as 

when they have more nationals on staff within the IMF. Similarly, the IMF places fewer 

conditions on loans when a state’s staff shares the same professional norms, because the 

IMF trusts that states with similar professional norms will voluntarily implement 

neoliberal policy reforms (Chwieroth 2010). Nelson (2014) provides a more direct look at 

how shared neoliberal orientation shapes behavior within the IMF and demonstrates that 

as the percentage of neoliberals within a government increase, loans become 
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progressively better for the recipient state, largely because the IMF places greater trust in 

the abilities of states with more neoliberal policy-makers to implement economic 

reforms.  

Additional studies have demonstrated the role of shared neoliberal values in other 

areas of the international system also. Flores, Lloyd, and Nooruddin (2013), for example, 

argue that the technocratic background of leaders provides advantages to them when 

accessing international finance. The authors posit that technocrats have three advantages 

over non-technocrats. First, with superior educational and professional backgrounds in 

finance and economics, technocrats are better able to provide stewardship over a state’s 

economy. Second, technocratic background implies that these leaders have greater 

commitment to neoliberal policies. Finally, these leaders have greater access to 

international networks of finance. In essence, the authors argue that technocrats have 

advantages because they share neoliberalism with other prominent figures.  

Neoliberalism and Trust: 

 Many scholars have argued that an important element of having neoliberal 

characteristics in the international system is the increased information it generates for 

other actors. For example, when states with unstable domestic environments adopt 

neoliberal policies or characteristics, they are signaling a credible commitment to other 

states that they will maintain neoliberal policies in the future. One means of signaling 

commitment is through the policies controlling capital flows. Bartolini and Drazen (1997) 

posit that these capital control policies that governments implement serve as signals to 

international investors. When states lower capital controls, the state’s actions signal that 

the government is dedicated to maintaining liberal economic policies in the future. In 
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turn, states often experience a massive capital inflow after the removal of capital control 

policies. Conversely, when countries maintain or impose capital controls, this serves as a 

negative signal to the market, and investors may suspect that those states are willing to 

violate investors’ rights (Eichengreen 2001). 

 Another signal used by states is through the ratification of bilateral investment 

treaties, which serves as an explicit commitment to liberal policies. According to 

Neumayer (2006), BITs were initially adopted to ensure that foreign investors were 

treated fairly. During the 1950s, when the threat of expropriation was high, BITs served 

as commitment devices, guaranteeing investors fair treatment as well as outlining explicit 

dispute mechanisms. In effect, BITs serve as a strong commitment device by: 1. 

Reducing the ambiguity of the host government’s commitments to investors; 2. Explicitly 

engaging the investors’ governments in the agreement; and 3. Providing explicit dispute 

and enforcement mechanisms of any violations. Thus, BITs provided a means of 

attracting capital through credible commitments. Similarly, Buthe and Milner (2008) 

argue that being a signatory of these agreements is seen as more credible because 

membership raises the cost of reneging on any agreement. They argue that signing these 

agreements helps to ameliorate the time inconsistency problem inherent in foreign direct 

investing. When an investment is made, investors sink costs into the host country, 

shifting power to the host government. The government can threaten expropriation, with 

little recourse for the investor. PTAs and BITs give investors dispute mechanisms that 

ensure fair treatment in the future. In turn, membership in a PTA increases the FDI 

inflows for host governments, but only if agreements have actually been implemented 

(Buthe and Milner 2014). Thus, adopting neoliberal policies or signing a trade agreement 
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that includes a dispute mechanism provides increased information to other states, which 

in turn increases trade between the states. 

Neoliberal Orientation and Economic Sanctions Threats and Imposition: 

In looking at both the sanctions literature and the neoliberalism literature, we can 

see two things. First, the economic sanctions literature has highlighted the importance of 

shared characteristics in shaping the sanctioning behavior of states. Second, in the 

neoliberalism literature, we can see neoliberal characteristics acts as a signal of credible 

commitment, shaping subsequent behavior by other actors within the international 

system. However, neoliberalism remains largely unexplored in the sanctions literature. In 

this section, I outline a brief theoretical story using strands from both sets of literature, to 

argue that neoliberalism shared between two state leaders or governments should have a 

significant and divergent effect on sanctioning behavior at the threat and imposition 

stages.  

At the most basic level, the more neoliberal characteristics two states share, the 

less likely one state is to threaten the other with sanctions in any dispute that arises 

between them for a number of reasons. First, states helmed by proponents of 

neoliberalism have similar attitudes on how the global economy should operate, agreeing 

on the idea that states should have lower trade barriers and more free trade. As a result, 

both leaders have an inherent preference for increased trade between them. Economic 

sanctions, on the other hand, actually are costly to sender states, rather than just for target 

states, in that sanctions often create barriers between the two states and reduce trade ties 

for the sender as a result (Caruso 2003). Thus, neither leader prefers to threaten sanctions 

to solve any disputes that arise between them because it represents something antithetical 
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to their neoliberal worldview, the creation of a barrier that reduces trade levels. In this 

manner neoliberal leaders essentially act as their own domestic free trade interest groups, 

preferring to not resort to a threat of sanctions in the event of a dispute. In essence, 

neoliberal leaders have no material incentives for engaging in sanction threat behavior 

because that might reduce the levels of trade between the two states (Kaempfer and 

Lowenberg 1988). In turn, this suggests that states led by neoliberal leaders will have a 

reduced likelihood of issuing sanctions threats, with this effect being especially strong 

when both leaders are of neoliberal orientation.  

States led by leaders or governments of neoliberal orientation can also serve as a 

signal to other leaders about how that leader will behave, reducing the likelihood of the 

dyad experiencing a sanction threat. As stated previously, neoliberal leaders have similar 

attitudes about how the global economy should work, namely through a reduction in trade 

barriers and increased free trade. Because neoliberal leaders have similar interests in the 

economy, this generates increased trust and understanding in how the opposing neoliberal 

leader will behave in the event of any dispute that arises between them. What this 

suggests is that the presence of another neoliberal leader helps the leader make sense of a 

chaotic international system, providing increased information and reducing uncertainty. 

As a result, neither state will be likely to use the threat of sanctions due to a lack of 

information (Fearon 1995).  Using education as an example, when one leader sees that 

the opposing leader attended an elite university this acts as a signal that the opposing 

leader is likely to have a conservative economic worldview (Mendelberger et al. 2014). 

As a result, there will be a decreased likelihood of the dyad experiencing the threat of an 

economic sanction.  
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Thus, state leaders’ with similar neoliberal orientations have no material 

incentives for engaging in the threat of economic sanctions. Further, by providing more 

information to other neoliberal leaders, the mere presence of a neoliberal leader provides 

information that reduces the likelihood of the threat of economic sanctions taking place. 

These related theoretical stories lead to my first hypothesis:   

Hypothesis 1: Sender states led by neoliberal leaders or governments are less likely to 

issue sanction threats, and this effect is heightened when the target state is led by 

neoliberal leaders or governments
2
. 

 There are a number of plausible explanations for why neoliberalism decreases the 

likelihood of a state led by a neoliberal leader threatening sanctions on another state. If a 

sanctions episode proceeds past the threat stage to the imposition stage, however, there is 

reason to suggest that the presence of neoliberal leaders will increase the likelihood of 

sanctions imposition. According to Drezner (2003), the states in a dyad have incentives to 

reach any agreement or dispute resolution prior to the imposition stage. When the dyad 

does not reach an agreement and engages in sanction imposition, the sanction imposition 

represents a loss of utility for both states because the dispute can be assumed to have 

disrupted economic exchange between them. Thus, the outcome of sanction imposition is 

one neoliberal leaders in particular wish to avoid.  

 However, if a serious dispute arises, where all of the neoliberal dispute 

explanations outlined above fail to bring an episode to a peaceful resolution, the 

imposition of economic sanctions becomes a viable and perhaps necessary alternative. In 

these worst-case scenarios, each leader is willing to accept the loss of utility and the 

disruption of economic ties between the two states. This suggests that in these cases, 

factors other than continued economic relations might be providing the neoliberal leaders 

                                                 
2
 The heightened effect applies only to dyadic neoliberal measures for both Hypothesis 1 and 2. 
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incentives to resist efforts to come to a resolution. Sender neoliberal governments, for 

example, might be motivated by security or humanitarian concerns that provide 

incentives to impose sanctions in spite of the economic cost. Similarly, target neoliberal 

governments, especially nondemocratic ones, may not be affected by sanctions 

economically and thus are unwilling to concede. In both cases, dyads led by neoliberal 

leaders will have an increased likelihood of experiencing economic sanctions imposition. 

This leads to my second hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 2: Sender states led by neoliberal leaders or governments are more likely to 

issue sanction threats, and this effect is heightened when the target state is led by 

neoliberal leaders or governments. 

 

Research Design: 

 In order to test for the relationship between shared neoliberalism, leaders and 

governments and, economic sanctioning behavior, I required a time-series cross-section 

dataset. Using model specifications taken from Drury et al. (2014) as a template, I created 

a dataset encompassing all sanctioning activity for the period of 1971 to 2000. The unit of 

analysis in this dataset is the directed dyad and year, with each dyad consisting of the 

sender and target state. In cases where more than one sender was involved in a sanction 

episode, the primary sender was used as the sender (Morgan et al. 2014). Using a directed 

dyad dataset of this nature allowed me to control for the strategic interaction that took 

place between the two states, providing a means of testing whether neoliberalism has a 

differing effect on the sender and target states’ behaviors.  

Dependent Variables: 

 In this study, I utilized two dependent variables to capture the two stages of a 

sanction episode, with both taken from the Threat and Imposition of Sanctions dataset 
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(Morgan et al. 2014). The first measure used to capture sanctions episodes is Sanctions 

Threat. This variable is comprised of a dummy variable coded 1 for the first year a sender 

issued a threat. Following this, each case where no threat was issued was coded with a 0, 

providing a global sample of directed dyads. This threat variable was then further divided 

into two types of threats, Implied Threats
3
 and Overt Threats to capture how intense the 

threat episode was
4
. In including cases of threat of sanctions, I deviated from Drury et al. 

(2014) in one substantial way. I included issues 12 (environmental practices), 14 (trade 

reforms), and 15 (other category) in my sample to ensure that my results were not biased 

due to the exclusion of these issues
5
. By including these additional cases I had the added 

benefit of increasing cases of threat from 454 to 1,205 and cases of imposition from 287 

to 454 also. The second measure used to capture sanctions episodes is the Sanctions 

Imposition variable. A dyad was given a 1 for the first year a sender imposed sanctions 

and a 0 otherwise
6
. One difference between the threats variables and the Imposition 

variable is that the data for the Imposition variable was limited only to cases where 

threats were actually issued, providing a much more limited sample in the second stage. 

 In addition to the dependent variables outlined above, I provided two additional 

dependent variables based upon the identity of the sanction sender in supplemental 

models. One purpose of this study is to look at the effect of leaders and governments on 

sanctioning behavior. Using the Sanction Identity variable from TIES, I was able to 

identify cases in which the government imposed sanctions versus if the executive 

                                                 
3
 The Implied Threats variable was comprised of a sample of 1,151,217 dyads for the period of 1971 to 

2000, with 1,205 actual cases of implied threats. 
4
 I do not report the Overt Threat Models to save space. Results can be seen in Tables 1 through 5 of the 

supplemental appendix.. 
5
 Results including the additional issue cases were similar to those without issues 12, 14, and 15. 

6
 The Imposition variable consisted of a sample of 1,205 dyads for the period of 1971 to 2000. 
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imposed sanctions (Morgan et al. 2014). I was then able to create two separate imposition 

variables
7
. I coded the Executive Imposition variable as a 1 if the sanction was imposed 

by either the executive or an executive staff member and a 0 otherwise. The Government 

Imposition variable was coded similarly.  

Independent Variables:  

 In this study, I utilized a number of different proxies to represent the effect of 

neoliberalism on sanctioning episodes because the concept of neoliberalism is multi-

faceted. According to Mudge (2008), neoliberalism is comprised of three distinct faces: 

(i) the intellectual face dealing with the gestation of neoliberalism in Anglo-American 

institutions; (ii) the bureaucratic face as expressed in state policies such as liberalization, 

deregulation, and privatization; and (iii) the political face as expressed by struggles over 

political authority in relation to the state’s responsibilities towards the market. The three 

faces of neoliberalism share a common belief in the elevation of the market over all other 

philosophies. Each face can be represented by distinct proxies. The intellectual face of 

neoliberalism, for example, can be represented through education of policymakers. The 

traditional view of college education, for example, is that colleges serve as a source of 

political socialization, where norms within college environments liberalize students’ 

attitudes and ideologies (Newcomb 1943; Pascarella and Terenzini 1991; Sidanius et al. 

2008). However, university education can conservatize students as well, depending upon 

factors related to elite education. Mendelberg et al. (2016), for example, argue that when 

students attend elite universities, this socializes them towards holding conservative 

economic views, with subsequent tests showing that attendance at an elite university 

                                                 
7
 Similar to the limited Imposition sample in the first part of the analysis, these additional variables are 

based only on cases where a threat was actually issued. 
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increases the likelihood of holding conservative economic views by 5.5%. As a result, it 

can be assumed that a leader’s elite university education can serve as a proxy for 

neoliberalism in this study.  

The political face, in contrast, can be represented by the ideological bent of 

individuals within a government (Tingley 2010), although the relationship is less than 

straightforward (Mudge 2011). Finally, the bureaucratic face of neoliberalism can be 

signified through state-wide measures such as the level of tariff barriers, the degree of 

financial openness, or trade dependency (Gartzke 2007). The complexity of neoliberalism 

as a concept suggests that there is necessary to provide a series of proxies to capture each 

face of neoliberalism. To capture the effect of neoliberalism on state leaders and 

governments, I used a number of sources to formulate my neoliberalism variables. I 

define leaders in my sample as the effective leaders of the state, with that person de facto 

exercising power (Goemans, Gleditsch, and Chiozza 2009). I used the Leader and 

Attribute Descriptions (LEAD) data set as the list of state leaders in the international 

system. This dataset, comprised of over 2,000 leaders from 1875-2004, includes a 

number of measures on leader attributes, including measures of education, occupation, 

and personal backgrounds (Ellis, Horowitz, and Stam 2015). I then gathered information 

on the higher education each state leader received using a number of sources
8
 following 

the standard of assuming that leaders who attended certain elite universities can be 

considered neoliberal (Mudge 2008; Flores, Lloyd, and Nooruddin 2013; Mendleberg et 

al. 2016). Using a list of 16 elite universities
9
 and the remaining top 50 universities as 

                                                 
8
 Sources used to gather higher education information included Lentz (2014), Wikipedia, and a number of 

personal and party biographies online.  
9
 Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Cornell, Pennsylvania, Columbia, Dartmouth, Brown, Stanford, Chicago, 

Oxford, Cambridge, London School of Economics, Sorbonne, Sciences-Po, and INSEAD. 
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ranked by U.S. News’ Best Global Universities Ranking from 2015, I coded each world 

leader as 1 if they attended one or more of these universities and a 0 otherwise.  

 The LEAD data set catalogues leaders by their start and end dates in office, 

meaning that more than one leader can appear in a given year. However, my overall 

dataset is in dyad-year format. Therefore, once the neoliberal measure had been 

formulated, it was necessary to transform the leadership data into that format. To do so, I 

created an average sender and target neoliberal variable that is the weighted proportion of 

the sender and target states based on the number of days a leader was in office, with a 1 

signifying a sender or target state had a neoliberal leader for a full year and a 0 for none 

of the year, with possible values ranging continuously between them. From these, two 

proportion measures Sender and Target Elite University dummies were created, with each 

being coded a 1 if the proportional variables were greater than 0.50 and a 0 if below 0.49. 

These individual dummies were then combined into a single dyadic proportional 

neoliberal dummy, henceforth known simply as Both Elite University dummy, with a 

score of 1 signifying a neoliberal dyad and a 0 otherwise. Finally, using the weighted 

proportional variables listed above, I created an Average Elite University variable for the 

dyads as a measure of overall neoliberalism for the dyad-year.  

In addition to those educational measures, I include additional variables to capture 

the intellectual face of neoliberalism. In separate models, I created a series of education-

level dummy variables, using the Education Level
10

 of leaders from LEAD. These 

measures included a Sender, Target, and Both Maximum Education dummy variables. 

One concern with the intellectual measures used above is that they do not necessarily 

capture the individuals issuing sanctions threats. The focus in each of these measures is 

                                                 
10

 To save space, only the Sender and Target Education measures were included in this study. 
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on the leader of the state. Sanctions threats, in contrast, can be issued by any number of 

actors within the government itself. Therefore, there may not be a direct relationship 

between the leader and a specific sanctions threat. Unfortunately this problem is a 

difficult one to overcome due to data limitations at this juncture using educational 

measures. 

The proxies used to capture the bureaucratic and political faces of neoliberalism, 

in contrast, allow for the use of country-year measures. The most direct measure of 

neoliberalism comes from the bureaucratic face. To capture the bureaucratic face, I used 

two data sources. First, I used the KOF’s Economic Globalization Index Restrictions 

measure, ranging from 0 to 100 with a higher score signifying more restrictions present 

(Dreher 2006). To transform Restrictions to dyadic form, I created an Additive 

Restrictions measure consisting of the sum of sender and targets economic restrictions.  

Second, I used a measure of a country’s capital account openness take from the Chinn-Ito 

Financial Openness Index (Chinn and Ito 2006). This index is based on the IMF’s 

AREAR data set. First, I took the lower monadic scored state as representative of the 

dyad (Gartzke 2007). I also included the sender and target financial openness scores in 

supplemental models.  

To capture the political face, I used two ideology measures, based on the left-right 

ideological scale, from the World Bank’s Database of Political Institutions, assuming 

that if a political actor is of the right he can be considered neoliberal. The first ideology 

measure is the Executive Ideology measure, with the executive of a state receiving a score 

of 1, 2, or 3, with a 1 signifying an executive of left-orientation, a 2 a centrist, and a 3 an 

executive of right-orientation. The second ideology measure is the Party Ideology 
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measure. This measure, using the same scale of Executive Ideology, is the ideology 

measure for the largest party within the government. From these measures, three ideology 

variables were created, Sender and Target Ideology dummy variables with a 1 signifying 

both the executive and largest party were neoliberal for the respective states, and an 

Government Ideology Scale variable, comprised of a 0, 1, 2, and 3 coding for 

ideologically congruent sender and target states, with a 0 signifying the ideologies of the 

sender and target not matching. Using these ideology measures should alleviate some of 

the concern with the lack of a one to one relationship with threats issued by including 

executive ideology. One concern with using an ideology measure to represent 

neoliberalism, though, is that some have argued that some parties of the left adopted 

neoliberal platforms in the 1990s (Dezalay and Garth 1998; Mudge 2011). However, it is 

impossible to differentiate neoliberal parties of the left from non-neoliberal parties using 

a three-point ideology scale. Therefore, I assume that parties of the right are more likely 

to be neoliberal.   

Control Variables: 

 The standard control variables were included in each model, based upon Drury et 

al. (2014). To control for regime type, a dichotomous measure of shared democracy was 

included to control for the documented effect of dyadic democracy decreasing the 

likelihood of sanctions threats, but increasing the likelihood of imposition, with a 1 

signifying both the sender and target states scored above a 6 on the Polity 2 scale and a 0 

otherwise (Drury et al. 2014). Additionally, the individual Polity 2 scores were included 

in each model to control for the assertion that democracies are more likely to initiate 

sanction onset in comparison to non-democracies (Murdie and Peksen 2013). A variable 
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was included to control for the role of trade dependency also, with an Interdependence 

measure being constructed using the method subscribed by Russett and Oneal 2001). 

Finally, the natural log of total number of shared IGO memberships was included in each 

model (Russett and Oneal 1998). 

 I also included a dummy variable for sanctions imposed by the U.S. to control for 

the frequency of the U.S. as a sender state (Hafner-Burton and Montgomery 2008; Drury 

et al. 2014), as well as an interaction between the U.S. Sender dummy and the Target 

Regime variable. Additionally, I included three dummy variables to control for the effect 

of dispute mechanisms on conflict resolution. A Bilateral Investment Treaty dummy was 

included if the states within the dyad had such a treaty, with a 1 signifying a treaty and a 

0 if no treaty (Haftel et al. 2013). I also included a shared IMF membership and a shared 

WTO membership, with a 1 signifying if both states are members and a 0 otherwise 

(Pevehouse et al. 2004). Finally, joint Capability Ratio (Singer 1988), Alliance (Bennett 

and Stam 2000), and Military Conflict (Ghosn et al. 2004) were included as per the extant 

literature. 

 Finally, in the supplemental models utilizing Executive Imposition and 

Government Imposition dependent variables, I included four additional variables taken 

from TIES data set to control for sanction-specific characteristics to control for if the 

sender or target states have strong vested interest in imposing or resisting imposition of 

sanctions. I included a measure of the anticipated cost of imposition on each state’s 

economy for both the sender and target state with Major Sender Cost and Major Target 

Cost. Additionally, I included a measure of Interest, representing the threatened target 
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interest, ranging from regime leadership to business interest. I also include Issues in the 

sanction dispute and the Sanction Type Threatened also (Morgan et al. 2014).   

Model Specifications: 

 To fully capture the effect of neoliberalism on sanctioning behavior, I employed 

two types of models. The first type of model, a Heckman probit selection model, is 

necessary because of the dichotomous nature of the dependent variables as well as to 

capture the two-stage process of sanction threats followed by sanction impositions 

(Heckman 1976). In the first stage, the data consisted of all directed dyads in which a 

threat could occur. In the second stage, a smaller, selected sample was used to estimate 

the effect of neoliberalism on sanction imposition. One concern with using a Heckman 

selection model in this case is whether the two equations can be estimated independently. 

The rho for many of the Heckman models hovers around .05 significance, indicating that 

it is appropriate to estimate the equations in a two-stage model. However, because not all 

of the models were significant at .05
11

 additional logit models representing the threat and 

imposition stages were estimated for consistency
12

. To control for the effect of temporal 

dependence, Threat Years, consisting of the number of years since the last threat, Threat 

Years Squared, and Threat Years Cubed were included in the first stage of the Heckman 

models and the individual Threat logit models. Finally, Huber/White robust standard 

errors clustered by dyad were included in each model.  

Results: 

 To begin this analysis, Table 1 consists of the Heckman probit selection models 

and individual logit models using the elite education variables. In Table 1, Models 1 and 

                                                 
11

 None of the models had a rho above .10. 
12

 For the models with the Executive and Government Imposition dependent variables in the second stage, 

the rho was consistently insignificant. Therefore, the models were estimated using individual logit models. 
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2 represent the Heckman selection models for Implied Threats. Models 3 and 4 are the 

individual logit models respectively. In Table 1, the first thing we can see is that two of 

the four neoliberal variables are significant in the Threat stage of the models, but not in 

the imposition stages. Looking at the sender and target dummies first, we can see in 

Models 1 and 3 that when the target state is neoliberal, this has a negative and significant 

effect on the likelihood of being threatened with sanctions, regardless of the severity of 

the threat, providing support for Hypothesis 1. In contrast, neither the two leaders sharing 

neoliberalism nor the sender state’s executive attending an elite university does not 

appear to matter in the first stage of the sanctioning process. However, in the imposition 

stages, in Models 2 and 4, relationship between a neoliberalism and sanctions imposition 

is insignificant, providing no support for Hypothesis 2. The Average Elite University 

variable is also only significant in the threat models in Table 1. However, the expected 

direction of the relationship is counter to the expectations of Hypothesis 1. We can see in 

Models 1 and 3 that when the average neoliberalism between the sender and target state 

increases, this has a consistently positive and significant effect on the likelihood of a 

threat of sanctions being issued. Although this result somewhat weakens the evidence in 

support of Hypothesis 1, it seems to suggest that it is the individual target state leaders 

that decrease the probability of sanction threats, but not when both states are neoliberal. 

Table 1 Here 

 What is the substantive effect of neoliberalism on implied sanctions threat 

episodes? To estimate the substantive effect of neoliberalism on implied threats, using 

Model 3 from Table 1, I looked at the predicted probability of sanctions threats starting 

with a non-neoliberal target state followed by a neoliberal target state while holding the 
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other variables in the model to the mean, as seen in Figure 1. Looking at Figure 1, we can 

see the change in predicted probability of the target state experiencing an implied threat. 

When the target is led by a non-neoliberal leader, with a score of 0, there is a 0.04% 

chance of the dyad experiencing a sanctioning threat. As the value shifts from 0 to 1, 

however, we can see the decrease in the percentage chance of the target experiencing a 

sanction threat episode with the negative slope of the figure. The percentage chance of 

the target experiencing a sanction threat episode continues to decrease until it reaches the 

predicted probability of 0.015% . This means that shifting from a neoliberal leader to a 

non-neoliberal leader increases the chances of an implied threat being issued by 233%. 

This provides strong support for the assertion in Hypothesis 1 that neoliberalism 

decreases the likelihood of a sanction threat being issued. 

Figure 1 Here 

One puzzle not included in the analysis as of yet is what effect neoliberalism has 

on specific actors’ actual sanctioning behavior. In the models above, the dependent 

variables focused on whether the dyad experienced any sanctioning threat or imposition, 

regardless of who in the sender state issued the threat or imposed the sanction. In Models 

6 and 8 of Table 1, I instead focus on whether or not the dyads experienced sanction 

imposition from either the executive or government of the sender state to see if 

neoliberalism of both leaders and governments shapes sender state sanctioning behavior 

in a distinct manner. As a result, the imposition variables were replaced with Executive 

Imposition and Government Imposition, where the variables were given a 1 if the 

executive or government imposed the sanction respectively and a 0 otherwise. Using 

these variables provided a further opportunity to include a number of sanction specific 
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variables outlined in the research design section. It should be noted that Modes 5 and 7 in 

Tables 1-5 are identical to Model 3 in the respective tables and are not discussed in this 

section as a result.  

To begin this analysis, I replaced the imposition dependent variable from Models 

2 and 4 with the Executive Imposition and Government Imposition variables in Models 6 

and 8 of each table. Looking at Model 6 in Table 1, we can see that none of the elite 

education variables had a significant effect on the likelihood of imposition of sanctions 

by the sender state’s executive or government, consistent with Model 4. However, there 

are a number of differences between the executive’s and government’s likelihood of 

imposing sanctions depending upon the case-specific characteristics. For example, if the 

sanction was estimated to be of severe economic cost to the sender state, the executive 

was more likely to impose sanctions in comparison to the government. Further, if the 

target of the sanctions is business interests in the recipient state, the executive was less 

likely to impose sanctions, but the government was more likely to impose sanctions if the 

target was the target’s regime leadership or political interests.   

 In Table 2, the models included the Sender and Target Education variables 

instead of the elite education variables, with a 1 in the respective variables signifying if 

both leaders in the dyad attended graduate school and a 0 otherwise. Looking at the 

results, we can see a somewhat divergent pattern emerge. Looking at Model 1, the Target 

Education variable is negative and significant at 0.05, whereas the Sender Education 

variable is only weakly significant. In Model 3, in contrast, the relationship is reversed, 

with Sender Education more significant than Target Education. In the imposition stage, 

the Sender Education had a consistent and significant effect on the imposition of 
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sanctions for the first time in this study as well. Looking at Models 2 and 4, we can see 

that Sender Education has a negative and significant effect (at 0.01). This suggests that 

when the sender state leader attended graduate school, there was a decreased likelihood 

of the imposition of sanctions. This is contrary to the expectations of Hypothesis 2 and 

the expectation that neoliberal leaders will be more likely to impose sanctions in the 

second stage.  

Table 2 Here 

 Using Models 3 and 4 from Table 2, we can see the substantive effect of 

Education Level on the likelihood of both sanctions threats and sanctions imposition. 

Looking at Figure 2, sender leaders with a graduate education have a 0.04% chance of 

issuing a threat. Similar to the results above, there is a very small chance of a sanction 

being threatened. However, this represents a 33% increase in comparison to sender state 

leaders that did not attend graduate school. Sender states whose leaders both attended 

graduate school, in comparison, have a 0.03% likelihood of issuing a sanctions threat. 

These results, consistent with those from Model 1 in Table 1 provide more support for the 

assertion that neoliberal leaders are less likely to issue sanctions threats contained in 

Hypothesis 1.  

 In Table 2, the neoliberal proxy in the imposition models is significant for the first 

time also. So what is the substantive effect of Education Level on sanctions imposition? 

Looking at the predicted probability of sanctions imposition in Figure 3, non-max 

education dyads have approximately 38.5% chance of a sanctions being imposed. This 

suggests that there is a significant likelihood of leaders in general experiencing the 

imposition of a sanction at some point in time once a threat is issued. However, when the 
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sender state’s leader is neoliberal the probability of sanctions imposition decreases to 

approximately 20% chance of sanction imposition. This represents a decrease of almost 

50%, contrary to Hypothesis 2.  

Figure 2 Here 

Figure 3 Here 

In Models 6 and 8, the imposition variable was replaced with executive and 

government imposition variables. Looking at the results, we can see that graduate 

education has an insignificant effect on the imposition of sanctions, quite different from 

the consistently negative and significant effect in Models 2 and 4. Looking at Models 6 

and 8, we can see that when the sender or target executive attended graduate school, this 

had no significant effect on the likelihood of the sender executive or government 

imposing sanctions, providing no support for Hypothesis 2. In contrast to these results, 

we again see the different sanction-specific characteristics executives and governments 

respond to as well. Executives were more likely to impose sanctions when the sanctions 

were estimated to be costly to the sender state, while cost was not significant for 

government imposition. Similarly, executives are less likely to impose sanctions when 

business interests in the target state are threatened while the government of the sender 

state is more likely to impose sanctions when the target is political interests or regime 

leadership in the target state. In fact, in each of the ensuing models in Tables 3 through 

15, executives and the government diverge in how they respond based upon the interests 

threatened in the target state, with executives being less likely to impose sanctions when 

target’s business interests are threatened and governments more likely to impose 

sanctions when targets’ leadership and political interests are threatened. 
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 In Table 3, three ideological proxies, Sender Government, Target Government, 

and Overall Ideology replaced the educational proxies used above. In the first two 

measures, the dyad is coded a 1 if the leader and largest party in government are 

considered of the right on the left-right ideological scale, or a 0 otherwise, and a scale 

variable was used for the third variable. The main focus of this paper has been on the 

single leader who holds de facto power, largely as a result of data limitations on the 

cabinets of governments. As a result, we cannot be sure that the sanctions threat was 

actually issued by the specific leader included in the dyad. However, in Table 3, the 

ideology variables effectively control for the possibility of a sanction threat being issued 

by someone in government other than the leader. Looking at Table 3, we can see that the 

ideology measures have differing effects based on both stage of the sanction episode and 

types of threats issued. In Models 1 and 3, the Government Ideology variable has a 

negative and weakly significant effect on the likelihood of the dyad experiencing a 

sanction threat, providing support for Hypothesis 1. However, the Sender and Target 

Government ideologies have no significant effect in any of the models, so in this instance 

it is shared neoliberal ideology that matters in explaining sanctioning behavior.  

Table 3 Here  

 Ideology also has a significant effect in the imposition stage as well. In Models 2 

and 4, we can see that the three ideology variables all have a significant effect on 

imposition. The Government Ideology variable has a negative and weakly significant 

effect on the likelihood of the dyad experiencing a sanction imposition, contrary to 

Hypothesis 2. However, both Sender Government and Target Government ideologies 

have a positive and highly significant effect on the likelihood of sanction imposition, 
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congruent with Hypothesis 2. These divergent results suggest that when using ideology as 

a proxy for neoliberalism, it is shared ideology that matters at the threat stage, but 

individual states’ ideologies when imposing sanctions. 

Using Figures 4 and 5, we can see the substantive effect of ideology on 

sanctioning behavior. Looking at Figure 4, we can see that when both governments do 

not share an ideology, there is a 0.03% chance of the dyad experiencing a sanction threat. 

When the two states share a neoliberal orientation with a score of 3, however, the 

probability of the dyad experiencing a sanction threat decreases to 0.02%, representing a 

decrease of 33% and providing some support for Hypothesis 1. In Figure 5, we can see 

the effect of ideology at the imposition stage using the target government as the example. 

As the target government shifts from a non-neoliberal government to a neoliberal 

government, the probability of the state having a sanction imposed on it increases from 

20% to 40%, representing a 100% increase and providing strong support for Hypothesis 

2.  

Figure 4 Here 

Figure 5 Here 

Looking at the results in Models 6 and 8, we can see that ideology of the 

executive has a divergent and negative effect depending upon the actor imposing the 

sanction, again different from the results in Models 2 and 4. When the sender government 

is neoliberal, for example, there is a decreased likelihood of the executive imposing 

sanctions. In contrast, when the target government was neoliberal, there was a negative 

and significant effect on the government imposing sanctions, in both cases these results 

were contrary to the expectations of Hypothesis 2. The results for the sanction-specific 
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variables were again consistent with those in Tables 1 and 2, with the government and 

executive responding to different interests. 

 In addition to including the ideology measures, I also included an additive 

restriction measure consisting of the sum of restrictions for both states
13

. The inclusion of 

an Additive Restrictions measure is to highlight the effect of actual policies on 

sanctioning behavior. In Table 4, an Additive Restrictions, ranging from 9.27 to 195.84, 

was included, with a higher score denoting more restrictions present in the dyad. Looking 

at Table 4, we can see that Additive Restrictions has a significant effect on both stages of 

a sanction episode, albeit less so in the imposition stage. In Models 1 and 3, as Additive 

Restrictions increases it has a significant and positive effect on the likelihood of a 

sanctions threat being issued. This provides support for Hypothesis 1, in that dyads with 

lower trade barriers have a decreased likelihood of experiencing a sanction threat. In 

contrast, Additive Restrictions has a positive and weakly significant effect on sanctions 

imposition in only Model 2. As Additive Restrictions increase in this model, the 

probability of sanctions imposition also increases, providing contrary evidence against 

Hypothesis 2.  

Table 4 Here  

 Looking at Figure 6, based on Model 3 in Table 4, we can see the change in 

predicted probability from the minimum score of trade restrictions (9.25) to the 

maximum restriction level (195.84) within the sample. At the minimum score, there is a 

0.02% chance of there being a sanctions threat issued within the dyad. However, at the 

maximum score, there is a 0.12%% chance of a sanction threat being issued; suggesting 

that going from the least restrictive to most restrictive state increases the probability of a 

                                                 
13

 An average restrictions and individual sender and target restrictions were also tested, with similar results. 
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sanctions threat being issued by over 600%, and conversely the least restrictive, 

neoliberal dyads have a 600% decrease in probability of experiencing a sanction threat. 

Looking at the figure, we can see that the confidence intervals become quite large as the 

score increases above 100, so the results must be interpreted with caution. Nonetheless, it 

appears as if once the dyads become more neoliberal, there is a negative effect on the 

likelihood of the dyad experiencing a sanction threat, providing strong support for 

Hypothesis 1. 

Figure 6 Here 

Looking at the results in Models 6 and 8 in Table 4, we can again see that the 

relationship for restrictions is reversed similar to the other neoliberal indicators. In Model 

6, the Additive Restrictions indicator has a negative and significant effect on the 

likelihood of the executive imposing a sanction, suggesting that as the cumulative 

restrictions increase for the sender and target this decreased the likelihood of sanction 

imposition, providing some support for Hypothesis 2. In contrast, the level of restrictions 

has no significant effect on the likelihood of the government imposing sanctions. The 

executive and government again were responsive to different targeted interests, with the 

executive responding negatively to business interests and the government responding 

positively to regime leadership and political interests. 

In Table 5, the Additive Restrictions measure was replaced with the degree of 

financial openness of the lowest monadic score in the dyad, with a range of  -1.875 to 

2.422 (Gartzke 2007). Looking at the results of Table 5, we can see that the financial 

openness of the lowest monadic scored state has no significant effect on the first stage of 

the sanction episode, providing no support for Hypothesis 1. However, financial openness 
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does have a significant and positive effect on the imposition stage, suggesting that as the 

degree of financial openness for the lowest scored state in the dyad increases, this 

increases the likelihood of the dyad experiencing a sanction imposition, providing some 

support for Hypothesis 2. Looking at Figure 7, we can see this relationship play out. 

When the degree of financial openness for the lowest scored state is the minimum score 

for financial openness, there is a 15% chance of the dyad experiencing a sanction 

imposition. However, at the maximum value of financial openness, the dyad had a 40% 

chance of experiencing sanction imposition, representing a 166% increase, providing 

support for Hypothesis 2. 

Table 5 Here 

Figure 7 Here 

Looking at the results of Models 6 and 8, we can again see that the relationship is 

reversed with the use of a new dependent variable. In Model 6, the financial openness of 

the lowest monadic state in the dyad had a negative and significant effect on the 

likelihood of the sender executive imposing a sanction. In contrast, the financial openness 

of the lowest monadic state had no significant effect on the government imposing 

sanctions. The sanction-specific cases again had a consistent effect, with executives less 

likely to impose sanctions when business interests in the target state were targeted while 

governments were more likely to impose sanctions when the regime leadership or 

business interests were the target. The one difference from the other tables, however, is 

that executives in Model 6 also were less likely to impose sanctions when regime 

leadership was the target. Despite this, it appears as if executives and governments 



40 

 

consistently respond differently depending upon the interests threatened in the target 

state.  

Conclusion: 

 In this study I examined the effect that neoliberalism shared between two state 

leaders or governments has on the likelihood of sanctions threats and imposition. I 

advanced the theory that shared neoliberalism between two leaders fosters greater trust 

between them, making it less likely that either would resort to sanctions threats to resolve 

any disputes that arise. However, if a dispute is so serious that the various neoliberal 

dispute mechanisms fail to resolve it, this should increase the likelihood of the imposition 

of sanctions. The results confirm that neoliberalism plays a significant role in explaining 

sanctioning behavior. Consistent across all models, I found that neoliberalism has 

negative effect on the threat of sanctions, confirming my expectations for the threat stage. 

In contrast, the imposition stage models were much less consistent. On the one hand, 

shared neoliberalism was significant in many of the imposition stage models. However, 

neoliberalism had a negative and significant effect when leaders had a graduate education 

and significance was wiped out once sanction-specific indicators were included. 

Although my theory was only partially confirmed, the results do highlight that 

neoliberalism is a significant predictor of sanctioning behavior that requires further study.  

 This study has a number of implications for the sanctions literature. First, it 

highlights the need to further examine the role of economic ideology and policy attitudes 

in the sanctions literature. Starting in the 1970s, the policy of neoliberalism became 

increasingly prominent amongst actors in the international system, especially in 

organizations such as the IMF and World Bank. Because of this, the study of 
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neoliberalism has been featured somewhat heavily in the international organizations 

literature. However, studies on the effect of neoliberalism have been limited in other 

areas of international behavior, with none existing in the sanctions literature. The 

growing presence of proponents of neoliberalism in the international system suggested 

that neoliberalism had the potential to be a powerful predictor of sanctioning behavior. In 

testing this, I found that shared neoliberalism does explain sanctioning behavior. Thus, 

this study advances the research by introducing neoliberal factors as a predictor of 

sanctioning behavior. A major implication drawn from this is the need to explore the role 

economic orientation more broadly can have on state behavior beyond the measures 

included in this study.  

 In order to facilitate this, there needs to be more attention paid to the role of 

leaders and policymakers in large-n studies. Within the sanctions literature, studies have 

traditionally included state-wide measures, such as with regime scores as the unit of 

analysis when using a large-n sample. In contrast, case studies of sanctioning episodes 

often focus on the role of individual leaders in explaining sanctioning onset, highlighting 

their importance in explaining sanctioning behavior. I implicitly argue in this paper that, 

as highlighted by the qualitative sanctions literature, leaders are important in explaining 

sanctioning behavior also. Therefore, leadership characteristics such as the attitudes, 

ideologies, economic orientations, and backgrounds of leaders should play a more 

prominent role in explaining sanctioning behavior in large-n studies. Because of this, the 

second advancement made in this paper is by using leaders as the unit of analysis.  

 In a related manner, this study highlighted that specific actors in the sender state 

respond differently when controlling for the specific interests threatened in the target 
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state. Executives, for example, were less likely to impose sanctions when business 

interests were threatened in the target state. The government of the sender state, 

meanwhile, was more likely to impose sanctions when either the regime leadership or 

political interests of the target state were threatened. These consistent findings highlight 

that these actors respond to different incentives that affect how they sanction. Executives, 

for example, may be more susceptible to domestic business group pressure than the entire 

government of the sender state is. This might be the case because the executive is a single 

person, whereas domestic business interests would have to pressure the entire legislature 

and executive to protect business interests in the target state. In contrast, it may be 

necessary for the sender state to gain the authorization of the entire government to target 

another state’s political interests or regime leadership because sanctions of that sort might 

have a profound effect on the stability of the target’s government. Although these stories 

may be plausible theoretical stories, these results suggest that it is necessary to explore 

how the different actors imposing sanctions interact with both their domestic 

environment as well as the target’s domestic environment to explain sanction 

impositions. 

 Finally, the specifications used here were non-interactive. However, there is 

reason to suggest that neoliberalism may have an interactive effect in a number of ways. 

First, it is possible that when the sender and target state both have neoliberal leaders or 

governments, this shared neoliberalism may interact in some unexpected ways, as 

suggested by the Average Elite University measure included in Table 1. Further 

explanation is warranted to see how senders and targets interact with each other. Second, 

some of the literature suggests that neoliberalism may work through the presence of 
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dispute mechanisms that neoliberal leaders are more likely to place their trust in. Initial 

tests suggest that neoliberalism interacts with the presence of a bilateral investment 

treaty, for example. Third, it is possible that leaders originating in more stable countries 

are more likely to attend and receive degrees from elite universities, suggesting that they 

are more inclined towards neoliberalism from university of education and onward. 

Although this possibility is beyond the scope of this study, it highlights a need to look at 

long-term individual characteristics and backgrounds in explaining both economic 

orientation and subsequent behavior. 
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Table 1: Elite University Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Elite 

University 

-0.175 0.232 -0.389 0.397 -0.389 -0.842 -0.389 -1.496 

 (0.129) (0.390) (0.316) (0.710) (0.316) (1.006) (0.316) (0.992) 

Target Elite 

University 

-0.349** 0.171 -1.000*** 0.425 -1.000*** 0.781 -1.000*** -0.473 

 (0.143) (0.443) (0.359) (0.822) (0.359) (1.097) (0.359) (1.020) 

Both Elite University 0.082 0.188 0.311 0.289 0.311 0.547 0.311  

 (0.150) (0.287) (0.388) (0.584) (0.388) (1.409) (0.388)  

Average Elite 

University 

0.826*** -0.600 2.223*** -1.405 2.223*** 0.746 2.223*** 1.635 

 (0.265) (0.816) (0.661) (1.455) (0.661) (2.090) (0.661) (1.762) 

Major Sender Cost      2.489**  -1.174 

      (1.166)  (1.022) 

Major Target Cost      0.461  0.060 

      (0.756)  (0.507) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.193  2.023** 

      (1.045)  (0.859) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -3.034***  0.547 

      (0.935)  (0.619) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.711  3.309*** 

      (1.207)  (1.019) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.127  -0.505 

      (0.888)  (0.819) 

Dispute Issues      0.015  -0.100 

      (0.078)  (0.077) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.030  -0.100 

      (0.121)  (0.101) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

0.090 0.032 0.034 -0.055 0.034  0.034  

 (0.183) (0.501) (0.452) (1.010) (0.452)  (0.452)  

IMF Membership -0.238*** -1.152*** -0.579* -2.002*** -0.579* -0.233 -0.579* 0.475 

 (0.090) (0.377) (0.310) (0.716) (0.310) (1.059) (0.310) (0.703) 

WTO Membership -0.004 0.265* -0.133 0.545* -0.133 -0.844 -0.133 0.364 

 (0.066) (0.145) (0.157) (0.279) (0.157) (1.192) (0.157) (0.564) 

Joint Democracy -0.124 -0.748*** -0.321 -1.317*** -0.321 2.154* -0.321 0.824 

 (0.094) (0.183) (0.268) (0.358) (0.268) (1.136) (0.268) (0.753) 

IGO Membership 0.525*** 0.812*** 1.537*** 1.096*** 1.537*** 1.652 1.537*** -0.416 

 (0.125) (0.205) (0.411) (0.406) (0.411) (1.082) (0.411) (0.582) 

Interdependence 13.480*** 2.639 28.818*** -5.071 28.818*** -261.558 28.818*** -0.788 

 (2.833) (5.516) (5.599) (8.294) (5.599) (260.463) (5.599) (27.163) 

US Sender 1.860*** 1.613*** 4.785*** 1.229*** 4.785*** -0.223 4.785*** -1.813*** 

 (0.119) (0.250) (0.330) (0.379) (0.330) (1.022) (0.330) (0.458) 

Sender Regime 0.012** 0.007 0.039** 0.008 0.039** 0.201 0.039** -0.074* 

 (0.006) (0.012) (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.138) (0.018) (0.044) 

Target Regime 0.017*** 0.041*** 0.056*** 0.064** 0.056*** -0.097 0.056*** -0.022 

 (0.006) (0.012) (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.089) (0.018) (0.046) 

US*Target Regime -0.028*** 0.006 -0.094*** 0.041 -0.094*** -0.060 -0.094*** -0.046 

 (0.010) (0.017) (0.022) (0.036) (0.022) (0.082) (0.022) (0.059) 

Alliance 0.323*** -0.018 0.726*** -0.248 0.726*** 0.203 0.726*** -0.539 

 (0.079) (0.172) (0.231) (0.318) (0.231) (0.716) (0.231) (0.459) 

Capability Ratio -0.012 -0.125*** -0.066 -0.227*** -0.066 0.275* -0.066 0.309*** 

 (0.014) (0.038) (0.042) (0.068) (0.042) (0.143) (0.042) (0.090) 

Military Conflict 1.231*** 0.345 2.842*** -0.398 2.842*** -0.672 2.842*** -0.092 

 (0.134) (0.278) (0.531) (0.397) (0.531) (0.725) (0.531) (0.577) 

Threat Years -0.139***  -0.351***  -0.351***  -0.351***  

 (0.016)  (0.046)  (0.046)  (0.046)  

Threat Years Squared 0.008***  0.021***  0.021***  0.021***  

 (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.293*** -4.066*** -10.778*** -2.738*** -10.778*** -10.098*** -10.778*** 1.662 

 (0.393) (0.707) (1.328) (1.008) (1.328) (3.225) (1.328) (1.842) 

         

Observations 630,850 630,850 630,850 956 630,850 618 630,850 599 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2: Graduate School Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Executive 

Education 

-0.083* -0.435*** -0.271** -0.793*** -0.271** 0.021 -0.271** 0.427 

 (0.043) (0.102) (0.125) (0.195) (0.125) (0.415) (0.125) (0.367) 

Target Executive 

Education 

-0.108** -0.040 -0.238* -0.020 -0.238* -0.268 -0.238* -0.227 

 (0.044) (0.098) (0.125) (0.183) (0.125) (0.379) (0.125) (0.317) 

Major Sender Cost      2.918***  -1.121 

      (1.102)  (1.003) 

Major Target Cost      0.112  -0.047 

      (0.747)  (0.513) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.230  2.102*** 

      (1.127)  (0.760) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.763***  0.690 

      (0.786)  (0.632) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.469  3.181*** 

      (1.128)  (0.947) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.385  -0.369 

      (0.866)  (0.874) 

Dispute Issues      0.000  -0.114 

      (0.078)  (0.078) 

Type of Sanction 

Threaten 

     0.042  -0.093 

      (0.123)  (0.090) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.104 0.387 0.192 0.646 0.192  0.192  

 (0.165) (0.465) (0.407) (0.896) (0.407)  (0.407)  

IMF Membership -0.221** -1.217*** -0.511* -2.044*** -0.511* -0.225 -0.511* 0.500 

 (0.089) (0.402) (0.304) (0.731) (0.304) (1.206) (0.304) (0.684) 

WTO Membership -0.013 0.343** 0.020 0.673*** 0.020 -0.846 0.020 0.264 

 (0.062) (0.142) (0.157) (0.256) (0.157) (1.052) (0.157) (0.539) 

Joint Democracy -0.108 -0.800*** -0.336 -1.372*** -0.336 2.381** -0.336 0.854 

 (0.096) (0.194) (0.272) (0.361) (0.272) (1.017) (0.272) (0.719) 

IGO Membership 0.534*** 0.808*** 1.654*** 1.104*** 1.654*** 1.267 1.654*** -0.526 

 (0.129) (0.217) (0.434) (0.418) (0.434) (0.839) (0.434) (0.545) 

Interdependence 13.489*** 1.733 27.364*** -4.918 27.364*** -230.035 27.364*** -11.806 

 (2.984) (5.901) (5.645) (9.109) (5.645) (249.789) (5.645) (27.946) 

US Sender 1.935*** 1.517*** 4.968*** 1.339*** 4.968*** -0.359 4.968*** -2.025*** 

 (0.118) (0.323) (0.320) (0.348) (0.320) (0.897) (0.320) (0.447) 

Sender Regime 0.016*** 0.009 0.054*** 0.009 0.054*** 0.199 0.054*** -0.084* 

 (0.006) (0.014) (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.133) (0.018) (0.045) 

Target Regime 0.019*** 0.042*** 0.060*** 0.066** 0.060*** -0.098 0.060*** -0.018 

 (0.006) (0.014) (0.018) (0.027) (0.018) (0.081) (0.018) (0.047) 

US*Target Regime -0.022** 0.013 -0.081*** 0.043 -0.081*** -0.044 -0.081*** -0.059 

 (0.009) (0.018) (0.021) (0.035) (0.021) (0.072) (0.021) (0.054) 

Alliance 0.316*** -0.003 0.652*** -0.193 0.652*** 0.225 0.652*** -0.454 

 (0.080) (0.171) (0.230) (0.302) (0.230) (0.727) (0.230) (0.436) 

Capability Ratio -0.016 -0.128*** -0.072* -0.228*** -0.072* 0.224 -0.072* 0.260*** 

 (0.014) (0.038) (0.041) (0.069) (0.041) (0.145) (0.041) (0.089) 

Military Conflict 1.236*** 0.301 2.897*** -0.261 2.897*** -0.685 2.897*** -0.296 

 (0.135) (0.315) (0.505) (0.378) (0.505) (0.642) (0.505) (0.595) 

Threat Years -0.136***  -0.359***  -0.359***  -0.359***  

 (0.015)  (0.042)  (0.042)  (0.042)  

Threat Years Squared 0.008***  0.022***  0.022***  0.022***  

 (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.259*** -3.583*** -10.973*** -2.639** -10.973*** -8.504*** -10.973*** 2.051 

 (0.421) (0.917) (1.463) (1.058) (1.463) (2.527) (1.463) (1.655) 

         

Observations 653,982 1,045 653,982 1,045 653,982 664 653,982 664 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: Political Ideology For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Government 

Ideology 

-0.049 0.308** -0.136 0.664** -0.136 -1.214*** -0.136 0.001 

 (0.056) (0.154) (0.134) (0.260) (0.134) (0.442) (0.134) (0.579) 

Target Government 

Ideology 

0.075 0.517*** 0.178 0.887*** 0.178 0.461 0.178 -1.301** 

 (0.063) (0.181) (0.170) (0.315) (0.170) (0.597) (0.170) (0.623) 

Overall Ideology -0.046* -0.126* -0.107* -0.221* -0.107* 0.012 -0.107* 0.018 

 (0.026) (0.068) (0.065) (0.123) (0.065) (0.225) (0.065) (0.262) 

Major Sender Cost      3.872**   

      (1.658)   

Major Target Cost      -0.280  -1.126 

      (0.783)  (0.891) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.314  2.526** 

      (1.266)  (1.081) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.794***  0.378 

      (0.720)  (0.860) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -2.092  4.183*** 

      (1.322)  (1.220) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     2.090*  -1.340 

      (1.076)  (1.578) 

Dispute Issues      -0.058  -0.041 

      (0.101)  (0.108) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     -0.109  -0.013 

      (0.140)  (0.138) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

-0.071 0.439 -0.143 0.873 -0.143  -0.143  

 (0.216) (0.597) (0.484) (1.171) (0.484)  (0.484)  

IMF Membership -0.023 -0.087 0.262 -0.112 0.262 -4.233*** 0.262 0.435 

 (0.198) (0.616) (0.523) (1.093) (0.523) (1.585) (0.523) (1.142) 

WTO Membership -0.075 0.250 -0.359** 0.482 -0.359** -1.069 -0.359** 0.772 

 (0.079) (0.169) (0.180) (0.307) (0.180) (0.989) (0.180) (0.708) 

Joint Democracy -0.160 -0.610** -0.366 -1.042** -0.366 3.624** -0.366 0.384 

 (0.139) (0.291) (0.360) (0.524) (0.360) (1.653) (0.360) (1.001) 

IGO Membership 0.664*** 1.259*** 1.561*** 1.864*** 1.561*** 2.061** 1.561*** -1.180 

 (0.199) (0.302) (0.524) (0.555) (0.524) (0.857) (0.524) (0.855) 

Interdependence 9.421** 5.028 20.570** 4.936 20.570** -251.127 20.570** -43.370 

 (4.699) (11.329) (8.374) (20.265) (8.374) (356.741) (8.374) (34.416) 

US Sender 2.086*** 0.910** 5.381*** 0.093 5.381*** -1.096 5.381*** -0.767 

 (0.160) (0.408) (0.442) (0.416) (0.442) (0.950) (0.442) (0.798) 

Sender Regime 0.026** -0.014 0.090** -0.043 0.090**  0.090** 0.086 

 (0.012) (0.043) (0.039) (0.083) (0.039)  (0.039) (0.124) 

Target Regime 0.021** -0.049* 0.086*** -0.100** 0.086*** -0.341*** 0.086*** 0.333*** 

 (0.009) (0.027) (0.030) (0.050) (0.030) (0.128) (0.030) (0.122) 

US*Target Regime -0.041*** 0.073*** -0.138*** 0.168*** -0.138*** 0.123 -0.138*** -0.377*** 

 (0.012) (0.026) (0.031) (0.044) (0.031) (0.082) (0.031) (0.094) 

Alliance 0.484*** 0.079 1.067*** -0.096 1.067*** 0.195 1.067*** -0.350 

 (0.116) (0.207) (0.299) (0.354) (0.299) (0.863) (0.299) (0.577) 

Capability Ratio -0.029 -0.085 -0.114* -0.125 -0.114* 0.005 -0.114* 0.426** 

 (0.020) (0.056) (0.059) (0.106) (0.059) (0.205) (0.059) (0.196) 

Military Conflict 1.106*** 0.297 2.438*** -0.255 2.438*** -0.745 2.438*** -0.781 

 (0.202) (0.399) (0.588) (0.647) (0.588) (0.638) (0.588) (0.811) 

Threat Years -0.277***  -0.587***  -0.587***  -0.587***  

 (0.025)  (0.059)  (0.059)  (0.059)  

Threat Years Squared 0.016***  0.036***  0.036***  0.036***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.510*** -6.182*** -11.137*** -7.062*** -11.137*** -2.695 -11.137*** 0.569 

 (0.733) (1.371) (1.869) (2.177) (1.869) (2.855) (1.869) (3.185) 

         

Observations 231,500 231,500 231,500 657 231,500 375 231,500 378 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4: Level of Restrictions For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Additive Restrictions 0.005*** 0.005* 0.010*** 0.007 0.010*** -0.024** 0.010*** 0.008 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.012) (0.003) (0.011) 

Major Sender Cost      0.973  -1.020 

      (1.279)  (1.564) 

Major Target Cost      -0.115  -0.362 

      (0.755)  (0.639) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.072  2.122** 

      (0.934)  (0.846) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.662***  0.599 

      (0.764)  (0.737) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.296  2.853** 

      (1.381)  (1.156) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.774*  -0.091 

      (0.984)  (0.978) 

Dispute Issues      0.031  -0.140 

      (0.099)  (0.092) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.106  -0.060 

      (0.131)  (0.088) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

0.129 0.279 0.392 0.428 0.392  0.392  

 (0.163) (0.478) (0.415) (0.869) (0.415)  (0.415)  

IMF Membership 0.026 -0.654 0.203 -0.980 0.203 -1.907 0.203 1.208 

 (0.199) (0.531) (0.493) (1.015) (0.493) (1.232) (0.493) (1.038) 

WTO Membership -0.072 0.184 -0.241 0.375 -0.241 -0.647 -0.241 -0.136 

 (0.066) (0.139) (0.162) (0.252) (0.162) (0.999) (0.162) (0.573) 

Joint Democracy -0.257* -0.755*** -0.715** -1.190*** -0.715** 2.220** -0.715** 1.515* 

 (0.133) (0.194) (0.365) (0.371) (0.365) (1.106) (0.365) (0.917) 

IGO Membership 0.907*** 0.654** 2.473*** 0.706 2.473*** 1.871 2.473*** 0.511 

 (0.135) (0.270) (0.397) (0.499) (0.397) (1.220) (0.397) (0.746) 

Interdependence 8.281*** 0.948 17.991*** -3.772 17.991*** -155.588 17.991*** -29.069 

 (2.702) (5.042) (6.010) (8.186) (6.010) (209.373) (6.010) (23.856) 

US Sender 1.795*** 1.233*** 4.509*** 0.969** 4.509*** -0.124 4.509*** -2.188*** 

 (0.139) (0.264) (0.381) (0.385) (0.381) (0.893) (0.381) (0.514) 

Sender Regime 0.000 -0.002 0.011 -0.004 0.011 0.224 0.011 -0.144*** 

 (0.006) (0.017) (0.019) (0.031) (0.019) (0.204) (0.019) (0.053) 

Target Regime 0.004 0.030* 0.023 0.048 0.023 -0.049 0.023 -0.063 

 (0.006) (0.016) (0.020) (0.031) (0.020) (0.084) (0.020) (0.052) 

US*Target Regime -0.006 0.019 -0.039 0.044 -0.039 -0.094 -0.039 -0.087 

 (0.010) (0.020) (0.024) (0.039) (0.024) (0.078) (0.024) (0.055) 

Alliance 0.230*** 0.011 0.546** -0.074 0.546** -0.185 0.546** -0.597 

 (0.085) (0.167) (0.236) (0.298) (0.236) (0.805) (0.236) (0.483) 

Capability Ratio -0.011 -0.090** -0.053 -0.153** -0.053 0.167 -0.053 0.292*** 

 (0.018) (0.039) (0.053) (0.072) (0.053) (0.133) (0.053) (0.101) 

Military Conflict 1.148*** 0.286 2.807*** -0.256 2.807*** 0.086 2.807*** -0.338 

 (0.172) (0.270) (0.523) (0.459) (0.523) (0.597) (0.523) (0.612) 

Threat Years -0.248***  -0.590***  -0.590***  -0.590***  

 (0.021)  (0.055)  (0.055)  (0.055)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.037***  0.037***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.795*** -4.074*** -14.561*** -3.364* -14.561*** -6.783* -14.561*** -2.471 

 (0.502) (1.101) (1.357) (1.871) (1.357) (3.610) (1.357) (2.412) 

         

Observations 429,382 429,382 429,382 820 429,382 517 429,382 517 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5: Level of Financial Openness For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Financial Opennesslow 0.039 0.099*** 0.059 0.152** 0.059 -0.422** 0.059 0.029 

 (0.026) (0.034) (0.068) (0.063) (0.068) (0.196) (0.068) (0.148) 

Major Sender Cost      2.781**  -1.126 

      (1.226)  (1.289) 

Major Target Cost      -0.219  -0.580 

      (0.713)  (0.620) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -3.156**  3.140*** 

      (1.423)  (0.784) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.883***  0.786 

      (0.752)  (0.705) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.766  3.281*** 

      (1.202)  (0.978) 

Target=Military 

Interest  

     1.422  -1.820 

      (1.003)  (1.384) 

Dispute Issues      0.001  -0.095 

      (0.094)  (0.097) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     -0.008  0.078 

      (0.138)  (0.095) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.283* 0.366 0.717* 0.476 0.717*  0.717*  

 (0.165) (0.498) (0.411) (0.899) (0.411)  (0.411)  

IMF Membership 0.462** -5.529*** 1.395***  1.395***  1.395***  

 (0.211) (0.586) (0.538)  (0.538)  (0.538)  

WTO Membership -0.115* 0.178 -0.333** 0.356 -0.333** -0.806 -0.333** -0.007 

 (0.064) (0.146) (0.157) (0.256) (0.157) (0.995) (0.157) (0.519) 

Joint Democracy -0.229* -0.783*** -0.574* -1.322*** -0.574* 2.135* -0.574* 1.604 

 (0.117) (0.211) (0.325) (0.389) (0.325) (1.110) (0.325) (1.002) 

IGO Membership 1.116*** 0.800*** 2.947*** 0.879* 2.947*** 1.848 2.947*** 0.736 

 (0.130) (0.290) (0.373) (0.494) (0.373) (1.390) (0.373) (0.865) 

Interdependence 9.071*** -3.179 19.556*** -8.768 19.556*** -119.838 19.556*** -57.702* 

 (2.737) (5.740) (6.383) (9.571) (6.383) (167.091) (6.383) (34.091) 

US Sender 2.078*** 1.256*** 5.185*** 0.978** 5.185*** -0.752 5.185*** -1.557*** 

 (0.135) (0.325) (0.369) (0.393) (0.369) (0.845) (0.369) (0.516) 

Sender Regime 0.007 -0.004 0.026 -0.004 0.026 0.183 0.026 -0.145** 

 (0.006) (0.018) (0.019) (0.033) (0.019) (0.119) (0.019) (0.060) 

Target Regime 0.016** 0.021 0.055*** 0.036 0.055*** -0.133 0.055*** -0.021 

 (0.006) (0.017) (0.021) (0.031) (0.021) (0.097) (0.021) (0.064) 

US*Target Regime -0.026** 0.026 -0.087*** 0.063 -0.087*** -0.005 -0.087*** -0.150*** 

 (0.011) (0.020) (0.027) (0.038) (0.027) (0.078) (0.027) (0.056) 

Alliance 0.113 -0.058 0.241 -0.145 0.241 0.207 0.241 -0.615 

 (0.079) (0.178) (0.213) (0.310) (0.213) (0.831) (0.213) (0.476) 

Capability Ratio -0.032** -0.132*** -0.090** -0.200*** -0.090** 0.236 -0.090** 0.251** 

 (0.015) (0.043) (0.044) (0.077) (0.044) (0.153) (0.044) (0.117) 

Military Conflict 1.153*** 0.151 2.874*** -0.321 2.874*** -0.114 2.874*** -0.101 

 (0.173) (0.296) (0.511) (0.468) (0.511) (0.615) (0.511) (0.574) 

Threat Years -0.223***  -0.506***  -0.506***  -0.506***  

 (0.022)  (0.060)  (0.060)  (0.060)  

Threat Years Squared 0.013***  0.030***  0.030***  0.030***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -6.521*** 1.172 -16.648*** -3.816** -16.648*** -10.098** -16.648*** -2.695 

 (0.475) (1.639) (1.314) (1.718) (1.314) (5.014) (1.314) (2.924) 

         

Observations 434,270 434,270 434,270 826 434,270 511 434,270 511 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 1 Neoliberal target state and the predicted probability of sanctions threat. 

 

 
Figure 2 Graduate education and the predicted probability of sanctions threat. 
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Figure 3 Graduate education and the predicted probability of sanctions imposition. 

 

 
Figure 4 Government ideology and the predicted probability of sanctions threat. 
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Figure 5 Ideology of target government and the predicted probability of sanctions 

imposition. 
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Figure 6 Additive restrictions and the predicted probability of sanctions threat. 

 

 
Figure 7 Financial openness and the predicted probability of sanction imposition. 
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Supplemental Appendix 
Overt Threats Models: 

Table 1: Elite University Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Overt 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Elite University -0.203 0.291 -0.404 0.397 -0.404 -0.842 -0.404 -1.496 

 (0.133) (0.422) (0.334) (0.710) (0.334) (1.006) (0.334) (0.992) 

Target Elite University -0.374** 0.195 -1.014*** 0.425 -1.014*** 0.781 -1.014*** -0.473 

 (0.150) (0.497) (0.386) (0.822) (0.386) (1.097) (0.386) (1.020) 

Both Elite University 0.048 0.274 0.138 0.289 0.138 0.547 0.138  

 (0.154) (0.312) (0.390) (0.584) (0.390) (1.409) (0.390)  

Average Elite 

University 

0.823*** -0.605 2.149*** -1.405 2.149*** 0.746 2.149*** 1.635 

 (0.277) (0.887) (0.714) (1.455) (0.714) (2.090) (0.714) (1.762) 

Major Sender Cost      2.489**  -1.174 

      (1.166)  (1.022) 

Major Target Cost      0.461  0.060 

      (0.756)  (0.507) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.193  2.023** 

      (1.045)  (0.859) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -3.034***  0.547 

      (0.935)  (0.619) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.711  3.309*** 

      (1.207)  (1.019) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.127  -0.505 

      (0.888)  (0.819) 

Dispute Issues      0.015  -0.100 

      (0.078)  (0.077) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.030  -0.100 

      (0.121)  (0.101) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

-0.092 0.255 -0.415 -0.055 -0.415  -0.415  

 (0.237) (0.578) (0.566) (1.010) (0.566)  (0.566)  

IMF Membership -0.233** -1.084*** -0.570* -2.002*** -0.570* -0.233 -0.570* 0.475 

 (0.104) (0.381) (0.343) (0.716) (0.343) (1.059) (0.343) (0.703) 

WTO Membership -0.067 0.315* -0.347** 0.545* -0.347** -0.844 -0.347** 0.364 

 (0.074) (0.170) (0.177) (0.279) (0.177) (1.192) (0.177) (0.564) 

Joint Democracy -0.107 -0.916*** -0.206 -1.317*** -0.206 2.154* -0.206 0.824 

 (0.096) (0.227) (0.266) (0.358) (0.266) (1.136) (0.266) (0.753) 

IGO Membership 0.619*** 0.746*** 1.854*** 1.096*** 1.854*** 1.652 1.854*** -0.416 

 (0.140) (0.215) (0.449) (0.406) (0.449) (1.082) (0.449) (0.582) 

Interdependence 10.511*** 14.436 22.603*** -5.071 22.603*** -261.558 22.603*** -0.788 

 (2.978) (10.769) (6.773) (8.294) (6.773) (260.463) (6.773) (27.163) 

US Sender 1.834*** 1.573*** 4.892*** 1.229*** 4.892*** -0.223 4.892*** -1.813*** 

 (0.132) (0.246) (0.369) (0.379) (0.369) (1.022) (0.369) (0.458) 

Sender Regime 0.013** 0.006 0.041* 0.008 0.041* 0.201 0.041* -0.074* 

 (0.006) (0.012) (0.021) (0.026) (0.021) (0.138) (0.021) (0.044) 

Target Regime 0.014** 0.045*** 0.046** 0.064** 0.046** -0.097 0.046** -0.022 

 (0.006) (0.013) (0.020) (0.026) (0.020) (0.089) (0.020) (0.046) 

US*Target Regime -0.028*** 0.007 -0.094*** 0.041 -0.094*** -0.060 -0.094*** -0.046 

 (0.010) (0.017) (0.024) (0.036) (0.024) (0.082) (0.024) (0.059) 

Alliance 0.266*** 0.089 0.545** -0.248 0.545** 0.203 0.545** -0.539 

 (0.083) (0.177) (0.243) (0.318) (0.243) (0.716) (0.243) (0.459) 

Capability Ratio -0.012 -0.123*** -0.076 -0.227*** -0.076 0.275* -0.076 0.309*** 

 (0.016) (0.039) (0.049) (0.068) (0.049) (0.143) (0.049) (0.090) 

Military Conflict 1.146*** 0.409 2.453*** -0.398 2.453*** -0.672 2.453*** -0.092 

 (0.144) (0.273) (0.570) (0.397) (0.570) (0.725) (0.570) (0.577) 

Threat Years -0.132***  -0.335***  -0.335***  -0.335***  

 (0.018)  (0.049)  (0.049)  (0.049)  

Threat Years Squared 0.007***  0.019***  0.019***  0.019***  

 (0.001)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.663*** -3.917*** -12.048*** -2.738*** -12.048*** -10.098*** -12.048*** 1.662 

 (0.452) (0.797) (1.490) (1.008) (1.490) (3.225) (1.490) (1.842) 

         

Observations 630,850 956 630,850 956 630,850 618 630,850 599 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2: Graduate School Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Overt 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Executive 

Education 

-0.137*** -0.430*** -0.392*** -0.793*** -0.392*** 0.021 -0.392*** 0.427 

 (0.046) (0.105) (0.133) (0.195) (0.133) (0.415) (0.133) (0.367) 

Target Executive 

Education 

-0.078* -0.104 -0.162 -0.020 -0.162 -0.268 -0.162 -0.227 

 (0.046) (0.097) (0.130) (0.183) (0.130) (0.379) (0.130) (0.317) 

Major Sender Cost      2.918***  -1.121 

      (1.102)  (1.003) 

Major Target Cost      0.112  -0.047 

      (0.747)  (0.513) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.230  2.102*** 

      (1.127)  (0.760) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.763***  0.690 

      (0.786)  (0.632) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.469  3.181*** 

      (1.128)  (0.947) 

Target=Military Interest      1.385  -0.369 

      (0.866)  (0.874) 

Dispute Issues      0.000  -0.114 

      (0.078)  (0.078) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.042  -0.093 

      (0.123)  (0.090) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty  

-0.035 0.680 -0.161 0.646 -0.161  -0.161  

 (0.208) (0.523) (0.501) (0.896) (0.501)  (0.501)  

IMF Membership -0.218** -1.140*** -0.502 -2.044*** -0.502 -0.225 -0.502 0.500 

 (0.104) (0.407) (0.337) (0.731) (0.337) (1.206) (0.337) (0.684) 

WTO Membership -0.054 0.423** -0.150 0.673*** -0.150 -0.846 -0.150 0.264 

 (0.071) (0.168) (0.178) (0.256) (0.178) (1.052) (0.178) (0.539) 

Joint Democracy -0.112 -0.956*** -0.274 -1.372*** -0.274 2.381** -0.274 0.854 

 (0.098) (0.235) (0.269) (0.361) (0.269) (1.017) (0.269) (0.719) 

Logged IGO 

membership 

0.632*** 0.753*** 1.970*** 1.104*** 1.970*** 1.267 1.970*** -0.526 

 (0.149) (0.235) (0.477) (0.418) (0.477) (0.839) (0.477) (0.545) 

Interdependence 10.638*** 12.214 22.307*** -4.918 22.307*** -230.035 22.307*** -11.806 

 (3.015) (9.709) (6.515) (9.109) (6.515) (249.789) (6.515) (27.946) 

US Sender 1.928*** 1.558*** 5.130*** 1.339*** 5.130*** -0.359 5.130*** -2.025*** 

 (0.130) (0.310) (0.358) (0.348) (0.358) (0.897) (0.358) (0.447) 

Sender Regime 0.018*** 0.010 0.054** 0.009 0.054** 0.199 0.054** -0.084* 

 (0.007) (0.014) (0.022) (0.026) (0.022) (0.133) (0.022) (0.045) 

Target Regime 0.016** 0.047*** 0.048** 0.066** 0.048** -0.098 0.048** -0.018 

 (0.006) (0.015) (0.020) (0.027) (0.020) (0.081) (0.020) (0.047) 

US*Target Regime -0.022** 0.015 -0.080*** 0.043 -0.080*** -0.044 -0.080*** -0.059 

 (0.010) (0.017) (0.023) (0.035) (0.023) (0.072) (0.023) (0.054) 

Alliance 0.262*** 0.114 0.476** -0.193 0.476** 0.225 0.476** -0.454 

 (0.085) (0.174) (0.243) (0.302) (0.243) (0.727) (0.243) (0.436) 

Capability Ratio -0.016 -0.127*** -0.082* -0.228*** -0.082* 0.224 -0.082* 0.260*** 

 (0.016) (0.039) (0.048) (0.069) (0.048) (0.145) (0.048) (0.089) 

Military Conflict 1.140*** 0.444 2.473*** -0.261 2.473*** -0.685 2.473*** -0.296 

 (0.138) (0.289) (0.524) (0.378) (0.524) (0.642) (0.524) (0.595) 

Threat Years -0.130***  -0.351***  -0.351***  -0.351***  

 (0.017)  (0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)  

Threat Years Squared 0.008***  0.021***  0.021***  0.021***  

 (0.001)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.640*** -3.572*** -12.214*** -2.639** -12.214*** -8.504*** -12.214*** 2.051 

 (0.499) (0.985) (1.649) (1.058) (1.649) (2.527) (1.649) (1.655) 

         

Observations 653,982 1,045 653,982 1,045 653,982 664 653,982 664 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: Political Ideology For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Overt 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Government 

Ideology 

-0.021 0.426** -0.105 0.664** -0.105 -1.214*** -0.105 0.001 

 (0.061) (0.168) (0.143) (0.260) (0.143) (0.442) (0.143) (0.579) 

Target Government 

Ideology 

0.087 0.603*** 0.229 0.887*** 0.229 0.461 0.229 -1.301** 

 (0.065) (0.210) (0.170) (0.315) (0.170) (0.597) (0.170) (0.623) 

Overall Ideology -0.041 -0.166** -0.095 -0.221* -0.095 0.012 -0.095 0.018 

 (0.027) (0.073) (0.062) (0.123) (0.062) (0.225) (0.062) (0.262) 

Major Sender Cost      3.872**   

      (1.658)   

Major Target Cost      -0.280  -1.126 

      (0.783)  (0.891) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.314  2.526** 

      (1.266)  (1.081) 

Target=Business Interest      -2.794***  0.378 

      (0.720)  (0.860) 

Target=Political Interest      -2.092  4.183*** 

      (1.322)  (1.220) 

Target=Military Interest      2.090*  -1.340 

      (1.076)  (1.578) 

Dispute Issues      -0.058  -0.041 

      (0.101)  (0.108) 

Type of Sanction Threat      -0.109  -0.013 

      (0.140)  (0.138) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

     -  - 

         

IMF Membership 0.006 0.079 0.353 -0.112 0.353 -4.233*** 0.353 0.435 

 (0.255) (0.572) (0.608) (1.093) (0.608) (1.585) (0.608) (1.142) 

WTO Membership -0.121 0.294 -0.568*** 0.482 -0.568*** -1.069 -0.568*** 0.772 

 (0.091) (0.207) (0.207) (0.307) (0.207) (0.989) (0.207) (0.708) 

Joint Democracy -0.098 -0.885** -0.066 -1.042** -0.066 3.624** -0.066 0.384 

 (0.126) (0.363) (0.334) (0.524) (0.334) (1.653) (0.334) (1.001) 

IGO Membership 0.800*** 1.223*** 1.929*** 1.864*** 1.929*** 2.061** 1.929*** -1.180 

 (0.232) (0.335) (0.553) (0.555) (0.553) (0.857) (0.553) (0.855) 

Interdependence 5.865 14.393 15.938* 4.936 15.938* -251.127 15.938* -43.370 

 (4.466) (10.357) (8.452) (20.265) (8.452) (356.741) (8.452) (34.416) 

US Sender 2.080*** 0.637 5.597*** 0.093 5.597*** -1.096 5.597*** -0.767 

 (0.175) (0.480) (0.483) (0.416) (0.483) (0.950) (0.483) (0.798) 

Sender Regime 0.036** -0.035 0.115* -0.043 0.115*  0.115* 0.086 

 (0.017) (0.060) (0.062) (0.083) (0.062)  (0.062) (0.124) 

Target Regime 0.009 -0.024 0.044 -0.100** 0.044 -0.341*** 0.044 0.333*** 

 (0.011) (0.033) (0.032) (0.050) (0.032) (0.128) (0.032) (0.122) 

US*Target -0.036*** 0.069** -0.120*** 0.168*** -0.120*** 0.123 -0.120*** -0.377*** 

 (0.013) (0.028) (0.032) (0.044) (0.032) (0.082) (0.032) (0.094) 

Alliance 0.398*** 0.113 0.783*** -0.096 0.783*** 0.195 0.783*** -0.350 

 (0.122) (0.223) (0.294) (0.354) (0.294) (0.863) (0.294) (0.577) 

Capability Ratio -0.040* -0.043 -0.159** -0.125 -0.159** 0.005 -0.159** 0.426** 

 (0.022) (0.063) (0.063) (0.106) (0.063) (0.205) (0.063) (0.196) 

Military Conflict 0.745*** 0.487 1.456** -0.255 1.456** -0.745 1.456** -0.781 

 (0.217) (0.395) (0.607) (0.647) (0.607) (0.638) (0.607) (0.811) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

-0.197 0.921 -0.373 0.873 -0.373  -0.373  

 (0.255) (0.759) (0.582) (1.171) (0.582)  (0.582)  

Threat Years -0.268***  -0.566***  -0.566***  -0.566***  

 (0.028)  (0.061)  (0.061)  (0.061)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.033***  0.033***  0.033***  

 (0.002)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.155*** -5.766*** -12.996*** -7.062*** -12.996*** -2.695 -12.996*** 0.569 

 (0.886) (1.593) (2.017) (2.177) (2.017) (2.855) (2.017) (3.185) 

         

Observations 231,500 657 231,500 657 231,500 375 231,500 378 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4: Level of Restrictions For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Iposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Overt 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Additive Restrictions 0.004*** 0.005* 0.008** 0.007 0.008** -0.024** 0.008** 0.008 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.012) (0.004) (0.011) 

Major Sender Cost      0.973  -1.020 

      (1.279)  (1.564) 

Major Target Cost      -0.115  -0.362 

      (0.755)  (0.639) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.072  2.122** 

      (0.934)  (0.846) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.662***  0.599 

      (0.764)  (0.737) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.296  2.853** 

      (1.381)  (1.156) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.774*  -0.091 

      (0.984)  (0.978) 

Dispute Issues      0.031  -0.140 

      (0.099)  (0.092) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.106  -0.060 

      (0.131)  (0.088) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.019 0.555 0.103 0.428 0.103  0.103  

 (0.203) (0.561) (0.513) (0.869) (0.513)  (0.513)  

IMF Membership -0.067 -0.403 -0.038 -0.980 -0.038 -1.907 -0.038 1.208 

 (0.196) (0.469) (0.504) (1.015) (0.504) (1.232) (0.504) (1.038) 

WTO Membership -0.105 0.295* -0.416** 0.375 -0.416** -0.647 -0.416** -0.136 

 (0.077) (0.166) (0.187) (0.252) (0.187) (0.999) (0.187) (0.573) 

Joint Democracy -0.203 -0.984*** -0.505 -1.190*** -0.505 2.220** -0.505 1.515* 

 (0.134) (0.231) (0.357) (0.371) (0.357) (1.106) (0.357) (0.917) 

IGO Membership 0.932*** 0.508* 2.674*** 0.706 2.674*** 1.871 2.674*** 0.511 

 (0.141) (0.281) (0.394) (0.499) (0.394) (1.220) (0.394) (0.746) 

Interdependence 5.771* 16.553 12.630* -3.772 12.630* -155.588 12.630* -29.069 

 (3.159) (10.328) (6.986) (8.186) (6.986) (209.373) (6.986) (23.856) 

US Sender 1.793*** 1.110*** 4.743*** 0.969** 4.743*** -0.124 4.743*** -2.188*** 

 (0.153) (0.285) (0.447) (0.385) (0.447) (0.893) (0.447) (0.514) 

Sender Regime 0.000 0.004 0.007 -0.004 0.007 0.224 0.007 -0.144*** 

 (0.007) (0.018) (0.023) (0.031) (0.023) (0.204) (0.023) (0.053) 

Target Regime 0.002 0.044** 0.014 0.048 0.014 -0.049 0.014 -0.063 

 (0.006) (0.018) (0.021) (0.031) (0.021) (0.084) (0.021) (0.052) 

US*Target Regime -0.005 0.017 -0.038 0.044 -0.038 -0.094 -0.038 -0.087 

 (0.010) (0.021) (0.026) (0.039) (0.026) (0.078) (0.026) (0.055) 

Alliance 0.202** 0.075 0.425* -0.074 0.425* -0.185 0.425* -0.597 

 (0.087) (0.185) (0.247) (0.298) (0.247) (0.805) (0.247) (0.483) 

Capability Ratio -0.012 -0.072* -0.070 -0.153** -0.070 0.167 -0.070 0.292*** 

 (0.021) (0.041) (0.059) (0.072) (0.059) (0.133) (0.059) (0.101) 

Military Conflict 1.049*** 0.369 2.381*** -0.256 2.381*** 0.086 2.381*** -0.338 

 (0.179) (0.270) (0.603) (0.459) (0.603) (0.597) (0.603) (0.612) 

Threat Years -0.241***  -0.573***  -0.573***  -0.573***  

 (0.022)  (0.056)  (0.056)  (0.056)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.035***  0.035***  0.035***  

 (0.002)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.818*** -3.738*** -15.099*** -3.364* -15.099*** -6.783* -15.099*** -2.471 

 (0.534) (1.118) (1.440) (1.871) (1.440) (3.610) (1.440) (2.412) 

         

Observations 429,382 820 429,382 820 429,382 517 429,382 517 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5: Level of Financial Openness For Lowest Monadic 

 (2) (1) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

VARIABLES Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Overt 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Overt 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Financial Opennesslow 0.037 0.089** 0.053 0.157** 0.053 -0.422** 0.053 0.029 

 (0.029) (0.038) (0.073) (0.063) (0.073) (0.196) (0.073) (0.148) 

Major Sender Cost      2.781**  -1.126 

      (1.226)  (1.289) 

Major Target Cost      -0.219  -0.580 

      (0.713)  (0.620) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -3.156**  3.140*** 

      (1.423)  (0.784) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.883***  0.786 

      (0.752)  (0.705) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.766  3.281*** 

      (1.202)  (0.978) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.422  -1.820 

      (1.003)  (1.384) 

Dispute Issues      0.001  -0.095 

      (0.094)  (0.097) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     -0.008  0.078 

      (0.138)  (0.095) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.164 0.640 0.387 0.498 0.387  0.387  

 (0.209) (0.595) (0.502) (0.890) (0.502)  (0.502)  

IMF  Membership 0.378* -5.243*** 1.126**  1.126**  1.126**  

 (0.214) (0.541) (0.532)  (0.532)  (0.532)  

WTO Membership -0.168** 0.299* -0.535*** 0.374 -0.535*** -0.806 -0.535*** -0.007 

 (0.074) (0.179) (0.178) (0.257) (0.178) (0.995) (0.178) (0.519) 

Joint Democracy -0.200* -1.013*** -0.411 -1.254*** -0.411 2.135* -0.411 1.604 

 (0.113) (0.257) (0.306) (0.389) (0.306) (1.110) (0.306) (1.002) 

IGO Membership 1.137*** 0.772** 3.035*** 0.875* 3.035*** 1.848 3.035*** 0.736 

 (0.139) (0.323) (0.397) (0.497) (0.397) (1.390) (0.397) (0.865) 

Interdependence 6.132* 6.122 14.008** -8.983 14.008** -119.838 14.008** -57.702* 

 (3.132) (10.919) (7.017) (9.674) (7.017) (167.091) (7.017) (34.091) 

US Sender 2.128*** 1.032*** 5.543*** 1.019** 5.543*** -0.752 5.543*** -1.557*** 

 (0.152) (0.381) (0.436) (0.397) (0.436) (0.845) (0.436) (0.516) 

Sender Regime 0.008 -0.001 0.023 -0.009 0.023 0.183 0.023 -0.145** 

 (0.007) (0.021) (0.023) (0.033) (0.023) (0.119) (0.023) (0.060) 

Target Regime 0.015** 0.027 0.053** 0.032 0.053** -0.133 0.053** -0.021 

 (0.006) (0.022) (0.023) (0.031) (0.023) (0.097) (0.023) (0.064) 

US*Target Regime -0.028** 0.032 -0.095*** 0.061 -0.095*** -0.005 -0.095*** -0.150*** 

 (0.012) (0.022) (0.030) (0.038) (0.030) (0.078) (0.030) (0.056) 

Alliance 0.070 0.055 0.088 -0.124 0.088 0.207 0.088 -0.615 

 (0.082) (0.201) (0.223) (0.311) (0.223) (0.831) (0.223) (0.476) 

Capability Ratio -0.037** -0.128*** -0.116** -0.208*** -0.116** 0.236 -0.116** 0.251** 

 (0.016) (0.047) (0.048) (0.077) (0.048) (0.153) (0.048) (0.117) 

Military Conflict 1.008*** 0.249 2.254*** -0.293 2.254*** -0.114 2.254*** -0.101 

 (0.169) (0.308) (0.570) (0.463) (0.570) (0.615) (0.570) (0.574) 

Threat Years -0.209***  -0.476***  -0.476***  -0.476***  

 (0.024)  (0.062)  (0.062)  (0.062)  

Threat Years Squared 0.012***  0.028***  0.028***  0.028***  

 (0.002)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -6.628*** 1.218 -17.064*** -3.814** -17.064*** -10.098** -17.064*** -2.695 

 (0.513) (1.852) (1.397) (1.730) (1.397) (5.014) (1.397) (2.924) 

         

Observations 434,270 824 434,270 824 434,270 511 434,270 511 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Different Specifications Models: 
Table 6: Graduate School Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Both Graduate 

Education 

-0.073 -0.275** -0.176 -0.481** -0.176 0.069 -0.176 -0.155 

 (0.049) (0.111) (0.136) (0.219) (0.136) (0.497) (0.136) (0.404) 

Major Sender Cost      3.291***  -1.098 

      (1.119)  (1.054) 

Major Target Cost      -0.065  -0.024 

      (0.767)  (0.525) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.090  2.071*** 

      (1.147)  (0.790) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.701***  0.603 

      (0.762)  (0.645) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.486  3.473*** 

      (1.169)  (0.970) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.489*  -0.113 

      (0.887)  (0.836) 

Dispute Issues      -0.019  -0.090 

      (0.070)  (0.079) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.074  -0.096 

      (0.122)  (0.093) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.102 0.347 0.217 0.556 0.217  0.217  

 (0.164) (0.458) (0.400) (0.875) (0.400)  (0.400)  

IMF Membership -0.232*** -1.160*** -0.537* -1.911*** -0.537* -0.334 -0.537* 0.520 

 (0.089) (0.381) (0.303) (0.677) (0.303) (1.214) (0.303) (0.672) 

WTO Membership -0.023 0.296** -0.040 0.582** -0.040 -0.796 -0.040 0.240 

 (0.061) (0.137) (0.150) (0.255) (0.150) (1.092) (0.150) (0.553) 

Joint Democracy -0.106 -0.788*** -0.329 -1.339*** -0.329 2.520** -0.329 1.083 

 (0.097) (0.190) (0.274) (0.360) (0.274) (1.070) (0.274) (0.765) 

Logged IGO 

membership 

0.542*** 0.748*** 1.674*** 0.955** 1.674*** 1.460* 1.674*** -0.567 

 (0.131) (0.205) (0.439) (0.387) (0.439) (0.870) (0.439) (0.543) 

Interdependence 13.494*** 1.742 26.992*** -5.048 26.992*** -211.417 26.992*** -15.168 

 (3.032) (5.721) (5.682) (8.307) (5.682) (231.740) (5.682) (26.310) 

US Sender 1.921*** 1.492*** 4.917*** 1.247*** 4.917*** -0.411 4.917*** -2.008*** 

 (0.120) (0.304) (0.328) (0.350) (0.328) (0.930) (0.328) (0.471) 

Sender Regime 0.016*** 0.004 0.052*** -0.001 0.052*** 0.179 0.052*** -0.088** 

 (0.006) (0.013) (0.019) (0.026) (0.019) (0.124) (0.019) (0.044) 

Target Regime 0.017*** 0.038*** 0.057*** 0.057** 0.057*** -0.109 0.057*** -0.037 

 (0.006) (0.013) (0.018) (0.027) (0.018) (0.082) (0.018) (0.046) 

US*Target Regime -0.023** 0.018 -0.081*** 0.055 -0.081*** -0.037 -0.081*** -0.057 

 (0.009) (0.017) (0.022) (0.035) (0.022) (0.074) (0.022) (0.055) 

Alliance 0.306*** 0.008 0.625*** -0.154 0.625*** 0.091 0.625*** -0.295 

 (0.081) (0.162) (0.230) (0.294) (0.230) (0.727) (0.230) (0.445) 

Capability Ratio -0.015 -0.127*** -0.072* -0.224*** -0.072* 0.239* -0.072* 0.266*** 

 (0.014) (0.037) (0.042) (0.068) (0.042) (0.143) (0.042) (0.089) 

Military Conflict 1.128*** 0.340 2.549*** -0.161 2.549*** -0.585 2.549*** -0.598 

 (0.148) (0.293) (0.536) (0.413) (0.536) (0.663) (0.536) (0.575) 

Threat Years -0.150***  -0.385***  -0.385***  -0.385***  

 (0.016)  (0.044)  (0.044)  (0.044)  

Threat Years Squared 0.009***  0.025***  0.025***  0.025***  

 (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.274*** -3.556*** -11.058*** -2.398** -11.058*** -9.076*** -11.058*** 2.063 

 (0.418) (0.837) (1.449) (0.998) (1.449) (2.745) (1.449) (1.637) 

         

Observations 609,480 1,029 609,480 1,029 609,480 649 609,480 649 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 7: Shared Political Ideology For Executives and Parties 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Shared Executive 

Ideology 

-0.109 1.230* -0.306 2.167* -0.306 0.666 -0.306 -15.520*** 

 (0.195) (0.642) (0.634) (1.216) (0.634) (1.035) (0.634) (1.078) 

Shared Party Ideology 0.003 -1.097* 0.009 -1.900 0.009 -0.931 0.009 15.500*** 

 (0.202) (0.643) (0.648) (1.221) (0.648) (0.972) (0.648) (0.875) 

Major Sender Cost      2.905**  -0.957 

      (1.144)  (1.139) 

Major Target Cost      0.165  -0.159 

      (0.760)  (0.533) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.065  2.198*** 

      (1.091)  (0.774) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.649***  0.756 

      (0.749)  (0.664) 

Target=Party Interest      -1.278  2.991*** 

      (1.171)  (0.955) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.465*  -0.120 

      (0.865)  (0.850) 

Dispute Issues      0.008  -0.105 

      (0.080)  (0.080) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.028  -0.085 

      (0.119)  (0.090) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

-0.037 0.238 -0.081 0.418 -0.081  -0.081  

 (0.172) (0.487) (0.416) (0.849) (0.416)  (0.416)  

IMF Membership -0.250** -1.232*** -0.526 -1.966*** -0.526 -0.374 -0.526 0.801 

 (0.098) (0.421) (0.325) (0.724) (0.325) (1.148) (0.325) (0.732) 

WTO Membership -0.138** 0.250 -0.387** 0.460* -0.387** -0.806 -0.387** 0.408 

 (0.061) (0.153) (0.160) (0.266) (0.160) (1.008) (0.160) (0.577) 

Joint Democracy -0.055 -0.787*** -0.166 -1.300*** -0.166 2.185** -0.166 1.002 

 (0.102) (0.197) (0.284) (0.348) (0.284) (1.033) (0.284) (0.751) 

IGO Membership 0.649*** 0.730*** 1.609*** 0.969** 1.609*** 1.386 1.609*** -0.565 

 (0.129) (0.247) (0.400) (0.422) (0.400) (0.931) (0.400) (0.597) 

Interdependence 12.128*** 0.863 26.101*** -2.180 26.101*** -181.284 26.101*** -37.415 

 (2.889) (5.376) (6.034) (8.037) (6.034) (199.101) (6.034) (32.245) 

US Sender 1.941*** 1.138*** 4.770*** 1.143*** 4.770*** 0.055 4.770*** -1.685*** 

 (0.121) (0.281) (0.333) (0.369) (0.333) (0.962) (0.333) (0.451) 

Sender Regime 0.014** 0.001 0.050** -0.001 0.050** 0.159 0.050** -0.098** 

 (0.006) (0.016) (0.020) (0.028) (0.020) (0.119) (0.020) (0.046) 

Target Regime 0.012** 0.032** 0.047** 0.052* 0.047** -0.079 0.047** -0.020 

 (0.006) (0.015) (0.020) (0.028) (0.020) (0.088) (0.020) (0.046) 

US*Target Regime -0.029*** 0.024 -0.095*** 0.055 -0.095*** -0.060 -0.095*** -0.080 

 (0.010) (0.019) (0.023) (0.036) (0.023) (0.080) (0.023) (0.058) 

Alliance 0.419*** -0.077 1.044*** -0.243 1.044*** 0.169 1.044*** -0.372 

 (0.078) (0.171) (0.214) (0.289) (0.214) (0.697) (0.214) (0.443) 

Capability Ratio -0.008 -0.109** -0.044 -0.186** -0.044 0.199 -0.044 0.178* 

 (0.015) (0.042) (0.045) (0.073) (0.045) (0.143) (0.045) (0.098) 

Military Conflict 1.212*** 0.024 2.932*** -0.416 2.932*** -0.710 2.932*** -0.190 

 (0.148) (0.277) (0.510) (0.400) (0.510) (0.681) (0.510) (0.585) 

Threat Years -0.253***  -0.604***  -0.604***  -0.604***  

 (0.021)  (0.057)  (0.057)  (0.057)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.036***  0.036***  0.036***  

 (0.001)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.112*** -2.797*** -9.754*** -2.461** -9.754*** -8.763*** -9.754*** 1.916 

 (0.387) (0.848) (1.249) (1.054) (1.249) (2.888) (1.249) (1.786) 

         

Observations 545,030 989 545,030 989 545,030 629 545,030 629 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 8: Political Ideology For Sender and Target Executives 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Executive 

Ideology 

-0.014 0.137* -0.051 0.279** -0.051 -0.208 -0.051 -0.286 

 (0.025) (0.073) (0.065) (0.119) (0.065) (0.237) (0.065) (0.272) 

Target Executive 

Ideology 

0.048* 0.127* 0.112 0.202 0.112 0.110 0.112 -0.401** 

 (0.025) (0.071) (0.071) (0.125) (0.071) (0.213) (0.071) (0.156) 

Overall Ideology -0.051* -0.066 -0.124* -0.102 -0.124* 0.070 -0.124* 0.049 

 (0.028) (0.059) (0.073) (0.107) (0.073) (0.210) (0.073) (0.273) 

Major Sender Cost      2.966**  -0.611 

      (1.316)  (1.158) 

Major Target Cost      -0.225  -0.630 

      (0.752)  (0.638) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.294  2.296*** 

      (1.017)  (0.854) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.784***  0.568 

      (0.861)  (0.816) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.378  3.172*** 

      (1.157)  (1.134) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.039  -0.195 

      (0.928)  (1.018) 

Dispute Issues      -0.006  -0.095 

      (0.091)  (0.101) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.026  -0.115 

      (0.137)  (0.123) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

-0.039 0.293 -0.132 0.557 -0.132  -0.132  

 (0.195) (0.553) (0.461) (1.054) (0.461)  (0.461)  

IMF Membership 0.048 0.005 0.429 -0.054 0.429 -2.203 0.429 -0.606 

 (0.162) (0.495) (0.438) (0.879) (0.438) (1.394) (0.438) (1.001) 

WTO Membership -0.117* 0.335** -0.429** 0.630** -0.429** -1.095 -0.429** -0.182 

 (0.068) (0.163) (0.174) (0.288) (0.174) (1.104) (0.174) (0.636) 

Joint Democracy -0.164 -0.750*** -0.350 -1.300*** -0.350 2.491** -0.350 1.272 

 (0.113) (0.241) (0.320) (0.430) (0.320) (1.127) (0.320) (0.816) 

IGO Membership 0.817*** 1.019*** 1.932*** 1.449*** 1.932*** 1.694** 1.932*** -0.477 

 (0.163) (0.283) (0.444) (0.512) (0.444) (0.814) (0.444) (0.652) 

Interdependence 10.276*** 0.031 23.635*** -4.184 23.635*** -321.018 23.635*** -34.625 

 (2.912) (5.190) (6.435) (8.344) (6.435) (434.133) (6.435) (30.973) 

US Sender 2.046*** 1.221*** 5.099*** 0.956** 5.099*** 0.067 5.099*** -2.225*** 

 (0.135) (0.271) (0.374) (0.414) (0.374) (1.160) (0.374) (0.573) 

Sender Regime 0.017** -0.022 0.060*** -0.044 0.060*** 0.147 0.060*** -0.049 

 (0.008) (0.022) (0.023) (0.039) (0.023) (0.153) (0.023) (0.063) 

Target Regime 0.016** 0.018 0.060** 0.028 0.060** -0.108 0.060** 0.030 

 (0.008) (0.019) (0.025) (0.036) (0.025) (0.095) (0.025) (0.064) 

US*Target Regime -0.036*** 0.029 -0.114*** 0.074* -0.114*** -0.075 -0.114*** -0.115* 

 (0.011) (0.022) (0.027) (0.044) (0.027) (0.086) (0.027) (0.064) 

Alliance 0.395*** -0.112 0.928*** -0.333 0.928*** 0.378 0.928*** -0.355 

 (0.096) (0.171) (0.257) (0.300) (0.257) (0.745) (0.257) (0.444) 

Capability Ratio -0.015 -0.097** -0.062 -0.153* -0.062 0.139 -0.062 0.249* 

 (0.016) (0.049) (0.050) (0.090) (0.050) (0.173) (0.050) (0.141) 

Military Conflict 1.277*** 0.114 3.186*** -0.509 3.186*** -0.386 3.186*** -0.580 

 (0.164) (0.324) (0.488) (0.517) (0.488) (0.669) (0.488) (0.704) 

Threat Years -0.280***  -0.641***  -0.641***  -0.641***  

 (0.022)  (0.058)  (0.058)  (0.058)  

Threat Years Squared 0.016***  0.037***  0.037***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.957*** -5.521*** -11.928*** -6.429*** -11.928*** -7.223*** -11.928*** 3.821* 

 (0.581) (1.165) (1.507) (1.949) (1.507) (2.715) (1.507) (2.171) 

         

Observations 442,576 801 442,576 801 442,576 492 442,576 492 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9: Political Ideology For Sender and Target Largest Parties 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Party Ideology -0.013 0.088 -0.063 0.201* -0.063 -0.431** -0.063 0.064 

 (0.022) (0.067) (0.059) (0.116) (0.059) (0.204) (0.059) (0.231) 

Target Party Ideology 0.015 0.163** 0.020 0.279** 0.020 -0.016 0.020 -0.400** 

 (0.025) (0.075) (0.073) (0.130) (0.073) (0.224) (0.073) (0.202) 

Overall Ideology -0.039 -0.059 -0.084 -0.097 -0.084 0.182 -0.084 -0.010 

 (0.027) (0.056) (0.068) (0.102) (0.068) (0.221) (0.068) (0.247) 

Major Sender Cost      3.092**  -0.872 

      (1.345)  (1.280) 

Major Target Cost      -0.174  -0.448 

      (0.744)  (0.669) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.293  2.101** 

      (0.994)  (0.915) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.754***  0.537 

      (0.831)  (0.733) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.606  3.208*** 

      (1.193)  (1.207) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.179  0.069 

      (0.916)  (1.079) 

Dispute Issues      -0.015  -0.080 

      (0.087)  (0.095) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.022  -0.115 

      (0.127)  (0.125) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treat 

-0.036 0.367 -0.116 0.728 -0.116  -0.116  

 (0.194) (0.538) (0.459) (0.992) (0.459)  (0.459)  

IMF Membership 0.053 0.086 0.426 0.088 0.426 -2.389* 0.426 -0.640 

 (0.164) (0.478) (0.447) (0.840) (0.447) (1.365) (0.447) (1.042) 

WTO Membership -0.119* 0.296* -0.436** 0.574** -0.436** -1.241 -0.436** 0.124 

 (0.067) (0.163) (0.171) (0.290) (0.171) (1.083) (0.171) (0.653) 

Joint Democracy -0.164 -0.707*** -0.345 -1.199*** -0.345 2.479** -0.345 1.238 

 (0.113) (0.236) (0.320) (0.424) (0.320) (1.175) (0.320) (0.888) 

IGO Membership 0.819*** 0.975*** 1.932*** 1.353*** 1.932*** 1.898** 1.932*** -0.522 

 (0.163) (0.281) (0.448) (0.503) (0.448) (0.776) (0.448) (0.704) 

Interdependence 10.157*** 0.789 23.397*** -2.925 23.397*** -336.632 23.397*** -32.277 

 (2.884) (5.070) (6.362) (8.057) (6.362) (473.779) (6.362) (29.538) 

US Sender 2.039*** 1.238*** 5.086*** 1.003** 5.086*** -0.048 5.086*** -2.175*** 

 (0.136) (0.264) (0.378) (0.425) (0.378) (1.044) (0.378) (0.559) 

Sender Regime 0.017** -0.020 0.061*** -0.043 0.061*** 0.181 0.061*** -0.087 

 (0.007) (0.022) (0.022) (0.039) (0.022) (0.165) (0.022) (0.064) 

Target Regime 0.019** 0.014 0.067*** 0.019 0.067*** -0.113 0.067*** 0.037 

 (0.008) (0.021) (0.025) (0.039) (0.025) (0.095) (0.025) (0.070) 

US*Target Regime -0.037*** 0.026 -0.116*** 0.069 -0.116*** -0.060 -0.116*** -0.116* 

 (0.012) (0.021) (0.028) (0.044) (0.028) (0.084) (0.028) (0.069) 

Alliance 0.401*** -0.125 0.958*** -0.351 0.958*** 0.335 0.958*** -0.394 

 (0.095) (0.168) (0.251) (0.294) (0.251) (0.743) (0.251) (0.463) 

Capability Ratio -0.015 -0.098** -0.062 -0.157* -0.062 0.132 -0.062 0.250* 

 (0.017) (0.048) (0.050) (0.088) (0.050) (0.180) (0.050) (0.139) 

Military Conflict 1.277*** 0.096 3.191*** -0.552 3.191*** -0.639 3.191*** -0.328 

 (0.164) (0.328) (0.491) (0.536) (0.491) (0.675) (0.491) (0.671) 

Threat Years -0.280***  -0.639***  -0.639***  -0.639***  

 (0.022)  (0.058)  (0.058)  (0.058)  

Threat Years Squared 0.016***  0.037***  0.037***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.937*** -5.429*** -11.838*** -6.220*** -11.838*** -7.332*** -11.838*** 3.489 

 (0.573) (1.154) (1.491) (1.903) (1.491) (2.716) (1.491) (2.279) 

         

Observations 442,576 801 442,576 801 442,576 492 442,576 492 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 10: Average Level of Restrictions 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Average Restrictions 0.009*** 0.009* 0.021*** 0.014 0.021*** -0.049** 0.021*** 0.015 

 (0.002) (0.005) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.023) (0.007) (0.022) 

Major Sender Cost      0.973  -1.020 

      (1.279)  (1.564) 

Major Target Cost      -0.115  -0.362 

      (0.755)  (0.639) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.072  2.122** 

      (0.934)  (0.846) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.662***  0.599 

      (0.764)  (0.737) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.296  2.853** 

      (1.381)  (1.156) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.774*  -0.091 

      (0.984)  (0.978) 

Dispute Issues      0.031  -0.140 

      (0.099)  (0.092) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.106  -0.060 

      (0.131)  (0.088) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.129 0.279 0.392 0.428 0.392  0.392  

 (0.163) (0.478) (0.415) (0.869) (0.415)  (0.415)  

IMF Membership 0.026 -0.654 0.203 -0.980 0.203 -1.907 0.203 1.208 

 (0.199) (0.531) (0.493) (1.015) (0.493) (1.232) (0.493) (1.038) 

WTO Membership -0.072 0.184 -0.241 0.375 -0.241 -0.647 -0.241 -0.136 

 (0.066) (0.139) (0.162) (0.252) (0.162) (0.999) (0.162) (0.573) 

Joint Democracy -0.257* -0.755*** -0.715** -1.190*** -0.715** 2.220** -0.715** 1.515* 

 (0.133) (0.194) (0.365) (0.371) (0.365) (1.106) (0.365) (0.917) 

IGO Membership 0.907*** 0.654** 2.473*** 0.706 2.473*** 1.871 2.473*** 0.511 

 (0.135) (0.270) (0.397) (0.499) (0.397) (1.220) (0.397) (0.746) 

Interdependence 8.281*** 0.948 17.991*** -3.772 17.991*** -155.588 17.991*** -29.069 

 (2.702) (5.042) (6.010) (8.186) (6.010) (209.373) (6.010) (23.856) 

US Sender 1.795*** 1.233*** 4.509*** 0.969** 4.509*** -0.124 4.509*** -2.188*** 

 (0.139) (0.264) (0.381) (0.385) (0.381) (0.893) (0.381) (0.514) 

Sender Regime 0.000 -0.002 0.011 -0.004 0.011 0.224 0.011 -0.144*** 

 (0.006) (0.017) (0.019) (0.031) (0.019) (0.204) (0.019) (0.053) 

Target Regime 0.004 0.030* 0.023 0.048 0.023 -0.049 0.023 -0.063 

 (0.006) (0.016) (0.020) (0.031) (0.020) (0.084) (0.020) (0.052) 

US*Target Regime -0.006 0.019 -0.039 0.044 -0.039 -0.094 -0.039 -0.087 

 (0.010) (0.020) (0.024) (0.039) (0.024) (0.078) (0.024) (0.055) 

Alliance 0.230*** 0.011 0.546** -0.074 0.546** -0.185 0.546** -0.597 

 (0.085) (0.167) (0.236) (0.298) (0.236) (0.805) (0.236) (0.483) 

Capability Ratio -0.011 -0.090** -0.053 -0.153** -0.053 0.167 -0.053 0.292*** 

 (0.018) (0.039) (0.053) (0.072) (0.053) (0.133) (0.053) (0.101) 

Military Conflict 1.148*** 0.286 2.807*** -0.256 2.807*** 0.086 2.807*** -0.338 

 (0.172) (0.270) (0.523) (0.459) (0.523) (0.597) (0.523) (0.612) 

Threat Years -0.248***  -0.590***  -0.590***  -0.590***  

 (0.021)  (0.055)  (0.055)  (0.055)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.037***  0.037***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.795*** -4.074*** -14.561*** -3.364* -14.561*** -6.783* -14.561*** -2.471 

 (0.502) (1.101) (1.357) (1.871) (1.357) (3.610) (1.357) (2.412) 

         

Observations 429,382 820 429,382 820 429,382 517 429,382 517 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 11: Level of Restrictions For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Restrictions 0.007*** 0.004 0.024*** 0.004 0.024*** -0.001 0.024*** -0.019 

 (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.009) (0.005) (0.015) (0.005) (0.013) 

Target Restrictions 0.003 0.005 0.002 0.008 0.002 -0.035** 0.002 0.031** 

 (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.016) (0.005) (0.014) 

Major Sender Cost      1.275  -0.557 

      (1.289)  (1.361) 

Major Target Cost      -0.249  -0.491 

      (0.737)  (0.629) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -1.005  2.448*** 

      (0.911)  (0.831) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.617***  0.689 

      (0.746)  (0.718) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.344  3.381*** 

      (1.358)  (1.220) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.876*  -0.112 

      (0.999)  (0.960) 

Dispute Issues      0.043  -0.192* 

      (0.100)  (0.098) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     0.128  -0.069 

      (0.136)  (0.082) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.106 0.280 0.300 0.443 0.300  0.300  

 (0.161) (0.480) (0.411) (0.875) (0.411)  (0.411)  

IMF Membership 0.019 -0.639 0.174 -0.957 0.174 -2.058* 0.174 1.607 

 (0.197) (0.532) (0.484) (1.008) (0.484) (1.223) (0.484) (1.050) 

WTO Membership -0.075 0.190 -0.260 0.386 -0.260 -0.724 -0.260 -0.064 

 (0.066) (0.140) (0.160) (0.253) (0.160) (1.018) (0.160) (0.603) 

Joint Democracy -0.256* -0.757*** -0.703* -1.192*** -0.703* 2.242** -0.703* 1.885** 

 (0.134) (0.192) (0.361) (0.370) (0.361) (1.138) (0.361) (0.952) 

IGO Membership 0.907*** 0.646** 2.439*** 0.691 2.439*** 1.903* 2.439*** 0.680 

 (0.134) (0.271) (0.394) (0.499) (0.394) (1.127) (0.394) (0.732) 

Interdependence 8.063*** 0.944 16.708*** -3.518 16.708*** -112.799 16.708*** -39.312 

 (2.682) (5.079) (5.560) (8.258) (5.560) (150.370) (5.560) (24.750) 

US Sender 1.754*** 1.239*** 4.325*** 1.020** 4.325*** -0.616 4.325*** -1.830*** 

 (0.134) (0.266) (0.356) (0.416) (0.356) (1.014) (0.356) (0.551) 

Sender Regime -0.003 -0.001 -0.008 -0.001 -0.008 0.148 -0.008 -0.126** 

 (0.006) (0.018) (0.019) (0.032) (0.019) (0.132) (0.019) (0.053) 

Target Regime 0.007 0.029* 0.035* 0.045 0.035* -0.025 0.035* -0.151** 

 (0.006) (0.016) (0.020) (0.031) (0.020) (0.090) (0.020) (0.064) 

US*Target Regime -0.007 0.020 -0.039 0.046 -0.039 -0.110 -0.039 -0.052 

 (0.010) (0.020) (0.024) (0.038) (0.024) (0.079) (0.024) (0.051) 

Alliance 0.234*** 0.010 0.577*** -0.077 0.577*** -0.279 0.577*** -0.472 

 (0.083) (0.167) (0.223) (0.298) (0.223) (0.852) (0.223) (0.470) 

Capability Ratio -0.014 -0.090** -0.070 -0.152** -0.070 0.207 -0.070 0.286*** 

 (0.019) (0.039) (0.054) (0.071) (0.054) (0.141) (0.054) (0.096) 

Military Conflict 1.151*** 0.281 2.817*** -0.257 2.817*** 0.024 2.817*** -0.500 

 (0.172) (0.270) (0.533) (0.461) (0.533) (0.602) (0.533) (0.573) 

Threat Years -0.249***  -0.585***  -0.585***  -0.585***  

 (0.021)  (0.054)  (0.054)  (0.054)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.037***  0.037***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.820*** -4.022*** -14.744*** -3.247* -14.744*** -7.367** -14.744*** -2.636 

 (0.502) (1.115) (1.344) (1.891) (1.344) (3.529) (1.344) (2.263) 

         

Observations 429,382 820 429,382 820 429,382 517 429,382 517 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 12: Level of Financial Openness For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

VARIABLES Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Sanction 

Imposed 

Implied 

Threat 

Executive 

Imposition 

Implied 

Threat 

Government 

Imposition 

         

Sender Financial 

Openness 

0.101*** 0.082 0.321*** 0.099 0.321*** -0.277 0.321*** -0.122 

 (0.024) (0.056) (0.077) (0.100) (0.077) (0.274) (0.077) (0.160) 

Target Financial 

Openness 

0.045** 0.095** 0.086 0.141** 0.086 -0.486*** 0.086 0.053 

 (0.022) (0.038) (0.060) (0.069) (0.060) (0.183) (0.060) (0.164) 

Major Sender Cost      2.838**  -1.003 

      (1.232)  (1.279) 

Major Target Cost      -0.198  -0.600 

      (0.708)  (0.619) 

Target=Regime 

Leadership 

     -3.218**  3.097*** 

      (1.452)  (0.773) 

Target=Business 

Interest 

     -2.904***  0.775 

      (0.798)  (0.695) 

Target=Political 

Interest 

     -1.856  3.303*** 

      (1.193)  (0.986) 

Target=Military 

Interest 

     1.412  -1.843 

      (0.998)  (1.390) 

Dispute Issues      -0.001  -0.105 

      (0.093)  (0.099) 

Type of Sanction 

Threat 

     -0.009  0.067 

      (0.139)  (0.093) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.253 0.336 0.661 0.432 0.661  0.661  

 (0.163) (0.500) (0.403) (0.905) (0.403)  (0.403)  

IMF Membership 0.448** -5.560*** 1.314**  1.314**  1.314**  

 (0.211) (0.501) (0.525)  (0.525)  (0.525)  

WTO Membership -0.132** 0.176 -0.363** 0.365 -0.363** -0.730 -0.363** -0.007 

 (0.066) (0.147) (0.160) (0.255) (0.160) (0.993) (0.160) (0.524) 

Joint Democracy -0.253** -0.790*** -0.645** -1.328*** -0.645** 2.029* -0.645** 1.744* 

 (0.119) (0.215) (0.329) (0.397) (0.329) (1.104) (0.329) (1.003) 

IGO Membership 1.107*** 0.775*** 2.862*** 0.859* 2.862*** 2.041 2.862*** 0.772 

 (0.130) (0.290) (0.372) (0.498) (0.372) (1.283) (0.372) (0.865) 

Interdependence 7.644*** -3.310 15.468** -8.266 15.468** -113.322 15.468** -55.603* 

 (2.722) (5.542) (6.479) (9.230) (6.479) (157.721) (6.479) (32.950) 

US Sender 1.909*** 1.163*** 4.639*** 0.916** 4.639*** -0.427 4.639*** -1.394*** 

 (0.133) (0.318) (0.362) (0.420) (0.362) (0.800) (0.362) (0.535) 

Sender Regime 0.004 -0.006 0.013 -0.005 0.013 0.190 0.013 -0.136** 

 (0.006) (0.019) (0.019) (0.034) (0.019) (0.130) (0.019) (0.063) 

Target Regime 0.015** 0.018 0.053*** 0.031 0.053*** -0.094 0.053*** -0.036 

 (0.006) (0.018) (0.020) (0.033) (0.020) (0.097) (0.020) (0.071) 

US*Target Regime -0.023** 0.031 -0.079*** 0.069* -0.079*** -0.040 -0.079*** -0.146** 

 (0.011) (0.021) (0.027) (0.039) (0.027) (0.072) (0.027) (0.059) 

Alliance 0.114 -0.057 0.255 -0.143 0.255 0.190 0.255 -0.563 

 (0.080) (0.177) (0.213) (0.309) (0.213) (0.866) (0.213) (0.475) 

Capability Ratio -0.032** -0.130*** -0.094** -0.196** -0.094** 0.214 -0.094** 0.239** 

 (0.015) (0.043) (0.044) (0.077) (0.044) (0.152) (0.044) (0.116) 

Military Conflict 1.201*** 0.143 3.005*** -0.337 3.005*** -0.235 3.005*** -0.171 

 (0.170) (0.304) (0.523) (0.486) (0.523) (0.553) (0.523) (0.563) 

Threat Years -0.226***  -0.511***  -0.511***  -0.511***  

 (0.022)  (0.060)  (0.060)  (0.060)  

Threat Years Squared 0.013***  0.031***  0.031***  0.031***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -6.493*** 1.210 -16.311*** -3.931** -16.311*** -10.416** -16.311*** -2.674 

 (0.465) (1.588) (1.283) (1.730) (1.283) (4.597) (1.283) (2.884) 

         

Observations 434,270 826 434,270 826 434,270 511 434,270 511 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



69 

 

Executive and Government Threats Models: 
Table 13: Executive Threats and Elite University Attendance 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Elite University 2.332 0.397 -5.164 0.397 

 (3.284) (0.710) (5.582) (0.710) 

Target Elite University 2.112 0.425 -7.755 0.425 

 (3.528) (0.822) (6.286) (0.822) 

Both Elite University  0.289  0.289 

  (0.584)  (0.584) 

Average Elite University -4.396 -1.405 20.744 -1.405 

 (6.798) (1.455) (13.553) (1.455) 

Major Sender Cost 1.079  2.326  

 (0.933)  (2.930)  

Major Target Cost -0.109  -0.962  

 (0.639)  (1.177)  

Target=Regime Leadership -0.770  0.440  

 (1.138)  (1.374)  

Target=Business Interest -3.724*  3.771***  

 (1.930)  (0.983)  

Target=Political Interest -0.442  2.336  

 (1.109)  (1.905)  

Target=Military Interest 0.388  1.764  

 (0.876)  (2.186)  

Dispute Issues 0.001  0.443*  

 (0.098)  (0.259)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.132  0.099  

 (0.086)  (0.171)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  -0.055  -0.055 

  (1.010)  (1.010) 

IMF Membership 0.134 -2.002*** -0.082 -2.002*** 

 (0.951) (0.716) (0.954) (0.716) 

WTO Membership 0.267 0.545* -2.723** 0.545* 

 (0.847) (0.279) (1.151) (0.279) 

Joint Democracy -0.910 -1.317*** 13.296*** -1.317*** 

 (0.869) (0.358) (3.960) (0.358) 

IGO Membership 0.912 1.096*** -2.597** 1.096*** 

 (0.654) (0.406) (1.247) (0.406) 

Interdependence 338.851 -5.071 -203.723 -5.071 

 (238.800) (8.294) (199.101) (8.294) 

US Sender 0.510 1.229*** 1.343 1.229*** 

 (0.618) (0.379) (1.387) (0.379) 

Sender Regime -0.006 0.008 -0.498*** 0.008 

 (0.048) (0.026) (0.191) (0.026) 

Target Regime 0.109** 0.064** -0.346*** 0.064** 

 (0.051) (0.026) (0.100) (0.026) 

US*Target Regime -0.032 0.041 -0.284*** 0.041 

 (0.072) (0.036) (0.103) (0.036) 

Alliance 0.707 -0.248 -0.529 -0.248 

 (0.578) (0.318) (1.425) (0.318) 

Capability Ratio 0.205* -0.227*** 0.054 -0.227*** 

 (0.106) (0.068) (0.238) (0.068) 

Military Conflict 0.455 -0.398 1.254 -0.398 

 (1.224) (0.397) (1.144) (0.397) 

Threat Years -0.911  1.391**  

 (0.803)  (0.690)  

Threat Years Squared 0.280  -0.401**  

 (0.205)  (0.160)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.022*  0.013**  

 (0.013)  (0.005)  

Constant -4.878** -2.738*** -0.311 -2.738*** 

 (2.015) (1.008) (3.511) (1.008) 

     

Observations 136 956 136 956 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 14: Executive Threats and Graduate Education 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Executive Education 0.175 -0.793*** -0.057 -0.793*** 

 (0.494) (0.195) (0.903) (0.195) 
Target Executive Education 0.469 -0.020 1.143 -0.020 

 (0.440) (0.183) (0.842) (0.183) 

Major Sender Cost 0.792  0.508  
 (0.828)  (1.565)  

Major Target Cost -0.178  0.380  

 (0.589)  (0.822)  
Target=Regime Leadership -0.436  0.172  

 (1.087)  (1.432)  

Target=Business Interest -3.174**  2.932***  
 (1.350)  (1.009)  

Target=Political Interest -0.782  2.920**  

 (0.981)  (1.437)  
Target=Military Interest 0.515  -0.372  

 (0.692)  (1.161)  

Dispute Issues 0.097  0.121  
 (0.090)  (0.103)  

Type of Sanction Threatold 0.138  0.038  

 (0.084)  (0.147)  
Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.646  0.646 

  (0.896)  (0.896) 

IMF Membership 0.219 -2.044*** 0.185 -2.044*** 
 (0.969) (0.731) (0.867) (0.731) 

WTO Membership 0.241 0.673*** -0.783 0.673*** 

 (0.686) (0.256) (1.225) (0.256) 
Joint Democracy -0.118 -1.372*** 8.297*** -1.372*** 

 (0.801) (0.361) (2.163) (0.361) 

Logged IGO membership 0.930 1.104*** -2.009** 1.104*** 
 (0.704) (0.418) (0.943) (0.418) 

Interdependence 22.495 -4.918 -3.634 -4.918 

 (56.772) (9.109) (212.249) (9.109) 
US Sender -0.072 1.339*** 0.698 1.339*** 

 (0.625) (0.348) (1.383) (0.348) 

Sender Regime -0.022 0.009 -0.289*** 0.009 
 (0.053) (0.026) (0.098) (0.026) 

Target Regime 0.080 0.066** -0.335*** 0.066** 

 (0.055) (0.027) (0.095) (0.027) 
US*Target Regime -0.042 0.043 -0.169* 0.043 

 (0.069) (0.035) (0.091) (0.035) 

Alliance 0.567 -0.193 -0.357 -0.193 
 (0.589) (0.302) (1.084) (0.302) 

Capability Ratio 0.150 -0.228*** 0.067 -0.228*** 

 (0.103) (0.069) (0.232) (0.069) 
Military Conflict 1.380 -0.261 0.559 -0.261 

 (0.985) (0.378) (1.255) (0.378) 

Threat Years 0.076  0.202  
 (0.288)  (1.430)  

Threat Years Squared -0.029  -0.059  
 (0.042)  (0.588)  

Threat Years Cubed 0.001  -0.003  

 (0.001)  (0.055)  
Constant -5.387** -2.639** 2.030 -2.639** 

 (2.334) (1.058) (2.037) (1.058) 

     
Observations 144 1,045 144 1,045 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 15: Executive and Government Threats and Political Ideology 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Government Ideology -0.911 0.664** 19.829 0.664** 

 (0.908) (0.260) (0.000) (0.260) 
Target Government Ideology -2.834 0.887***  0.887*** 

 (2.214) (0.315)  (0.315) 

Overall Ideology 1.583 -0.221* 348.459 -0.221* 
 (1.001) (0.123) (0.000) (0.123) 

Major Sender Cost -  -  

     
Major Target Cost -1.238  353.058  

 (1.416)  (0.000)  

Target=Regime Leadership -0.540  -478.386  
 (1.476)  (0.000)  

Target=Business Interest   523.181  

   (0.000)  
Target=Political Interest 0.833  -18.341  

 (1.965)  (0.000)  

Target=Military Interest 2.772  -186.174  
 (2.021)  (0.000)  

Dispute Issues 0.194  12.425  

 (0.178)  (0.000)  
Type of Sanction Threat 0.178  8.729  

 (0.190)  (0.000)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.873  0.873 
  (1.171)  (1.171) 

IMF Membership -1.539 -0.112  -0.112 

 (1.825) (1.093)  (1.093) 
WTO Membership 1.397 0.482 -477.622 0.482 

 (1.380) (0.307) (0.000) (0.307) 

Joint Democracy -0.258 -1.042** 516.673 -1.042** 
 (1.931) (0.524) (0.000) (0.524) 

IGO Membership 1.199 1.864*** 418.097 1.864*** 

 (2.375) (0.555) (0.000) (0.555) 
Interdependence -717.271 4.936 -10,657.811 4.936 

 (1,124.481) (20.265) (0.000) (20.265) 

US Sender 1.630 0.093 -44.833 0.093 
 (1.358) (0.416) (0.000) (0.416) 

Sender Regime -0.174 -0.043 -40.178 -0.043 

 (0.196) (0.083) (0.000) (0.083) 
Target Regime -0.261 -0.100** 20.107 -0.100** 

 (0.181) (0.050) (0.000) (0.050) 

US*Target Regime 0.345 0.168*** -64.678 0.168*** 
 (0.221) (0.044) (0.000) (0.044) 

Alliance 2.922** -0.096 -213.398 -0.096 

 (1.188) (0.354) (0.000) (0.354) 
Capability Ratio 0.014 -0.125 127.104 -0.125 

 (0.280) (0.106) (0.000) (0.106) 

Military Conflict  -0.255  -0.255 
  (0.647)  (0.647) 

Threat Years 0.611  -27.553  
 (0.746)  (0.000)  

Threat Years Squared -0.169  7.695  

 (0.146)  (0.000)  
Threat Years Cubed 0.007  -0.368  

 (0.006)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.818 -7.062*** -1,905.138 -7.062*** 
 (9.842) (2.177) (0.000) (2.177) 

     

Observations 57 657 51 657 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 16: Executive and Government Threats and Restrictions 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Additive Restrictions 0.006 0.007 0.068 0.007 

 (0.014) (0.005) (0.062) (0.005) 
Major Sender Cost 3.877**  -1.380  

 (1.528)  (3.235)  

Major Target Cost -2.343***  3.496  
 (0.894)  (2.176)  

Target=Regime Leadership 1.330  -8.469*  

 (1.396)  (5.077)  
Target=Business Interest -8.754***  7.097**  

 (3.155)  (2.860)  

Target=Political Interest -1.798  10.256*  
 (1.402)  (5.520)  

Target=Military Interest 4.649***  -8.680*  

 (0.859)  (4.927)  
Dispute Issues 0.034  0.379  

 (0.156)  (0.261)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.397***  -0.161  
 (0.124)  (0.174)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.428  0.428 

  (0.869)  (0.869) 
IMF Membership -3.896** -0.980 6.072** -0.980 

 (1.538) (1.015) (2.900) (1.015) 

WTO Membership 1.597 0.375 -8.021* 0.375 
 (1.094) (0.252) (4.347) (0.252) 

Joint Democracy -0.268 -1.190*** 15.800** -1.190*** 

 (1.266) (0.371) (7.661) (0.371) 
IGO Membership 3.617*** 0.706 -7.979* 0.706 

 (1.402) (0.499) (4.529) (0.499) 

Interdependence 86.894 -3.772 959.909 -3.772 
 (81.625) (8.186) (630.334) (8.186) 

US Sender -1.968* 0.969** 1.002 0.969** 

 (1.126) (0.385) (1.660) (0.385) 
Sender Regime -0.081 -0.004 -0.274* -0.004 

 (0.091) (0.031) (0.148) (0.031) 

Target Regime 0.137* 0.048 -0.586* 0.048 
 (0.081) (0.031) (0.315) (0.031) 

US*Target Regime 0.014 0.044 -0.729* 0.044 

 (0.088) (0.039) (0.390) (0.039) 
Alliance -0.165 -0.074 -0.197 -0.074 

 (1.153) (0.298) (1.411) (0.298) 

Capability Ratio 0.377** -0.153** 0.663** -0.153** 
 (0.190) (0.072) (0.331) (0.072) 

Military Conflict 6.787*** -0.256  -0.256 

 (2.190) (0.459)  (0.459) 
Threat Years -0.124  0.333  

 (0.670)  (2.152)  

Threat Years Squared -0.001  -0.618  
 (0.118)  (0.849)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.001  0.024  
 (0.005)  (0.031)  

Constant -11.053** -3.364* 5.509 -3.364* 

 (5.147) (1.871) (5.407) (1.871) 
     

Observations 103 820 101 820 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 17: Executive and Government Threats and Financial Openness 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Financial Openness 0.312* 0.157** 0.458 0.157** 

 (0.178) (0.063) (0.316) (0.063) 
Major Sender Cost 2.316*  0.123  

 (1.351)  (2.131)  

Major Target Cost -1.303  -0.011  
 (0.949)  (1.636)  

Target=Regime Leadership 0.203    

 (1.509)    
Target=Business Interest -3.997**  5.503***  

 (1.667)  (1.654)  

Target=Political Interest -0.581  3.408*  
 (1.102)  (2.002)  

Target=Military Interest 2.709***  -1.824  

 (0.933)  (1.610)  
Dispute Issues -0.006  0.007  

 (0.117)  (0.246)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.265**  -0.244  
 (0.114)  (0.180)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.498  0.498 

  (0.890)  (0.890) 
IMF Membership = o,     

     

WTO Membership 0.194 0.374 -3.679** 0.374 
 (0.927) (0.257) (1.753) (0.257) 

Joint Democracy -0.408 -1.254*** 6.192*** -1.254*** 

 (1.105) (0.389) (2.005) (0.389) 
Logged IGO membership 2.255** 0.875* -4.791** 0.875* 

 (1.082) (0.497) (2.359) (0.497) 

Interdependence -8.489 -8.983 624.175 -8.983 
 (58.611) (9.674) (498.202) (9.674) 

US Sender -1.399 1.019** 1.068 1.019** 

 (0.981) (0.397) (2.220) (0.397) 
Sender Regime -0.064 -0.009 -0.003 -0.009 

 (0.078) (0.033) (0.113) (0.033) 

Target Regime 0.100 0.032 -0.257* 0.032 
 (0.072) (0.031) (0.156) (0.031) 

US*Target Regime -0.014 0.061 -0.159 0.061 

 (0.085) (0.038) (0.199) (0.038) 
Alliance -0.135 -0.124 1.055 -0.124 

 (0.735) (0.311) (1.301) (0.311) 

Capability Ratio 0.347** -0.208*** -0.041 -0.208*** 
 (0.173) (0.077) (0.513) (0.077) 

Military Conflict 1.799 -0.293 1.544 -0.293 

 (1.277) (0.463) (1.493) (0.463) 
Threat Years -0.046  -6.241  

 (0.374)  (4.016)  

Threat Years Squared -0.019  2.347  
 (0.051)  (1.661)  

Threat Years Cubed 0.001  -0.234  
 (0.002)  (0.167)  

Constant -8.313** -3.814** 13.431** -3.814** 

 (3.769) (1.730) (6.665) (1.730) 
     

Observations 105 824 99 824 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 



74 

 

Corrected Models Equivalent to Models 13-17 of the Supplemental Appendix: 
Table 18: Executive Threats and Elite University Attendance 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Elite University -1.726 0.397 -1.101 0.397 

 (1.267) (0.710) (1.113) (0.710) 

Target Elite University -1.233 0.425 -0.478 0.425 

 (1.487) (0.822) (1.200) (0.822) 

Both Elite University 1.527 0.289 -0.518 0.289 

 (1.010) (0.584) (1.202) (0.584) 

Average Elite University 2.916 -1.405 3.073 -1.405 

 (2.677) (1.455) (2.359) (1.455) 

Major Sender Cost 2.412**  0.041  

 (0.982)  (0.889)  

Major Target Cost 0.394  0.642  

 (0.530)  (0.528)  

Target=Regime Leadership -0.475  -0.659  

 (0.907)  (1.256)  

Target=Business Interest -1.620***  1.459**  

 (0.522)  (0.624)  

Target=Political Interest -1.190  1.436*  

 (0.848)  (0.837)  

Target=Military Interest 0.369  -0.451  

 (0.666)  (0.799)  

Dispute Issues -0.082  -0.017  

 (0.069)  (0.078)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.116  0.111  

 (0.076)  (0.078)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  -0.055  -0.055 

  (1.010)  (1.010) 

IMF Membership 0.243 -2.002*** -0.178 -2.002*** 

 (0.623) (0.716) (0.607) (0.716) 

WTO Membership -0.484 0.545* 1.114** 0.545* 

 (0.607) (0.279) (0.498) (0.279) 

Joint Democracy -1.239** -1.317*** 2.609*** -1.317*** 

 (0.534) (0.358) (0.958) (0.358) 

Logged IGO membership 1.407*** 1.096*** -0.598 1.096*** 

 (0.526) (0.406) (0.419) (0.406) 

Interdependence -24.176 -5.071 18.337 -5.071 

 (51.526) (8.294) (33.582) (8.294) 

US Sender 0.359 1.229*** 1.208** 1.229*** 

 (0.475) (0.379) (0.553) (0.379) 

Sender Regime 0.023 0.008 -0.172*** 0.008 

 (0.039) (0.026) (0.046) (0.026) 

Target Regime 0.011 0.064** -0.119*** 0.064** 

 (0.036) (0.026) (0.042) (0.026) 

US*Target Regime 0.046 0.041 -0.056 0.041 

 (0.047) (0.036) (0.047) (0.036) 

Alliance 0.170 -0.248 -0.778 -0.248 

 (0.400) (0.318) (0.486) (0.318) 

Capability Ratio 0.165** -0.227*** -0.013 -0.227*** 

 (0.073) (0.068) (0.097) (0.068) 

Military Conflict 0.279 -0.398 1.161** -0.398 

 (0.521) (0.397) (0.583) (0.397) 

Threat Years -1.507***  -1.064***  

 (0.257)  (0.192)  

Threat Years Squared 0.192***  0.093***  

 (0.043)  (0.023)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.007***  -0.002***  

 (0.002)  (0.001)  

Constant -5.301*** -2.738*** -0.127 -2.738*** 

 (1.766) (1.008) (1.235) (1.008) 

     

Observations 618 956 618 956 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 19: Executive Threats and Graduate Education 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Executive Education 0.058 -0.793*** -0.016 -0.793*** 

 (0.282) (0.195) (0.352) (0.195) 
Target Executive Education 0.269 -0.020 0.188 -0.020 

 (0.307) (0.183) (0.315) (0.183) 

Major Sender Cost 2.409**  -0.478  
 (0.952)  (0.838)  

Major Target Cost 0.155  0.713  

 (0.530)  (0.508)  
Target=Regime Leadership -0.468  -0.931  

 (0.913)  (1.238)  

Target=Business Interest -1.668***  1.272**  
 (0.496)  (0.627)  

Target=Political Interest -1.411*  1.650*  

 (0.856)  (0.896)  
Target=Military Interest 0.596  -0.823  

 (0.641)  (0.785)  

Dispute Issues -0.054  -0.010  
 (0.071)  (0.075)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.117  0.096  

 (0.073)  (0.071)  
Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.646  0.646 

  (0.896)  (0.896) 

IMF Membership 0.392 -2.044*** -0.228 -2.044*** 
 (0.672) (0.731) (0.613) (0.731) 

WTO Membership -0.443 0.673*** 1.081** 0.673*** 

 (0.510) (0.256) (0.466) (0.256) 
Joint Democracy -0.708 -1.372*** 2.408** -1.372*** 

 (0.546) (0.361) (1.007) (0.361) 

Logged IGO membership 1.102** 1.104*** -0.624 1.104*** 
 (0.494) (0.418) (0.392) (0.418) 

Interdependence -4.398 -4.918 28.284 -4.918 

 (33.878) (9.109) (31.061) (9.109) 
US Sender 0.236 1.339*** 1.188** 1.339*** 

 (0.492) (0.348) (0.518) (0.348) 

Sender Regime 0.009 0.009 -0.156*** 0.009 
 (0.037) (0.026) (0.046) (0.026) 

Target Regime -0.007 0.066** -0.102** 0.066** 

 (0.037) (0.027) (0.046) (0.027) 
US*Target Regime 0.036 0.043 -0.074* 0.043 

 (0.046) (0.035) (0.044) (0.035) 

Alliance -0.091 -0.193 -0.646 -0.193 
 (0.406) (0.302) (0.486) (0.302) 

Capability Ratio 0.147** -0.228*** -0.026 -0.228*** 

 (0.074) (0.069) (0.094) (0.069) 
Military Conflict 0.383 -0.261 0.989* -0.261 

 (0.501) (0.378) (0.535) (0.378) 

Threat Years -1.512***  -1.130***  
 (0.251)  (0.195)  

Threat Years Squared 0.195***  0.101***  
 (0.042)  (0.023)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.007***  -0.002***  

 (0.002)  (0.001)  
Constant -4.590*** -2.639** 0.379 -2.639** 

 (1.610) (1.058) (1.078) (1.058) 

     
Observations 664 1,045 664 1,045 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 20: Executive and Government Threats and Political Ideology 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Government Ideology -0.981** 0.664** -0.384 0.664** 

 (0.439) (0.260) (0.552) (0.260) 
Target Government Ideology 1.149*** 0.887*** -1.264* 0.887*** 

 (0.443) (0.315) (0.658) (0.315) 

Overall Ideology 0.364* -0.221* -0.039 -0.221* 
 (0.207) (0.123) (0.352) (0.123) 

Major Sender Cost 4.001**    

 (1.593)    
Major Target Cost -0.071  1.090  

 (0.733)  (0.691)  

Target=Regime Leadership -1.170  -0.695  
 (1.096)  (1.497)  

Target=Business Interest -1.638**  1.021  

 (0.673)  (0.864)  
Target=Political Interest -1.794  0.261  

 (1.187)  (1.085)  

Target=Military Interest 1.113  -1.944  
 (0.993)  (1.441)  

Dispute Issues -0.018  -0.073  

 (0.105)  (0.094)  
Type of Sanction Threat 0.197**  0.180  

 (0.082)  (0.116)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.873  0.873 
  (1.171)  (1.171) 

IMF Membership -1.824 -0.112  -0.112 

 (1.216) (1.093)  (1.093) 
WTO Membership -0.141 0.482 0.338 0.482 

 (0.536) (0.307) (0.793) (0.307) 

Joint Democracy -0.074 -1.042** 0.143 -1.042** 
 (0.964) (0.524) (0.949) (0.524) 

Logged IGO membership 0.679 1.864*** 1.502 1.864*** 

 (0.807) (0.555) (1.116) (0.555) 
Interdependence -28.800 4.936 3.913 4.936 

 (37.800) (20.265) (46.580) (20.265) 

US Sender 0.725 0.093 1.879 0.093 
 (0.629) (0.416) (1.402) (0.416) 

Sender Regime 0.084 -0.043 -0.021 -0.043 

 (0.141) (0.083) (0.084) (0.083) 
Target Regime -0.181** -0.100** 0.121 -0.100** 

 (0.081) (0.050) (0.094) (0.050) 

US*Target Regime 0.146** 0.168*** -0.143* 0.168*** 
 (0.067) (0.044) (0.084) (0.044) 

Alliance 0.070 -0.096 -1.567*** -0.096 

 (0.685) (0.354) (0.539) (0.354) 
Capability Ratio -0.107 -0.125 0.097 -0.125 

 (0.128) (0.106) (0.229) (0.106) 

Military Conflict 0.584 -0.255 0.558 -0.255 
 (0.620) (0.647) (1.058) (0.647) 

Threat Years -1.198***  -0.931***  
 (0.283)  (0.222)  

Threat Years Squared 0.133***  0.082***  

 (0.034)  (0.031)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.004***  -0.002*  

 (0.001)  (0.001)  

Constant -2.059 -7.062*** -7.815* -7.062*** 
 (3.079) (2.177) (4.114) (2.177) 

     

Observations 407 657 366 657 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 21: Executive and Government Threats and Restrictions 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Additive Restrictions -0.003 0.007 -0.001 0.007 

 (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.005) 
Major Sender Cost 2.444**  0.119  

 (1.115)  (1.018)  

Major Target Cost -0.588  0.697  
 (0.714)  (0.530)  

Target=Regime Leadership 0.095  -1.138  

 (0.903)  (1.347)  
Target=Business Interest -1.653***  1.371**  

 (0.528)  (0.699)  

Target=Political Interest -1.310  1.189  
 (1.065)  (0.950)  

Target=Military Interest 1.889**  -1.994*  

 (0.790)  (1.174)  
Dispute Issues -0.059  -0.085  

 (0.090)  (0.091)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.179**  0.121  
 (0.073)  (0.079)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.428  0.428 

  (0.869)  (0.869) 
IMF Membership -1.833* -0.980 0.520 -0.980 

 (1.032) (1.015) (0.979) (1.015) 

WTO Membership -0.412 0.375 0.544 0.375 
 (0.527) (0.252) (0.504) (0.252) 

Joint Democracy -1.062 -1.190*** 1.815** -1.190*** 

 (0.675) (0.371) (0.910) (0.371) 
Logged IGO membership 1.620*** 0.706 -0.537 0.706 

 (0.542) (0.499) (0.602) (0.499) 

Interdependence -25.309 -3.772 40.042 -3.772 
 (36.512) (8.186) (35.039) (8.186) 

US Sender -0.124 0.969** 1.038* 0.969** 

 (0.568) (0.385) (0.546) (0.385) 
Sender Regime 0.011 -0.004 -0.103** -0.004 

 (0.043) (0.031) (0.050) (0.031) 

Target Regime 0.006 0.048 -0.055 0.048 
 (0.045) (0.031) (0.050) (0.031) 

US*Target Regime 0.074 0.044 -0.115** 0.044 

 (0.051) (0.039) (0.048) (0.039) 
Alliance -0.346 -0.074 -0.916* -0.074 

 (0.453) (0.298) (0.499) (0.298) 

Capability Ratio 0.124 -0.153** 0.013 -0.153** 
 (0.082) (0.072) (0.109) (0.072) 

Military Conflict 0.934 -0.256 0.324 -0.256 

 (0.628) (0.459) (0.630) (0.459) 
Threat Years -1.641***  -1.276***  

 (0.325)  (0.237)  

Threat Years Squared 0.224***  0.117***  
 (0.053)  (0.024)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.008***  -0.003***  
 (0.002)  (0.001)  

Constant -3.599* -3.364* 0.278 -3.364* 

 (2.065) (1.871) (2.007) (1.871) 
     

Observations 517 820 517 820 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 22: Executive and Government Threats and Financial Openness 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Executive Threat Sanction Imposed Government Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Financial Openness 0.045 0.157** 0.128 0.157** 

 (0.122) (0.063) (0.135) (0.063) 
Major Sender Cost 3.347***  -0.923  

 (1.115)  (1.021)  

Major Target Cost -0.622  0.709  
 (0.660)  (0.586)  

Target=Regime Leadership -0.210    

 (0.966)    
Target=Business Interest -1.606***  1.041*  

 (0.524)  (0.607)  

Target=Political Interest -0.927  1.070  
 (0.898)  (0.979)  

Target=Military Interest 1.466*  -2.038  

 (0.818)  (1.345)  
Dispute Issues -0.034  -0.060  

 (0.082)  (0.097)  

Type of Sanction Threat 0.157**  0.191**  
 (0.080)  (0.095)  

Bilateral Investment Treaty  0.498  0.498 

  (0.890)  (0.890) 
IMF Membership     

     

WTO Membership -0.538 0.374 0.767 0.374 
 (0.509) (0.257) (0.486) (0.257) 

Joint Democracy -0.782 -1.254*** 0.655 -1.254*** 

 (0.645) (0.389) (0.901) (0.389) 
Logged IGO membership 1.202* 0.875* -0.169 0.875* 

 (0.653) (0.497) (0.740) (0.497) 

Interdependence -17.805 -8.983 14.995 -8.983 
 (35.433) (9.674) (37.178) (9.674) 

US Sender -0.226 1.019** 1.046 1.019** 

 (0.595) (0.397) (0.745) (0.397) 
Sender Regime -0.007 -0.009 -0.041 -0.009 

 (0.048) (0.033) (0.056) (0.033) 

Target Regime -0.039 0.032 0.005 0.032 
 (0.052) (0.031) (0.061) (0.031) 

US*Target Regime 0.083 0.061 -0.088 0.061 

 (0.052) (0.038) (0.054) (0.038) 
Alliance -0.283 -0.124 -0.806* -0.124 

 (0.460) (0.311) (0.480) (0.311) 

Capability Ratio 0.162* -0.208*** -0.086 -0.208*** 
 (0.096) (0.077) (0.132) (0.077) 

Military Conflict 0.278 -0.293 1.038 -0.293 

 (0.667) (0.463) (0.686) (0.463) 
Threat Years -1.308***  -1.161***  

 (0.259)  (0.224)  

Threat Years Squared 0.160***  0.106***  
 (0.043)  (0.023)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.005***  -0.003***  
 (0.002)  (0.001)  

Constant -4.222* -3.814** -1.172 -3.814** 

 (2.183) (1.730) (2.605) (1.730) 
     

Observations 511 824 484 824 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Interactions: 

Table 23: Target Elite University Attendance and Bilateral Investment Treaties 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Implied Threat Sanction Imposed Implied Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Sender Elite Education -0.171 0.233 -0.377 0.397 
 (0.130) (0.389) (0.316) (0.710) 

Target Elite Education -0.349** 0.171 -1.001*** 0.425 

 (0.143) (0.443) (0.360) (0.822) 
Bilateral Investment Treaty 0.410** 0.025 1.222** -0.055 

 (0.170) (0.520) (0.492) (1.010) 

Both Elite Education 0.076 0.189 0.295 0.289 
 (0.150) (0.287) (0.389) (0.584) 

Average Elite Education 0.833*** -0.599 2.242*** -1.405 

 (0.265) (0.814) (0.661) (1.455) 
Average Elite Education*BIT -1.952***  -4.649***  

 (0.750)  (1.755)  

IMF Membership -0.238*** -1.151*** -0.581* -2.002*** 
 (0.090) (0.377) (0.310) (0.716) 

WTO Membership -0.004 0.260* -0.139 0.545* 

 (0.066) (0.145) (0.157) (0.279) 
Joint Democracy -0.124 -0.745*** -0.324 -1.317*** 

 (0.094) (0.184) (0.268) (0.358) 

IGO Membership 0.524*** 0.812*** 1.532*** 1.096*** 
 (0.125) (0.205) (0.410) (0.406) 

Interdependence 13.490*** 2.673 28.902*** -5.071 

 (2.831) (5.498) (5.594) (8.294) 
US Sender 1.864*** 1.614*** 4.794*** 1.229*** 

 (0.120) (0.246) (0.330) (0.379) 

Sender Regime 0.012** 0.007 0.039** 0.008 
 (0.006) (0.012) (0.018) (0.026) 

Target Regime 0.017*** 0.040*** 0.056*** 0.064** 

 (0.006) (0.012) (0.018) (0.026) 
US*Target Regime -0.027*** 0.006 -0.093*** 0.041 

 (0.010) (0.017) (0.022) (0.036) 

Alliance 0.323*** -0.018 0.727*** -0.248 
 (0.079) (0.171) (0.231) (0.318) 

Capability Ratio -0.012 -0.126*** -0.065 -0.227*** 

 (0.014) (0.037) (0.042) (0.068) 
Military Conflict 1.232*** 0.344 2.843*** -0.398 

 (0.134) (0.270) (0.533) (0.397) 

Threat Years -0.139***  -0.351***  
 (0.016)  (0.045)  

Threat Years Squared 0.008***  0.021***  

 (0.001)  (0.003)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.291*** -4.067*** -10.767*** -2.738*** 
 (0.393) (0.695) (1.325) (1.008) 

     

Observations 630,850 956 630,850 956 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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With Fixed Effects: 

Table 24: Elite University Attendance For Senders and Targets With Fixed Effects 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Implied Threat 

(SFE) 

Sanction Imposed 

(SFE) 

Implied Threat 

(TFE) 

Sanction Imposed 

(TFE) 

     
Sender Elite University -0.460 0.458 -0.341 -0.511 

 (0.298) (0.762) (0.306) (0.873) 

Target Elite University -1.004*** 0.682 -0.845** -0.750 
 (0.348) (0.953) (0.359) (0.952) 

Both Elite University 0.379 0.210 0.431 0.245 

 (0.376) (0.529) (0.352) (0.638) 
Average Elite University 1.964*** -1.577 1.925*** 0.595 

 (0.642) (1.585) (0.658) (1.730) 

Bilateral Investment 
Treaty 

-0.030 -0.195 -0.115 0.986 

 (0.445) (1.274) (0.515) (1.380) 

IMF Membership 0.184 -2.147** -0.451 -2.966*** 
 (0.329) (0.899) (0.309) (0.968) 

WTO Membership 0.373** 0.726** 0.189 0.612* 

 (0.176) (0.303) (0.181) (0.366) 
Joint Democracy -0.549** -1.477*** -0.375 0.159 

 (0.267) (0.433) (0.283) (0.610) 

IGO Membership 0.235 1.213** 1.502*** 1.305* 
 (0.355) (0.558) (0.439) (0.745) 

Interdependence 35.505*** 0.813 29.196*** -23.178* 

 (6.962) (21.257) (4.377) (13.042) 
US Sender 8.740*** -0.251 2.879*** 2.206*** 

 (1.119) (1.485) (0.271) (0.528) 

Sender Regime 0.070* -0.152 0.012 -0.063 
 (0.037) (0.178) (0.019) (0.046) 

Target Regime 0.047** 0.038 0.055** -0.033 

 (0.019) (0.036) (0.024) (0.052) 
US*Target Regime -0.063*** 0.067* -0.073*** 0.048 

 (0.021) (0.038) (0.022) (0.044) 

Alliance 0.809*** -0.165 0.509* -0.756* 
 (0.205) (0.359) (0.266) (0.388) 

Capability Ratio -0.508*** -0.203** 0.619*** -0.307* 

 (0.058) (0.101) (0.059) (0.174) 
Military Conflict 2.114*** -0.051 1.777*** -0.264 

 (0.487) (0.456) (0.496) (0.710) 

Threat Years -0.331***  -0.342***  
 (0.045)  (0.046)  

Threat Years Squared 0.023***  0.023***  

 (0.004)  (0.004)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -9.698*** -0.065 -6.603*** -1.353 
 (1.518) (2.788) (1.443) (2.301) 

     

Observations 199,543 873 430,813 688 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 



81 

 

Table 25: Graduate School Attendance For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Implied Threat 
(SFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(SFE) 

Implied Threat 
(TFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(TFE) 

     

Sender Executive 
Education 

-0.284** -0.554** -0.234* -0.787*** 

 (0.115) (0.219) (0.130) (0.232) 

Target Executive 
Education 

-0.163 0.161 -0.074 -0.084 

 (0.125) (0.185) (0.165) (0.295) 

Bilateral Investment 
Treaty 

0.048 0.492 -0.029 1.396 

 (0.408) (1.118) (0.439) (1.224) 

IMF Membership 0.125 -2.171** -0.576* -3.044*** 
 (0.313) (0.892) (0.301) (1.015) 

WTO Membership 0.441*** 0.821*** 0.290* 0.655* 

 (0.163) (0.277) (0.164) (0.335) 
Joint Democracy -0.568** -1.395*** -0.394 -0.164 

 (0.263) (0.431) (0.293) (0.598) 

Logged IGO membership 0.357 1.186** 1.757*** 1.273* 
 (0.386) (0.552) (0.454) (0.722) 

Interdependence 33.762*** 0.515 26.660*** -16.362 

 (7.273) (19.553) (4.668) (12.222) 
US Sender 9.203*** 1.033 3.081*** 1.987*** 

 (1.122) (1.405) (0.274) (0.532) 

Sender Regime 0.082** -0.142 0.027 -0.060 
 (0.037) (0.188) (0.019) (0.046) 

Target Regime 0.051*** 0.026 0.068** -0.016 

 (0.019) (0.036) (0.028) (0.056) 
US*Target Regime -0.053*** 0.071* -0.063*** 0.063 

 (0.020) (0.039) (0.022) (0.047) 

Alliance 0.724*** -0.117 0.453* -0.507 
 (0.197) (0.336) (0.267) (0.392) 

Capability Ratio -0.507*** -0.205** 0.600*** -0.262 

 (0.059) (0.099) (0.056) (0.168) 
Military Conflict 2.229*** -0.237 1.816*** 0.053 

 (0.480) (0.471) (0.524) (0.651) 

Threat Years -0.333***  -0.348***  
 (0.042)  (0.042)  

Threat Years Squared 0.023***  0.024***  

 (0.003)  (0.003)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.000***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -10.161*** -1.333 -7.297*** -1.289 
 (1.604) (2.768) (1.554) (2.236) 

     

Observations 211,520 957 449,552 764 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1 
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Table 26: Political Ideology For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Implied Threat 
(SFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(SFE) 

Implied Threat 
(TFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(TFE) 

     

Sender Government 
Ideology 

-0.110 0.585** -0.210 0.710** 

 (0.152) (0.276) (0.170) (0.348) 

Target Government 
Ideology 

0.278* 0.829** 0.117 0.687* 

 (0.162) (0.339) (0.221) (0.366) 

Overall Ideology -0.149** -0.168 -0.103 -0.202 
 (0.065) (0.132) (0.076) (0.170) 

Bilateral Investment Treaty -0.183 0.962 0.272 1.606 

 (0.516) (1.143) (0.487) (1.420) 
IMF Membership 0.672 -0.207 -0.748  

 (0.560) (1.149) (0.523)  

WTO Membership -0.179 0.703** -0.014 0.525 
 (0.207) (0.344) (0.196) (0.471) 

Joint Democracy -0.537* -0.996 -0.896* 0.977 

 (0.321) (0.632) (0.503) (1.176) 
IGO Membership 0.087 2.165*** 0.911 2.167 

 (0.500) (0.637) (0.665) (1.891) 

Interdependence 35.712*** 3.461 19.666** -22.722 
 (12.769) (23.480) (9.920) (26.452) 

US Sender 8.662*** -0.692 2.935*** -0.403 

 (1.223) (1.449) (0.376) (1.400) 
Sender Regime -0.000 -0.499*** 0.074* -0.240* 

 (0.061) (0.164) (0.041) (0.136) 

Target Regime 0.088*** -0.153** 0.131*** -0.171* 
 (0.025) (0.061) (0.038) (0.094) 

US*Target Regime -0.111*** 0.208*** -0.142*** 0.187*** 

 (0.025) (0.047) (0.029) (0.060) 
Alliance 1.069*** -0.210 1.249*** 0.309 

 (0.268) (0.379) (0.389) (0.741) 

Capability Ratio -0.501*** -0.088 0.805*** 0.215 
 (0.089) (0.127) (0.092) (0.507) 

Military Conflict 2.329*** -0.497 1.881*** 0.405 

 (0.596) (0.744) (0.625) (1.250) 
Threat Years -0.572***  -0.651***  

 (0.060)  (0.071)  

Threat Years Squared 0.036***  0.043***  
 (0.005)  (0.005)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.001***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  
Constant -7.356*** -2.820 -3.444 -6.194 

 (2.004) (3.320) (2.609) (7.307) 

     
Observations 61,611 627 148,407 441 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 27: Restrictions For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Implied Threat 
(SFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(SFE) 

Implied Threat 
(TFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(TFE) 

     

Additive Restrictions 0.003 0.011* 0.022*** 0.000 
 (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.009) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.319 0.425 0.072 1.204 

 (0.403) (1.150) (0.431) (1.134) 

IMF Membership 0.280 -0.956 -0.469 -3.778** 

 (0.530) (1.030) (0.413) (1.612) 
WTO Membership 0.249 0.583** -0.031 0.409 

 (0.178) (0.278) (0.182) (0.348) 

Joint Democracy -0.621** -1.423*** -0.590* 0.070 
 (0.309) (0.440) (0.354) (0.660) 

IGO Membership 1.045** 1.063* 2.191*** 0.638 

 (0.479) (0.595) (0.395) (0.981) 
Interdependence 31.211*** 0.932 17.860*** -16.946 

 (6.593) (20.090) (5.787) (15.774) 

US Sender 8.380*** 0.496 2.176*** 1.720** 
 (1.170) (1.269) (0.348) (0.808) 

Sender Regime 0.071 -0.389* -0.029 -0.050 

 (0.050) (0.209) (0.018) (0.052) 
Target Regime 0.018 0.029 0.005 0.027 

 (0.020) (0.041) (0.026) (0.057) 

US*Target Regime -0.023 0.058 -0.014 0.043 
 (0.022) (0.043) (0.024) (0.054) 

Alliance 0.775*** -0.007 0.509* -0.291 

 (0.218) (0.336) (0.269) (0.420) 
Capability Ratio -0.491*** -0.123 0.680*** -0.138 

 (0.070) (0.101) (0.073) (0.195) 

Military Conflict 2.210*** 0.029 1.819*** 0.498 
 (0.550) (0.542) (0.680) (0.867) 

Threat Years -0.556***  -0.559***  

 (0.053)  (0.058)  
Threat Years Squared 0.037***  0.038***  

 (0.004)  (0.005)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.001***  -0.001***  
 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -11.849*** -0.966 -10.197*** 1.068 

 (1.798) (3.075) (1.379) (3.687) 
     

Observations 138,086 749 297,889 636 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 28: Financial Openness For Senders and Targets 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Implied Threat 
(SFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(SFE) 

Implied Threat 
(TFE) 

Sanction Imposed 
(TFE) 

     

Financial Opennesslow 0.021 0.190*** 0.022 0.117 
 (0.059) (0.073) (0.086) (0.105) 

Bilateral Investment 

Treaty 

0.661* 0.539 0.671* 1.221 

 (0.369) (1.144) (0.405) (1.138) 

IMF Membership 0.666  10.249***  

 (0.457)  (0.336)  
WTO Membership 0.116 0.631** 0.088 0.225 

 (0.172) (0.282) (0.158) (0.358) 

Joint Democracy -0.649** -1.430*** -0.681** -0.035 
 (0.289) (0.449) (0.341) (0.686) 

IGO membership 1.114** 1.267** 2.820*** 1.450 

 (0.535) (0.610) (0.515) (1.203) 
Interdependence 30.032*** -10.802 21.618*** -25.500 

 (6.675) (19.960) (6.225) (21.378) 

US Sender 8.946*** 0.982 3.245*** 1.955** 
 (1.164) (1.264) (0.347) (0.860) 

Sender Regime 0.062 -0.328* 0.001 -0.075 

 (0.048) (0.196) (0.019) (0.056) 
Target Regime 0.042** 0.016 0.051* 0.022 

 (0.020) (0.040) (0.028) (0.061) 

US*Target Regime -0.059** 0.067 -0.059** 0.043 
 (0.024) (0.043) (0.027) (0.056) 

Alliance 0.547** -0.015 0.077 -0.431 

 (0.222) (0.348) (0.279) (0.445) 
Capability Ratio -0.537*** -0.187* 0.619*** -0.264 

 (0.072) (0.106) (0.058) (0.244) 

Military Conflict 2.473*** -0.422 1.851*** -0.311 
 (0.562) (0.554) (0.686) (0.710) 

Threat Years -0.472***  -0.477***  

 (0.058)  (0.058)  
Threat Years Squared 0.031***  0.031***  

 (0.004)  (0.004)  

Threat Years Cubed -0.001***  -0.001***  
 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -12.309*** -2.133 -20.860*** -5.652 

 (1.980) (3.193) (1.997) (4.781) 
     

Observations 139,439 762 294,312 629 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 29: Dyad Fixed Effects 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Implied Threat Implied Threat Implied Threat Implied Threat 

     

Both Elite University -0.169 -0.190   

 (0.290) (0.291)   
Average Elite University 1.218*** 1.246***   

 (0.256) (0.256)   

Bilateral Investment Treaty 0.080 0.819 0.215 0.504 
 (0.490) (0.554) (0.532) (0.481) 

Average Elite University*Bilateral Investment Treaty  -4.251*   

  (2.246)   
Sender Government Ideology   -0.312*  

   (0.178)  

Target Government Ideology   0.024  
   (0.167)  

Financial Openesslow    -0.121** 

    (0.062) 
IMF Membership -0.685 -0.667 -0.628  

 (0.428) (0.427) (0.798)  

WTO Membership 0.052 0.062 -0.100 0.093 
 (0.224) (0.225) (0.320) (0.267) 

Joint Democracy -0.663** -0.668** -0.750** -0.569** 

 (0.262) (0.263) (0.376) (0.287) 
IGO Membership -0.597* -0.612* -0.978 0.595 

 (0.317) (0.317) (0.595) (0.878) 

Interdependence 34.014** 33.928** 3.174 16.822 
 (15.194) (15.193) (19.877) (14.160) 

US Sender - - - - 

     
Sender Regime 0.020 0.021 0.012 0.020 

 (0.027) (0.027) (0.060) (0.031) 

Target Regime 0.043* 0.043* 0.073* -0.023 
 (0.023) (0.023) (0.041) (0.028) 

US*Target Regime -0.050* -0.047* -0.106** 0.019 

 (0.026) (0.026) (0.043) (0.029) 
Alliance 0.602** 0.604** 1.060** 0.217 

 (0.284) (0.284) (0.491) (0.347) 

Capability Ratio -1.274*** -1.269*** -1.071*** -1.799*** 
 (0.220) (0.220) (0.393) (0.283) 

Military conflict 1.085*** 1.082*** 1.566*** 1.172*** 

 (0.314) (0.315) (0.521) (0.410) 
Threat Years -0.532*** -0.531*** -0.490*** -0.544*** 

 (0.042) (0.042) (0.056) (0.047) 

Threat Years Squared 0.032*** 0.032*** 0.029*** 0.032*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) 

Threat Years Cubed -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
     

Observations 7,754 7,754 3,723 6,325 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Additive vs. Shared Models: 

Table 30: Additive vs. Shared Ideology 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Implied Threat Sanction Imposed Implied Threat Sanction Imposed 

     

Overall Ideology -0.049* -0.065 -0.114 -0.101 
 (0.027) (0.059) (0.072) (0.107) 

Additive Ideology 0.018 0.131*** 0.032 0.234*** 

 (0.018) (0.050) (0.051) (0.085) 
Bilateral Investment Treaty -0.038 0.295 -0.118 0.566 

 (0.194) (0.555) (0.462) (1.059) 

IMF Membership 0.051 0.001 0.440 -0.069 
 (0.162) (0.496) (0.442) (0.886) 

WTO Membership -0.107 0.331** -0.377** 0.604** 

 (0.067) (0.162) (0.170) (0.284) 
Joint Democracy -0.166 -0.753*** -0.353 -1.299*** 

 (0.113) (0.242) (0.319) (0.428) 

Logged IGO membership 0.818*** 1.014*** 1.924*** 1.435*** 
 (0.162) (0.282) (0.444) (0.509) 

Interdependence 10.161*** 0.080 23.282*** -3.896 

 (2.927) (5.219) (6.540) (8.332) 
US Sender 2.038*** 1.220*** 5.079*** 0.974** 

 (0.135) (0.273) (0.376) (0.413) 

Sender Regime 0.015** -0.021 0.054** -0.040 
 (0.007) (0.022) (0.022) (0.039) 

Target Regime 0.018** 0.018 0.066*** 0.026 

 (0.008) (0.019) (0.025) (0.036) 
US*Target Regime -0.036*** 0.029 -0.114*** 0.073* 

 (0.011) (0.022) (0.028) (0.043) 

Alliance 0.396*** -0.114 0.944*** -0.338 
 (0.096) (0.172) (0.254) (0.303) 

Capability Ratio -0.016 -0.098** -0.064 -0.155* 

 (0.017) (0.049) (0.050) (0.090) 
Military Conflict 1.276*** 0.111 3.186*** -0.506 

 (0.164) (0.324) (0.489) (0.520) 

Threat Years -0.281***  -0.641***  
 (0.022)  (0.058)  

Threat Years Squared 0.016***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -4.959*** -5.486*** -11.916*** -6.353*** 
 (0.579) (1.162) (1.508) (1.944) 

     

Observations 442,576 442,576 442,576 801 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 31: Additive Financial Openness 

 (1) (1) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES Threat Implied Sanction Imposed Threat Implied Sanction Imposed 

     

Additive Financial Openness 0.005*** 0.005* 0.010*** 0.007 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) 
Bilateral Investment Treaty 0.129 0.279 0.392 0.428 

 (0.163) (0.478) (0.415) (0.869) 

IMF Membership 0.026 -0.654 0.203 -0.980 
 (0.199) (0.531) (0.493) (1.015) 

WTO Membership -0.072 0.184 -0.241 0.375 

 (0.066) (0.139) (0.162) (0.252) 
Joint Democracy -0.257* -0.755*** -0.715** -1.190*** 

 (0.133) (0.194) (0.365) (0.371) 

Logged IGO membership 0.907*** 0.654** 2.473*** 0.706 
 (0.135) (0.270) (0.397) (0.499) 

Interdependence 8.281*** 0.948 17.991*** -3.772 

 (2.702) (5.042) (6.010) (8.186) 
US Sender 1.795*** 1.233*** 4.509*** 0.969** 

 (0.139) (0.264) (0.381) (0.385) 

Sender Regime 0.000 -0.002 0.011 -0.004 
 (0.006) (0.017) (0.019) (0.031) 

Target Regime 0.004 0.030* 0.023 0.048 

 (0.006) (0.016) (0.020) (0.031) 
US*Target Regime -0.006 0.019 -0.039 0.044 

 (0.010) (0.020) (0.024) (0.039) 

Alliance 0.230*** 0.011 0.546** -0.074 
 (0.085) (0.167) (0.236) (0.298) 

Capability Ratio -0.011 -0.090** -0.053 -0.153** 

 (0.018) (0.039) (0.053) (0.072) 
Military Conflict 1.148*** 0.286 2.807*** -0.256 

 (0.172) (0.270) (0.523) (0.459) 

Threat Years -0.248***  -0.590***  
 (0.021)  (0.055)  

Threat Years Squared 0.015***  0.037***  

 (0.002)  (0.004)  
Threat Years Cubed -0.000***  -0.001***  

 (0.000)  (0.000)  

Constant -5.795*** -4.074*** -14.561*** -3.364* 
 (0.502) (1.101) (1.357) (1.871) 

     

Observations 429,382 820 429,382 820 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Abstract: In the interstate conflict literature, there has been a long-running debate on 

the cause of the democratic peace, with some arguing that it is shared democracy 

while others argue that it is shared capitalistic features. However, few if any studies 

include the role of individual leadership in large-n analyses of the peace. One missing 

leadership factor, related to the capitalist peace, is the economic orientation of leaders 

when deciding to engage in interstate conflict onset. The economic orientation of 

leaders is important because it explains how they interact with other leaders. In 

addressing this, I argue that leaders’ orientation towards neoliberalism is important, 

as the global economy has become increasingly neoliberal over time. I hypothesize 

that when two state leaders share a neoliberal orientation or background, it has a 

pacifying effect on conflict onset, with two states being less likely to engage in 

conflict when led by two neoliberal leaders. Using a MID conflict onset dataset, I test 

this assertion using a series of logistic regression models. Results indicate that shared 

neoliberal dyads have a constraining effect on conflict onset, although this effect is 

dependent on the neoliberal proxy used. 
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Introduction: 

 The notion that democracies do not fight each other has long been present in the 

interstate conflict literature (Maoz and Abdolali 1989).  Over time, scholars have 

expanded beyond a simplistic understanding of single, monadic democracies causing 

peace. Instead, today we know that the democratic peace is largely a dyadic one, where 

shared democracy explains why two democracies do not engage in military conflicts with 

each other (Chan 1997). Knowing this, the debate has moved on to the specific causes of 

the peace, with the initial debate over whether the peace was explained by an institutional 

explanation (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992) or a normative one (Oneal and 

Russett 1999). In the recent literature, however, scholars argue that capitalism and other 

similar factors explain the peace between democracies, rather than shared democracy 

itself. Gartzke (2007), for example, shows that factors such as financial openness 

eliminate the significant effect of democracy when included in the same models. 

Subsequently, the literature continues to highlight the importance of economic factors in 

explaining interstate conflict onset.  

 However, the use of measures such as financial openness to measure conflict 

onset represents only a single aspect of a much more complex economic factor, that of 

neoliberalism. According to Mudge (2008), neoliberalism
14

 is comprised of three faces: 

1. The bureaucratic face represented by measures such as financial openness common 

within the literature; 2. The political face represented by such measures as ideology; 3. 

And the intellectual face represented by such factors as educational background. Given 

the increased prominence of neoliberalism as the dominant paradigm in the US and the 

                                                 
14

 I define neoliberalism as “an ideological system that holds the market sacred, born within the ‘human’ or 

social sciences and refined in a network of Anglo-centric knowledge producers, expressed in different ways 

within the institutions of the postwar nation-state and their political fields” (Mudge 2008, 706).  
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Bretton Woods institutions since the 1970s, it is important to explore the effect of 

neoliberalism on interstate conflict onset more fully (Chwieroth 2014). To capture the 

assorted faces of neoliberalism I focus on the individual leaders of each state in a dyad, 

allowing me to use unique measures of leaders’ backgrounds as previously unexplored 

aspects of neoliberalism.   

 In looking at the effect of leaders’ shared neoliberal backgrounds, this study 

advances the literature in two ways. First, to capture certain aspects of neoliberalism, this 

study focuses on the leadership of the state rather than on aggregate, state-level 

indicators. This allowed me to use a number of unique indicators such as educational 

background and political ideology. Second, this study focuses on all aspects of 

neoliberalism and their effects on conflict onset. Although previously literature includes 

economic factors such as financial openness, this represents only a single face of 

neoliberalism. Given the prominence of neoliberalism as the dominant economic 

paradigm globally, leaders’ shared neoliberalism should have significant explanatory 

power in relation to conflict onset. 

I argue that when two state leaders share a common neoliberal background, this 

shared background subsequently dictates how they interact, especially in relation to 

interstate conflict onset. I hypothesize that when two state leaders have similar neoliberal 

backgrounds, there is a decreased probability of the dyad experiencing interstate conflict 

onset. This is, I first argue, due to the presence of greater trust between the two leaders 

about how the world operates. Essentially, they share an understanding of how the global 

economy works and place more trust in the belief that the other leader will not engage in 

costly economic policies that might inadvertently lead to conflict onset.  Second, 
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oftentimes these leaders will utilize such things as bilateral investment treaties that 

contain neoliberal dispute mechanisms as a commitment device to opposing states that 

help to prevent any dispute from arising prior to conflict onset. I test this hypothesis using 

a series of individual logistic regressions. Using a number of neoliberal proxies, I find 

that shared neoliberalism between leaders’ decreases the probability of conflict onset, 

although this result is dependent on the neoliberal proxy used. These results highlight that 

leaders’ shared neoliberal backgrounds is an important predictor of conflict onset, worthy 

of further exploration. 

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In the first section I outline the 

relevant interstate conflict onset literature before presenting a theory of neoliberalism on 

conflict onset. In the second section I outline my data, methods, and models. In the third 

section, I present my findings. In the fourth section, I outline my concluding remarks and 

implications. 

Literature Review: 

Democracies, Capitalism, and Interstate Conflict Onset: 

 In the interstate conflict literature scholars have demonstrated that shared 

characteristics between states explains the probability of interstate conflict onset. Much 

of the focus within this literature has been on the so-called democratic peace. The 

democratic peace, put simply, is a theory that democracies behave more peaceably than 

non-democracies in the international system. The democratic peace was first posited by 

Immanuel Kant in 1795, in which he argued that states sharing three characteristics, 

republican constitutions, a free market system and economic interdependence would 

interact peaceably in what is now called the Kantian peace.  
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The democratic peace suggests that democracies behave differently than non-

democracies in the international system, by engaging with other states more peaceably. 

As a result, some scholars argue that the democratic peace is a monadic peace, whereby 

democracies behave more peaceably regardless of the regime-type of the state they 

interact with (Rummel 1995; MacMillan 2003). Despite this assertion, other literature 

consistently highlights that the peace requires that both states in the dyad be democracies 

to see any significant reduction of conflict onset (Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Chan 1997 

Quackenbush and Rudy 2009).  In fact, there is a robust literature that argues that 

democracies are less peaceable when engaging with non-democracies (Maoz and Russett 

1993; Bennett and Stam 1998). Thus, the literature highlights the importance of shared 

democracy in predicting conflict onset. 

Although the weight of evidence sides with the democratic peace being a dyadic 

democratic peace, there is a debate on the cause of the peace itself. According to Maoz 

and Russett (1993) there are two competing explanations for the democratic peace, the 

normative explanation and the institutional one. Proponents of the normative explanation 

argue that the norms of cooperation and compromise inherent in both democracies allow 

them to diffuse any dispute before it reaches conflict onset (Dixon 1994). Some scholars, 

using the normative explanation argue that democracies by themselves behave more 

cooperatively, but that the effect is especially intensified when two democracies interact 

(Leeds and Davis 1999). However, in general the normative explanation lacks empirical 

support.  

In contrast, the institutional explanation provides a more strongly supported 

explanation for the democratic peace. In the institutional explanation, proponents assume 
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that all leaders regardless of regime type are motivated by a desire to remain in office. In 

a democracy it is easier to organize and remove a leader from office (Bueno de Mesquita 

and Lalman 1992). Further, in a democracy, leaders must provide benefits to their 

supporters through the distribution of public goods, rather than private goods. Thus, the 

success of a democratic leader hinges on the success of public policies, requiring that 

these leaders be especially choosey of what policies they pursue. This, in turn, explains 

the democratic peace, because democracies are unattractive targets for conflict for other 

democracies (Bueno de Mesquita, et. al. 1999; Bueno de Mesquita, et. al. 2002). 

However, even within the institutional literature, there is a debate, with some arguing that 

the transparency of a democratic institution allows democracies to overcome any 

information asymmetries and signal intentions better (Schultz 1999). 

Other scholars dispute the notion that shared democracy explains the peace. 

Farber and Gowa (1995), for example, argue that the democratic peace is a recent 

phenomenon that did not exist prior to the end of WWII. As a result, the peace may have 

been the result of common interests that most democratic states had in containing the 

threat of communism during the Cold War. Gartzke (1998) finds support for this 

assertion when looking at the similarity of U.N. voting patterns for democratic states 

during the Cold War and argues that the peace is a result of similar national preferences 

rather than democracy itself. Litpschutz (1998), in contrast, argues that neoliberalism 

explains the peace. Lipschutz asserts that during the Cold War, the focus of governments 

in the West both internally and externally was on democracy and democratic ideology, 

with the democracies of the West allying against the Soviet Union and the threat of 

Communism. Once the Cold War ended, this motivation also ended. States became 



94 

 

focused on neoliberalism and implementing neoliberal policies. In doing so, a “neoliberal 

peace” was created, where economic policies were valued rather than democratic ones.  

Many scholars have focused on characteristics like similar economic values 

between states. However, few studies have explicitly looked at this so-called neoliberal 

peace. Recalling Kant (1795), an important element of the Kantian peace is the presence 

of free trade and economic interdependence. Many scholars, as a result, have explored a 

variety of economic factors to explain the peace. Oneal and Russett (1999), for example, 

find that trade between states has a pacifying effect on conflict onset. Others argue that 

the peace operates through trade and interdependence by increasing the flow of 

information between states, subsequently decreasing the likelihood of conflict onset 

(Gartzke, Li, and Boehmer 2001).  

However, the sharpest challenge to the democratic peace came from the so-called 

capitalist peace, whereby Gartzke (2007) argues that the peace is due to shared 

capitalistic features rather than democratic features. Gartzke argues that more capitalist 

features remove the impetus for conflict onset in two ways: 1. Commerce removes many 

of the incentives, conflict over resource allocation especially, for states to come into 

conflict as it is cheaper to engage in trade rather than war and; 2. Market integration gives 

states the means to reveal information and to coerce other states through the market rather 

than through military action. Gartzke (2007) and subsequent research finds support for 

these assertions, with capitalist features eliminating the pacifying effects of shared 

democracy (McDonald 2010; Mousseau 2013). Thus, there is ample evidence that certain 

shared capitalist values decrease the likelihood of conflict onset. 

Neoliberalism: 
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 In other areas of research, scholars have looked at more direct proxies of 

neoliberalism and its impact within the international system. Scholars, for example, have 

looked at the emergence of neoliberalism as the dominant economic paradigm in the 

1970s (Chwieroth 2014). Other scholars have investigated why and how it spread so 

quickly (Bartolini and Drazen 1997; Simmons and Elkins 2004). Still others have looked 

at how neoliberalism has shaped the behavior of agents and organizations at the 

international level, especially in relation to specific international organizations such as 

the IMF (Nelson 2013). In focusing on the effect of neoliberalism on behavior, the 

following scholarship highlights its ability to influence outcomes at the international 

level. 

Neoliberalism in the International System: 

 At the end of World War II, the US found itself in the unprecedented position of 

sole superpower in the international system, as traditional powers like France and Great 

Britain were largely devastated at war’s end. Using its newfound position, the US 

supported and implemented a number of policies designed to both stabilize and liberalize 

the global economy. These efforts included the Marshall Plan, enacted in 1948, that 

funneled $13 billion to Western European states over four years to rebuild their 

economies while preventing their governments from falling to communism (Hogan 

1989). The US also negotiated and established the Bretton Woods system in 1945, 

establishing four pillars of the international economy, the Gold Standard, the 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), the IMF, and the 

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trades (GATT). These institutions stabilized the 

global economy through reforms like the elimination of trade barriers and the outlawing 
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of predatory currency devaluation (Steil 2013). Through these reforms, the US created a 

global system ripe for the growth of capitalism and neoliberal policies. However, it was 

not until the 1970s that neoliberalism became the predominant economic paradigm. After 

a series of economic crises, including the oil crisis of 1973, proponents of neoliberalism 

moved into prominent positions of influence in the Bretton Woods institutions and the 

US, to the point that neoliberalism became and continues to be the dominant economic 

paradigm globally (Chwieroth 2014).  

 The increasingly prominent role proponents of neoliberalism played in the global 

economy suggest that neoliberalism, especially the economic orientation of leaders, is an 

important predictor of behavior. However, little research has linked neoliberalism beyond 

bureaucratic measures to interstate conflict onset (Oneal and Russett 1993; Gartzke, Li, 

and Boehmer 2001; Gartzke 2007). In contrast, many scholars have begun highlighting 

the importance of neoliberalism in explaining behavior in international organizations. 

Scholars, for example, have categorized the culture operating within the IMF as 

neoliberal in nature, making it imperative to study the effect of institutional cultural 

values such as neoliberal on behavior (Nelson and Weaver 2014).  

 As a result, neoliberalism has been documented shaping the behavior of both the 

IMF and states interacting with it. Scholars, for example, have looked at the conditions 

the IMF places on loans and demonstrate that shared affinities such as neoliberalism 

shape both the loan size and its frequency. States aligned with the West, for example, are 

more likely to receive loans, especially when they have more nationals on the IMF staff 

(Barro and Lee 2005). The IMF also places fewer conditions on loans when the state 

shared the dominant norm of neoliberalism, because IMF staffers place more trust in the 
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state implementing neoliberal reforms voluntarily (Chwieroth 2010).  Nelson (2014) 

demonstrates that as the percentage of neoliberals increase in a state’s government, loan 

conditions from the IMF become progressively better as more trust is placed in a 

government led by more neoliberals. Thus, studies of this nature highlight that 

neoliberalism explains behavior at the state level also. 

 Flores, Lloyd, and Nooruddin (2013) highlight how leaders gain three advantages 

when sharing common technocratic backgrounds. First, when state leaders have superior 

educational and professional backgrounds, they are better able to oversee the state’s 

economy. Second, a technocratic background signals to other actors their commitment to 

neoliberal policies. Third, technocratic leaders have more access to networks of finance, 

built through their common backgrounds over time. Ultimately, this research 

demonstrates that technocratic leaders are at an advantage in comparison to non-

technocratic leaders, and the international finance system, including the IMF, are apt to 

trust them to greater lengths.  

Trust in Neoliberalism: 

 Why does neoliberalism have an effect on behavior in the international system? 

Scholars argue that when actors are characterized as neoliberal, this instills greater trust 

in how they will behave for other actors. This is readily apparent in looking at how states 

establish credible commitments despite having an unstable domestic environment. These 

states often adopt neoliberal policies that allow them to establish credible commitments 

for the future. They do so by manipulating policies, especially those related to capital 

outflows that provide a signal to international investors. By lowering capital controls, for 

example, the state’s actions essentially serve as a signal that the government is dedicated 
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to maintaining liberal economic policies in the future (Bartolini and Drazen 1997). A 

negative signal can also be sent when the government maintains or imposes capital 

controls, signaling to investors and the market that investors’ rights might be violated 

(Eichengreen 2001).  

 States also send signals of trust when they ratify bilateral investment treaties. 

Initially, BITs were adopted in the 1950s to provide explicit guarantees that foreign 

investors would be treated fairly. During this period of time, the threat of expropriation 

was high, as many states shifted towards communism. BITs served as commitment 

devices by ensuring investors were treated fairly while outlining explicit mechanisms that 

would address disputes. BITs worked as strong commitment devices by reducing the 

ambiguity of the host’s commitments to international investors, engaged investors’ 

governments in any agreement, and provided dispute and enforcement mechanisms in the 

event of any violations (Neumayer 2006). Preferential trade agreements (PTAs) and 

joining international organizations work in a similar manner. Buthe and Milner (2008) for 

example, argue that when states enter into a PTA or an IO, this raises the costs of 

reneging on any agreement, helping to ameliorate the time inconsistency problem (Buthe 

and Milner 2014). Thus, states can send a strong signal of commitment to neoliberal 

policies by entering into liberal trade agreements like BITs. 

Shared Neoliberal Orientation and Interstate Conflict Onset: 

 In both the interstate conflict literature and the neoliberal literature, it is clear that 

neoliberalism has a significant effect on behavior. In the interstate conflict literature, 

measures like financial openness and trade dependency have consistently been shown to 

have a pacifying effect on conflict. However, this type of literature represents only a 
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single face of neoliberalism, the bureaucratic face, with a focus on aggregate, state-wide 

measures of how open a state is in the international economy. Neoliberalism includes two 

other faces, representing a much different facet of neoliberalism, the intellectual and 

political faces that remain unexplored at this juncture. In the following section I outline a 

brief theoretical story using strands of both the neoliberalism literature and interstate 

conflict literature, arguing that when two states are led by leaders with shared neoliberal 

backgrounds, this shared neoliberalism acts as a pacifying effect on conflict onset.  

 The basic synopsis of this argument is that when two states are led by leaders 

sharing neoliberal characteristics, they are less likely to experience interstate conflict 

onset. This works in a number of ways. First, states led by neoliberal leaders will have 

increased trust in another neoliberal leader. This is so because these leaders have similar 

understandings about how the global economy should work, with congruent attitudes on 

lower trade barriers, the free market, and the limited role of the government in the 

economy. Because these leaders have similar backgrounds and interests, this generates 

trust and understanding of how the opposing leader will behave in certain situations. 

Essentially, the presence of another neoliberal leader allows the leader to make sense of a 

chaotic world, by reducing the level of uncertainty. In turn, this allows the leader to 

predict how the opposing leader will behave when faced with certain situations. This 

suggests that the states will not accidentally enter conflict with each other due to lack of 

information, as they have an understanding of how the other leader will behave (Powell 

2004). The most common reason for states entering conflict, according to Fearon (1995), 

is because war is caused by private information and the incentive to misrepresent private 

information to an opposing state for fear of being taken advantage of. As a result, states 
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often make offers to opposing states that carry some risk of rejection and conflict onset. 

In fact, many studies highlight that conflict actually is a means of states overcoming 

information uncertainty (Wagner 2000; Filson and Werner 2002) to the point that states 

can be seen as learning through the negotiation process and battlefield results (Slantchev 

2003). Shared neoliberalism acts in the same manner. Leaders, viewing another 

neoliberal leader, are provided with cues about how leaders will behave, increasing the 

amount of information available to each state. In effect, states led by leaders with shared 

neoliberal backgrounds will have reduced uncertainty, increasing the level of trust that 

they have in each other, leading to a reduced probability of conflict onset. 

 In making this argument, I assume that certain neoliberal indicators of a given 

leader act as a signal to other leaders about how that leader will behave. Using ideology 

as an example of this theory, given a leader is a left-wing leader opposing leaders can 

assume that the left-wing leader prefers that the government have a larger role in 

regulating the economy in comparison to a right-wing leader. Thus, an opposing leader 

will be less likely to assume that the left-wing leader will not resort to using tariffs and 

other harmful measures when any dispute arises. In contrast, when faced with a right-

wing leader, the opposing leader trusts that the opposing leader with a similar economic 

worldview will not use harmful economic measures that could potentially lead to 

interstate conflict onset. Educational background works in a similar manner. When both 

leaders attend an elite university, they are more likely to have conservative economic 

views (Mendelberger et al. 2014). Knowing that the opposing leader has an elite 

educational background then provides information to the leader about how his opposite 
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will behave, with a neoliberal leader assuming that the opposing leader will not resort to 

harmful economic actions that could have the unintended consequence of conflict onset.  

Leaders sharing neoliberal backgrounds also can provide stronger credible 

commitments as well. They do so by joining international organizations dedicated to free 

trade such as the World Trade Organization (formerly the GATT) and the IMF or by 

signing BITs and PTAs that explicitly outline the leader’s commitment to maintaining 

free trade. By joining agreements like this, it reduces uncertainty for the opposing leader 

by clearly defining obligations to investors from other countries while providing a variety 

of dispute mechanisms when the agreement is violated. Further, these dispute 

mechanisms provide the means of resolving any disputes before conflict onset becomes a 

possibility. By being able to more effectively signal commitment to certain neoliberal 

policies through agreements of this type, this decreases the likelihood of the dyad 

experiencing conflict onset. 

 Thus, when two state leaders share a neoliberal background, they will have 

greater trust in the idea that if any dispute arises, it will be dealt with through means other 

than conflict onset. These leaders share similar views on how the world works, have the 

ability to credibly commit more effectively, and have access to dispute mechanisms that 

will stop any dispute short of conflict onset. This, in turn, suggests that leaders sharing a 

similar neoliberal background will be less likely to use its military as a means of 

resolving any dispute. This leads to my first hypothesis:  

Hypothesis: States led by leaders sharing neoliberal backgrounds are less likely to 

initiate interstate conflict onset.  

 

Research Design: 
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 To test for the relationship between shared neoliberalism and interstate conflict 

onset, I used a cross-sectional time-series dataset. In this study, I employed data initially 

taken from Peterson (2015) with a time frame of 1970 to 2000 with the lower bound 

representing the first year of my neoliberal measures. 

Dependent Variable:  

 The dependent variable used in this study is taken from the Correlates of War 

Militarized Interstate Disputes dataset. In this dataset, a militarized interstate dispute 

(MID) is defined as “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. Disputes are 

composed of incidents that range in intensity from threats to use force to actual combat 

short of war” (Jones et al. 1996, 163). The dependent variable, taken from Peterson 

(2015), was generated through EUGene (Bennett and Stam 2000), with the first year of 

MID onset categorized as a 1 and a 0 otherwise. 

Independent Variables: 

 I utilize a number of different proxies to represent the effect of neoliberalism on 

interstate conflict onset. This is so because neoliberalism is a multi-faceted concept, with 

specific facets represented by certain indicators. Mudge (2008) argues that neoliberalism 

is comprised of three ‘faces’: (i) The intellectual face deals with the gestation of 

neoliberalism in Anglo-American institutions; (ii) the bureaucratic face comprised of 

state economic politics towards liberalization such as with degrees of financial openness 

and levels of trade interdependence; (iii) and the political face as characterized by beliefs 

in the role of a state government’s role in regulating the market. The element tying the 
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three faces together is a common belief that the market should be elevated over all other 

things. Because neoliberalism is multi-faceted, each face can be represented by distinct 

proxies. The intellectual face can be represented by the educational backgrounds of 

leaders, whereby leaders that attend elite universities are more likely to hold conservative 

economic views than those who do not. Mendelberg et al. (2016), for example, look at 

the effect that attending elite universities has on the economic viewpoints of students. 

They find that students attending more affluent universities are more likely to hold 

conservative economic viewpoints, with these students being 5.5% more likely to hold 

conservative economic views. Thus, it can be assumed that attendance at elite universities 

serves as a proxy for neoliberalism. The bureaucratic face, in contrast, is already well 

represented in the literature through measures such as financial openness and trade 

dependency (Gartzke 2007), as well as through bilateral investment treaties. The political 

face can be represented through the ideology of policymakers (Tingley 2010), although 

the relationship between the left-right scale and neoliberalism is less than linear (Mudge 

2011). 

 To formulate my measures of neoliberalism, I used a number of sources. I define 

a leader as the effective leader of a state, with that person de facto exercising power 

(Goemans, Gleditsch, and Chiozza 2009). I used the Leader and Attribute Descriptions 

(LEAD) dataset as the sample of state leaders for the period of 1970 to 2000. The LEAD 

dataset also contains a number of variables measuring a leader’s attributes, including 

measures of education, occupation, and personal backgrounds (Ellis, Horowitz, and Stam 

2015). Using it as the sample, I then gathered information on the higher education of 
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leaders, utilizing a number of sources
15

, with the standard that those leaders who attended 

elite universities can be considered more economically conservative, and thus neoliberal 

(Mudge 2008; Mendelberg, McCabe, and Thal 2015;  Flores, Lloyd, and Nooruddin 

2013). I categorized leaders as neoliberal, representing the intellectual face of 

neoliberalism, if they attended a list of 16 internationally prestigious universities
16

 as well 

as the remaining top 50 elite universities as ranked by the 2015 U.S. News’ Best Global 

University ranking.  

 To use the LEAD data set, which catalogues leaders by their start and end dates in 

office rather than country-year, I transformed the various neoliberal measures first into 

country-year format followed by dyad-year. I did so in two ways. First, I generated a 

variable containing the number of days each leader was in office by year and 

subsequently kept the leader who had served the most days in office, coding the country-

year as a 1 if the leader attended one or more elite university and a 0 otherwise. 

Following this, I created a dyadic neoliberal dummy variable if each leader in a dyad-

year received a 1 and a 0 otherwise.  

 In addition to this, I created a number of other specifications. Rather than use the 

longest tenured leader, I created an average neoliberal proportion variable that consists of 

the weighted proportion of each state based on the number of days in office, with a 1 

representing that the state had a neoliberal leader for 365 days and a 0 signifying the state 

did not have a neoliberal leader for any days. Subsequently, two dummy variables were 

created with each state receiving a score of 1 if the proportion variable was above 0.50 

                                                 
15

 I used Lentz (2014), Wikipedia, and a number of personal and party biographies online to gather 

education information. 
16

 Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Cornell, Pennsylvania, Columbia, Dartmouth, Brown, Stanford, Chicago, 

Oxford, Cambridge, London School of Economics, Sorbonne, Sciences-Po, and INSEAD. 
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and a 0 otherwise. These two dummy variables were then combined into an Elite 

University Dummy with the new variable receiving a score of 1 if both dummies were a 1 

and 0 otherwise.   

 I also included a number of additional variables to capture the intellectual face of 

neoliberalism. Using the LEAD dataset, I created a series of educational dummy 

variables, using the Education Level of leaders
17

. I created a Maximum Education Level 

variable, categorizing leaders with a 1 if they attended graduate school and a 0 otherwise, 

a College Education variable categorizing a leader with a 1 if he/she attended college or 0 

otherwise, and an Overall Education variable that combines the two. For each variable 

respectively, the dyadic version was categorized as a 1 if both states received a 1 and 0 

otherwise. 

 To measure the political face, I used two ideology measures, taken from the 

World Bank’s Database of Political Institutions, based on the left-right ideological scale. 

This source has a number of limitations, unfortunately. First, it uses a somewhat crude 

three-point measure of ideology. Second, it categorizes only the executive of the state and 

the parties of the state, not the government of the state. However, the dataset includes a 

global sample of countries. In contrast, the Comparative Manifesto Project has a much 

more nuanced categorization but a limited sample of states included, severely limiting the 

sample size to only developed states. As a result, I elected to use the Database of 

Political Institutions despite its limitations. In using these measures I assume that if a 

political actor is of the right, he/she can be considered neoliberal. The first ideology 

measure is the Executive Ideology measure, with the executive receiving a score of 1, 2, 

or 3. I reversed the scale so that a 1 signifies someone of the left, a 2 a centrist, and a 3 of 

                                                 
17

 Only Maximum Education Level was included to save space.  
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the right. From this, I created a dyadic Executive Ideology measure if each executive in 

the dyad received a score of 3. The second ideology measure, Party Ideology, uses the 

same scale as the Executive Ideology, but instead categorizes the largest party within the 

government, providing a measure of control for the overall ideology of the state. Finally, 

I included a Government Ideology measure, which measures whether both leaders and 

both major parties are of the left, right, or center. One concern with using an ideology 

scale like this, however, is that some have argued that neoliberalism does not equate 

directly to the right of the ideological scale because some parties on the left have adopted 

neoliberal platforms starting in the 1990s (Dezalay and Garth 1998; Mudge 2011). 

However, the scope of this study makes it difficult to categorize certain parties of the left 

as neoliberal. Therefore I assume that parties of the right can be considered neoliberal 

and parties of the left as non-neoliberal.  

 To capture the bureaucratic face, I use a series of variables taken from Peterson 

(2015) to include similar measures of bureaucratic neoliberalism as Gartzke (2007).  I 

include trade data, taking the lower monadic score of the ratio of bilateral trade. I include 

the log of GDP per capita, again taking the lower monadic score (Gleditsch 2002). I also 

include a dummy variable BIT that captures whether the two states have signed a bilateral 

investment treaty in their shared past (Haftel et al. 2013). Finally, I include a measure of 

a country’s capital account openness taken from the Chinn-Ito Financial Openness Index 

(Chinn and Ito 2006). This index is based on the IMF’s AREAR data set. Again, I take 

the lower monadic score in the dyad.  

Control Variables: 
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 I include the standard control variables as suggested by Gartzke (2007). I include 

a measure of both high and low democracy taken from Polity IV dataset (Marshall and 

Jaggers 2010), a UN Voting Similarity measure taken from Gartzke (1998), and a 

measure of dyadic alliance (Leeds, et. al. 2002). Finally, I include measures for distance 

(logged), a dummy contiguity variable, and a measure of Capability Ratio, comprised of 

the ratio of higher to lower national capability scores, and a dummy variable to signify if 

a major power was present in the dyad. These measures were taken from EUGene 

(Bennett and Stam 2000). In addition to this, I included an interaction variable in both 

datasets of GDPPC*Contiguity to ensure similar specification to Gartzke (2007). Finally, 

a Cold War dummy was included to control for the post-Cold War period not included in 

Gartzke’s (2007) sample.  

Model Specifications: 

 A series of 18 logistic regression models were included to test the effect of 

neoliberalism on interstate conflict onset. In Table 1, the dataset was used to test the 

effect of neoliberal measures on interstate conflict onset
18

. In each of the six models, 

three temporal spline variables were included (Beck, Katz, and Tucker 1998). 

Additionally, yearly dummy variables were included to control for any potential time 

inconsistency effects. Finally, the coefficients were estimated using Huber/White robust 

standard errors. In a second set of logistic models, the yearly dummy variable was 

removed to allow for analysis of substantive effects, located in Table 2. Finally, to ensure 

that the results were not driven by the presence of time-invariant characteristics in each 

                                                 
18

 As a robustness test, the models were run using replication data from Gartzke (2007). With the exception 

of the Executive Ideology models, the results were consistent. In the case of the Executive Ideology model, 

Executive Ideology increased the probability of conflict onset in the replication dataset. 
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dyad a series of fixed effects models with a lag of one on the right side were included in 

Table 3. 

Results: 

 To begin the analysis, Table 1
19

 shows the results from the baseline logit models. 

Model 1 is a similar model as Model 5 of Table 1 in Gartzke (2007) with the inclusion of 

BITs. As we can see in the results, democracy does not have a significant effect on the 

probability of conflict onset, providing support for Gartzke’s argument that it is not 

democracy driving the peace
20

. However, some of the measures of neoliberalism are 

significant. Looking at the degree of financial openness of the lower monadic state, we 

can see that as this state increases its financial openness, this has a negative and 

significant (at 0.01) effect on the likelihood of conflict onset. Similarly, when states have 

similar voting patterns in the UN General Assembly as well as when distance between the 

states increase, the likelihood of conflict onset decreases. In contrast, both states signing a 

bilateral investment treaty does not significantly affect conflict onset probability.  Other 

factors increase the likelihood of conflict onset, though. For example, as the GDPPC of 

the lower monadic state increases, the likelihood of conflict increases also. Similarly, 

when states are contiguous or contain a major power in the dyad, the likelihood of 

conflict onset decreases. Trade dependency and having a formal alliance, however, are 

insignificant and appear to have no effect on conflict onset. Looking at this model 

overall, the results of Gartzke (2007) are consistent with the extended time frame 

included in Model 1.   

                                                 
19

 Two coefficient plots based on the neoliberal indicators in Tables 1 and 3 respectively are included in 

Figures 1 and 2 for easy summation of the results. 
20

 A series of alternate specifications of democracy were included, including shared democracy, shared 

autocracy, and mixed regimes amongst others. Throughout the analysis, democracy remained insignificant. 
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Table 1 Here 

 In Model 2 of Table 1, I began including the additional neoliberal measures 

described in the research design section. In Model 2, the Elite University measure was 

included to represent the intellectual face of neoliberalism. Looking at Model 2, we can 

see that Elite University is negative and significant (at 0.05), providing support for my 

Hypothesis and the assertion that when leaders share a neoliberal background they are 

less likely to come into conflict with each other. The bureaucratic measures of 

neoliberalism have consistent results with those in Model 1, with the probability of 

conflict onset decreasing as the financial openness of the least open state increases while 

bilateral investment treaties continues to have no significant effect on the probability of 

conflict onset. In Model 3, the shared Elite University background is broken into two 

individual educational variables encompassing the high and low scores in the dyad. As 

we can see, the high monadic score in the dyad is insignificant, but in the expected 

negative direction. However, the low monadic score in the dyad is significant in 

explaining conflict onset. The Elite University Low score is negative and significant (at 

0.05), providing some evidence in support of Hypothesis 1. The control variable results 

were again consistent with those in Model 1. 

 In Model 4, the Elite University variables are instead replaced with the dummy 

variable Maximum Education. As we can see, Maximum Education is negative and 

insignificant. These results suggest that it is not enough that both state leaders attend 

graduate school, but that they must attend elite universities to have any sort of significant 

pacifying effect. This is further supported in a supplemental model (not reported) that 

contains Maximum Education Low and Maximum Education High. In the supplemental 
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model, neither variable achieves standard levels of significance. Despite this, the results 

from the control variables maintained their significance, although the significant level of 

the financial openness measure changed from 0.01 to 0.05. 

 In Model 5, the Maximum Education variable was replaced by two ideology 

variables, Executive Ideology and Party Ideology, to represent the third and final face of 

neoliberalism. The models above suggest that when neoliberalism is represented by 

individual executive variables, shared neoliberalism has a pacifying effect. By including 

both ideology variables, though, I am able to provide a test of whether or not a proxy of 

the overall government is driving the results. Looking at Model 5, we can see that the 

party ideology variable is insignificant. However, the individual Executive Ideology 

variable is weakly significant using standard statistical significant levels with a p-value at 

0.95, providing some support for Hypothesis 1 again. The control variables again had 

consistent results with the rest of the models. In Model 6, the Government Ideology 

variable was included. As we can see, the Government Ideology measure was 

insignificant. However, it is in the predicted direction. These results suggest that as the 

ideology of both leaders and the major parties shift to the right, there is no measurable 

effect on the probability of conflict onset, weakening the arguments contained in 

Hypothesis 1. In contrast, the control variables are consistent with the other five models.  

  Although the results in Table 1 are promising, highlighting the explanatory 

power of the various neoliberal measures, they do not provide a measure of the 

substantive effect that these indicators have on the probability of conflict onset. To 

provide this, I included six additional models, contained in Table 2. In Table 2, the yearly 

fixed effects were removed from the models, to provide a visual graphic of the 
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substantive effects. In looking at the results contained in Table 2, the first thing to note is 

how similar the results are when comparing them to Table 1, again providing support for 

my Hypothesis  and the assertion that shared neoliberalism has a pacifying effect on 

conflict onset. The one difference of note is that the Executive Ideology measure does not 

meet any standard of statistical significance once the yearly fixed effects are removed. 

However, in Table 1 it was only weakly significant with a p-value of 0.095. In Table 2, 

its p-value is 0.106, demonstrating that it is almost weakly significant. These results do 

suggest that time may have a bigger effect on political ideology than the other neoliberal 

indicators. 

 To estimate the substantive effect of one of these bureaucratic measures, I looked 

at the predicted probability of financial openness on interstate conflict onset while 

holding other variables to their means on select neoliberal indicators. Using Model 1 

from Table 2, for example,  dyads with low monadic states with the lowest possible score 

of financial openness (-1.875024) have a 0.04% chance of experiencing conflict onset. 

However, when the low monadic score in the dyad is the maximum score of financial 

openness (2.421764) the probability of experiencing conflict onset decreases by 

approximately 50% to a 0.02% probability of conflict onset, suggesting that the more 

financially open the state with the lower monadic score is, the lesser likelihood of conflict 

onset. We can see the change in predicted probability of the dyad looking at Figure 3. 

When one state in the dyad has the minimum level of openness, the predicted probability 

of conflict onset is 0.04%. However, as the financial openness of the low state increases, 

the probability of the dyad experiencing conflict onset decreases by half. As the low 

score state’s openness increases to the maximum, the predicted probability decreases to 
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0.02%, a reduction in the predicted probability of 50%, providing support for the idea 

that as the dyad becomes more financially open, there is a decreased likelihood of 

conflict onset. 

Table 2 Here 

Figure 3 Here 

 Similar results are present in the other models. When both leaders either did not 

attend elite universities or only one attended, that dyad has a 0.035% chance of 

experiencing conflict onset. However, when both leaders attend elite universities, this 

decreases the probability to 0.01%, providing support for the argument that shared 

neoliberalism has a pacifying effect on the probability of the dyad experiencing conflict 

onset. In other words, there is a 350% increase in the probability of conflict onset when a 

dyad is a non-neoliberal one in comparison to a neoliberal one. We can again see this 

relationship visually in Figure 4, with the probability of conflict onset decreasing quite 

dramatically as the dyad becomes neoliberal. In Model 3, when one state shifts from a 0, 

signifying not being neoliberal, to a 1, this also has a pacifying effect on conflict onset. In 

Figure 5, we can see the relationship play out, as one leader shifts from 0 to 1, the 

probability of conflict onset decreases accordingly. In Model 5, as noted, the shared 

executive’s ideology almost meets the standard for weak significance. However, there 

appears to be a significant effect when examining the predicted probabilities of executive 

ideology on conflict onset. Looking at Figure 6, we can see that when neither leader is 

right-wing nor only one is, there is a 0.035% probability of conflict onset. However, once 

both leaders become right-wing, this decreases the probability of conflict onset to 0.01%. 
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Taken as a whole, these results suggest that neoliberalism has a significant pacifying 

effect on the probability of a dyad experiencing conflict onset. 

Figure 4 Here 

Figure 5 Here 

Figure 6 Here 

 To ensure that the results were not driven by the presence of time-invariant 

characteristics, I included six equivalent fixed effects models. Looking at the results 

overall in Table 3, we can first see that including dyadic fixed effects strengthened the 

results of both the intellectual and political faces models. However, in regards to the 

bureaucratic models, we can see that the inclusion of the dyadic fixed effects weakened 

some of the bureaucratic measures, most notably financial openness, while highlighting a 

significant effect of bilateral investment treaties for the first time. Looking at Model 1 in 

Table 3 highlights the effect of dyadic fixed effects on the bureaucratic neoliberal 

indicators. Looking at the effect of bilateral investment treaties, for example, we can see 

that when both states have signed a BIT, this has a negative and highly significant effect 

on the probability of conflict onset. In contrast, financial openness no longer has a 

significant effect on the probability of conflict onset. Similarly, the wealth of the state no 

longer has a significant effect on conflict onset when fixed effects are included. However, 

as the trade/GDP of the lowest state increases now, this has a positive and significant 

effect on conflict onset, the opposite of that predicted by Hypothesis 1. These control 

variables remained consistent across all models in Table 3, so discussion of individual 

controls was not included to save space. 
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 As can be seen in Table 3, bilateral investment treaties have a much stronger 

effect on the probability of conflict onset when dyadic fixed effects are included. We can 

see the substantive effect in Table 4, which contains some selected results. The first thing 

to note is that the Table 4 coefficients represent the predicted change in probability when 

moving from the minimum to maximum values of each variable. Looking at Table 4, 

BITs has an effect of -0.78 on the probability of conflict onset, with a statistical 

significance at 0.05. What this means is that when the two states in the dyad have signed 

a bilateral investment treaty, the change in predicted probability from 0 to 1 is a reduction 

of 78%. This is a sizeable effect and highlights the explanatory power of bilateral 

investment treaties, providing strong support for my Hypothesis.  

 Looking at Model 2 in Table 3, we can again see that the neoliberal indicator, 

elite university attendance, continues to have a statistically strong effect on conflict onset 

when dyadic fixed effects are included. Looking at the table, both leaders attending elite 

universities has a negative and highly significant (at 0.01) effect on the probability of 

conflict onset. Looking at the substantive effects, contained in Table 4, the substantive 

effect is -0.900 with a significance level of 0.01. In substantive terms, this means that 

when both leaders attend an elite university, this decreases the probability of conflict 

onset by 90% when shifting from 0 to 1. A similar scenario plays out in Model 3, where 

both education indicators are significant. Looking at the effect of the elite university low, 

we can see that when the lowest leader in the dyad shifts from a 0 to a 1 signifying a shift 

to attending an elite university, this has a negative and highly significant effect on the 

probability of conflict onset. In substantive terms, this represents a decrease of 93.5%. In 

contrast, both leaders attending graduate school has no significant effect, suggesting that 
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it is not enough to simply become highly educated to achieve a pacifying effect, but 

attendance at an elite university is necessary. In Model 5, both leaders being of the right 

is weakly significant and negative. Similarly, in Model 6, government ideology is weakly 

significant and negative. This suggests that as the government shifts from the left towards 

the right, there is a decreasing probability of the dyad experiencing conflict onset.  

 Looking at these results in comparison to the results in Tables 1 and 2, we can see 

that substantively speaking, the fixed effects models have a much larger effect than the 

non-fixed effects models. This strongly suggests that time-invariant characteristics are 

present within the dyads, biasing the results in favor of certain characteristics over others. 

For example, in the non-fixed effects models, the degree of financial openness of the least 

financially open state explained conflict onset while both states signing bilateral 

investment treaties did not. In the fixed effects model, in contrast, the relationship was 

reversed, with bilateral investment treaties having a significant and quite large effect in 

comparison to the degree of financial openness. In context, having a bilateral investment 

treaty suggests that both states have easy access to shared dispute mechanisms and 

potentially have closer ties in comparison to those without bilateral investment treaties. If 

this is the case, then the inclusion of dyadic fixed effects, controlling for time-invariant 

characteristics, highlights its explanatory power. 

Implications and Conclusions: 

 In this study I looked at the effect of a similar neoliberal background, shared 

between two states’ leaders, has on the probability of their dyad experiencing interstate 

conflict onset. I argue that when two leaders share neoliberalism, there is greater trust 

between them, leading to a decrease in the probability of their states experiencing conflict 
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onset. In effect, a similar neoliberal background has a pacifying effect on conflict onset. 

In testing this argument, the results confirm that similar neoliberal background does 

indeed play a significant role, albeit dependent on the neoliberal proxy used. Confirming 

prior research, the more bureaucratic neoliberal features the dyad has decreases the 

likelihood of it experiencing conflict onset. Looking at unexplored individual and shared 

leaders’ characteristics also highlights the pacifying effect of neoliberalism on conflict 

onset when focusing on individual leaders. When both leaders attend an elite university, 

for example, this decreases the probability of the dyad experiencing conflict onset. 

However, both leaders attending graduate school was not enough to create a pacifying 

effect.  

There also appears to be a dichotomy between the effects that shared 

neoliberalism of the leader of the state versus the neoliberalism of the cabinet in 

government also. Two leaders sharing an ideology of the right, for example, also decrease 

the probability of the dyad experiencing conflict onset. However, if both of the main 

parties in government are of the right, the dyad does not experience a similar pacifying 

effect. Thus, the pacifying effect of neoliberalism is only apparent when looking at the de 

facto leaders of the state rather than the overall government.  

This study has a number of implications for the interstate conflict literature. In the 

literature, the pacifying effect of neoliberal bureaucratic policies and characteristics has 

been well-documented. However, other aspects of neoliberalism have been largely 

ignored at this juncture. Neoliberalism is a complex concept, representing multiple 

aspects, of which the bureaucratic face is only one. Coupled with the growing 

prominence of neoliberalism since the 1970s neoliberalism as an economic paradigm, 
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when it became well-established in powerful organizations and states alike, there is a 

need the other faces of neoliberalism. In exploring the other aspects of neoliberalism, I 

found that neoliberalism does play a significant, if expected, role in explaining interstate 

conflict onset. Thus, this study advances the literature by introducing additional and quite 

different, neoliberal factors into the interstate conflict onset literature. 

  To explore these additional aspects of neoliberalism, I focused on the role of 

individual leaders. Much of the interstate conflict literature focuses on state-wide 

aggregate measures in large-n samples to explain conflict onset. However, by focusing on 

the individual leader, I was able to use a number of unique data sources that more 

accurately capture the political and intellectual aspects of neoliberalism, while still 

maintaining the large-n sample size. The results highlight that individual leaders actually 

do matter in explaining conflict onset, with leaders having a consistent pacifying effect 

on conflict onset. In fact, when the dyadic variables were broken down further into the 

highest and lowest monadic score leader for elite universities and ideology, the lowest 

monadic score leaders have a particularly strong effect on conflict onset. In contrast, 

looking at party and government indicators gave mixed results at best. Thus, this study 

highlights the importance of looking at individual leaders, especially in a large-n sample, 

and their effects on interstate conflict onset. At the least, this suggests that future 

scholarship should pay more attention to the role of leaders on their foreign policy 

behaviors.  
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Table 1: Individual Logit Models 

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

       

Elite University  -1.388**     

  (0.676)     

Elite University high   -0.146    

   (0.162)    

Elite University low   -1.307**    

   (0.666)    

Maximum Education    -0.014   

    (0.162)   

Executive Ideology     -0.849*  

     (0.509)  

Party Ideology     0.404  

     (0.497)  

Government Ideology      -0.173 

      (0.126) 

Bilateral Investment Treaty -0.744 -0.753 -0.749 -0.748 -0.418 -0.737 

 (1.045) (1.050) (1.051) (1.056) (1.042) (1.047) 

Trade/GDP low -1.354 -1.194 -0.980 -1.401 -22.603 -1.286 

 (4.938) (4.614) (4.489) (4.955) (18.077) (4.669) 

Financial Openness low -0.209*** -0.206*** -0.203*** -0.200** -0.229** -0.196** 

 (0.077) (0.077) (0.077) (0.078) (0.104) (0.077) 

GDPPC lowlog 0.458*** 0.477*** 0.475*** 0.453*** 0.448*** 0.453*** 

 (0.097) (0.097) (0.097) (0.095) (0.108) (0.097) 

Polity2 low -0.002 0.002 0.003 -0.003 -0.001 0.002 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) 

Polity2 high 0.002 -0.000 0.000 0.007 0.074*** 0.002 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.026) (0.017) 

GDPPC low*Contiguity -0.705*** -0.722*** -0.725*** -0.706*** -0.824*** -0.703*** 

 (0.125) (0.125) (0.125) (0.125) (0.170) (0.125) 

UN Voting Affinity -1.354*** -1.439*** -1.439*** -1.224*** -1.212*** -1.364*** 

 (0.330) (0.332) (0.333) (0.321) (0.395) (0.331) 

Contiguity 8.581*** 8.758*** 8.766*** 8.641*** 9.460*** 8.563*** 

 (1.068) (1.072) (1.074) (1.070) (1.487) (1.071) 

Distancelog -0.100*** -0.100*** -0.101*** -0.098*** -0.119*** -0.101*** 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.046) (0.035) 

Major Power 1.393*** 1.432*** 1.464*** 1.382*** 1.833*** 1.389*** 

 (0.239) (0.236) (0.239) (0.238) (0.330) (0.239) 

Alliance 0.223 0.205 0.198 0.201 0.469* 0.223 

 (0.168) (0.169) (0.171) (0.170) (0.245) (0.169) 

Capability Ratiolog -0.218*** -0.221*** -0.221*** -0.199*** -0.363*** -0.217*** 

 (0.066) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.091) (0.066) 

Cold War -0.335 -0.314 -0.274 0.427*** 0.918 -0.333 

 (0.486) (0.487) (0.491) (0.158) (0.589) (0.485) 

Constant -8.394*** -8.499*** -8.460*** -8.085*** -8.845*** -8.316*** 

 (0.961) (0.974) (0.974) (0.912) (1.090) (0.973) 

       

Observations 194,904 189,774 189,774 186,485 131,971 194,904 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2: Substantive Effects Models 

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

       

Elite University  -1.461**     

  (0.683)     

Elite University high   -0.134    

   (0.172)    

Elite University low   -1.383**    

   (0.672)    

Maximum Education    -0.014   

    (0.162)   

Executive Ideology     -0.772  

     (0.477)  

Party Ideology     0.348  

     (0.454)  

Government Ideology      -0.112 

      (0.123) 

Bilateral Investment Treaty -0.784 -0.780 -0.782 -0.748 -0.493 -0.780 

 (1.051) (1.057) (1.061) (1.056) (1.079) (1.053) 

Trade/GDP low -0.956 -0.684 -0.389 -1.401 -22.419 -0.910 

 (4.695) (4.397) (4.248) (4.955) (18.186) (4.533) 

Financial Openness low -0.212*** -0.210*** -0.208*** -0.200** -0.229** -0.203*** 

 (0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.102) (0.078) 

GDPPC lowlog 0.467*** 0.485*** 0.484*** 0.453*** 0.453*** 0.464*** 

 (0.096) (0.096) (0.096) (0.095) (0.107) (0.096) 

Polity2 low -0.005 -0.002 -0.000 -0.003 -0.004 -0.003 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) 

Polity2 high 0.007 0.005 0.005 0.007 0.071*** 0.007 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.025) (0.017) 

GDPPC low*Contiguity -0.716*** -0.735*** -0.737*** -0.706*** -0.808*** -0.716*** 

 (0.125) (0.126) (0.126) (0.125) (0.165) (0.126) 

UN Voting Affinity -1.256*** -1.339*** -1.347*** -1.224*** -1.206*** -1.260*** 

 (0.319) (0.321) (0.322) (0.321) (0.400) (0.320) 

Contiguity 8.703*** 8.900*** 8.906*** 8.641*** 9.324*** 8.706*** 

 (1.074) (1.076) (1.078) (1.070) (1.454) (1.076) 

Distancelog -0.100*** -0.099*** -0.100*** -0.098*** -0.113** -0.101*** 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.035) (0.045) (0.035) 

Major Power 1.397*** 1.430*** 1.461*** 1.382*** 1.809*** 1.395*** 

 (0.235) (0.234) (0.239) (0.238) (0.335) (0.234) 

Alliance 0.233 0.217 0.208 0.201 0.498** 0.235 

 (0.168) (0.170) (0.172) (0.170) (0.243) (0.168) 

Capability Ratiolog -0.203*** -0.204*** -0.204*** -0.199*** -0.351*** -0.203*** 

 (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.091) (0.066) 

Cold War 0.472*** 0.460*** 0.481*** 0.427*** 0.852*** 0.476*** 

 (0.156) (0.157) (0.159) (0.158) (0.198) (0.156) 

Constant -8.247*** -8.336*** -8.291*** -8.085*** -8.639*** -8.191*** 

 (0.920) (0.933) (0.932) (0.912) (1.057) (0.932) 

       

Observations 194,904 189,774 189,774 186,485 131,971 194,904 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: Fixed Effects Models 

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

       

Elite University  -15.492***     

  (0.704)     

Elite University high   0.449**    

   (0.192)    

Elite University low   -15.743***    

   (0.688)    

Maximum Education    0.020   

    (0.251)   

Executive Ideology     -0.658*  

     (0.356)  

Party Ideology     0.521  

     (0.350)  

Government Ideology      -0.161* 

      (0.096) 

Bilateral Investment Treaty -13.696*** -13.695*** -13.836*** -13.688*** -13.983*** -13.761*** 

 (0.382) (0.450) (0.433) (0.384) (0.559) (0.381) 

Trade/GDP low 71.333*** 73.922*** 71.456*** 70.201** 78.826** 72.333*** 

 (27.013) (27.738) (27.341) (27.341) (35.711) (27.541) 

Financial Openness low -0.156 -0.167 -0.161 -0.144 0.071 -0.147 

 (0.131) (0.133) (0.134) (0.129) (0.158) (0.131) 

GDPPC lowlog -0.411 -0.382 -0.322 -0.422 -1.015 -0.403 

 (0.417) (0.420) (0.431) (0.421) (0.650) (0.414) 

Polity2 low -0.009 -0.002 -0.002 -0.005 -0.012 -0.005 

 (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.023) (0.017) 

Polity2 high -0.044* -0.044* -0.044* -0.041* -0.058 -0.044* 

 (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.046) (0.024) 

GDPPC low*Contiguity -0.726 -0.778 -0.850 -0.739 0.481 -0.711 

 (0.555) (0.555) (0.561) (0.557) (0.881) (0.554) 

UN Voting Affinity -1.014* -1.270** -1.192** -0.993* -0.111 -1.040* 

 (0.585) (0.585) (0.598) (0.590) (0.796) (0.574) 

Contiguity 20.715*** 21.133*** 21.682*** 20.816***  20.621*** 

 (4.341) (4.339) (4.379) (4.349)  (4.334) 

Distancelog 0.020 0.022 0.024 0.021  0.014 

 (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.051)  (0.049) 

Major Power -13.861*** -13.884*** -13.858*** -13.874*** -14.334*** -13.881*** 

 (0.917) (0.914) (0.909) (0.926) (1.356) (0.925) 

Alliance -0.121 -0.094 -0.061 -0.094 -0.507 -0.126 

 (0.303) (0.323) (0.325) (0.308) (0.476) (0.302) 

Capability Ratiolog 0.776* 0.809* 0.801* 0.801* 0.809 0.792* 

 (0.407) (0.415) (0.412) (0.409) (0.594) (0.411) 

Cold War 1.016 0.935 0.991 1.042 2.580*** 0.978 

 (0.682) (0.685) (0.684) (0.687) (0.803) (0.676) 

       

Observations 4,731 4,556 4,556 4,656 2,284 4,731 

Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4: Substantive Effects 

 

dy/dx 

Delta-method 

Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval] 

BITs -0.7810583 0.397421 -1.97 0.049 -1.559989 -0.002127 

Elite University -0.900363 0.3854545 -2.34 0.019 -1.65584 -0.1448861 

Elite University low -0.9352165 0.1755953 -5.33 0.00 -1.279377 -0.5910561 
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Figure 1 Coefficient plot of select neoliberal indicators based on Table 1. 

 

 
Figure 2 Coefficient plot of select neoliberal indicators based on Table 3. 
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Figure 3 Financial Openness and the predicted probability of conflict onset. 

 

 
Figure 4 Shared elite university attendance and the predicted probability of conflict 

onset. 
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Figure 5 The low monadic score in the dyad and the predicted probability of conflict 

onset. 

 
Figure 6 Executive Ideology and the predicted probability of conflict onset. 
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Abstract: In the aid literature, many scholars have focused on the determinants of 

foreign aid, i.e. what factors explain the foreign aid flows between a donor and 

recipient state. One factor largely missing from the literature is the role of 

neoliberalism in explaining aid flows. Given neoliberalism’s increasing 

predominance as an economic policy in the international theater over time, it is a 

potentially powerful predictor of aid flows, but as of yet only one aspect of 

neoliberalism has been the focus of research, the political ideology of the 

government. In this study I provide a more in-depth exploration of the effect 

neoliberalism has on foreign aid flows by looking at multiple ‘faces’ of 

neoliberalism. I argue that states’ led by neoliberal leaders and governments will 

be less likely to allocate and receive more foreign aid in comparison to non-

neoliberal leaders. I hypothesize that this is so because of the link between the use 

of foreign aid and domestic social welfare policies, with neoliberal leaders 

viewing foreign aid as an unwelcome intervention into the economy. Using 

dyadic data drawn from AidData 2.1 I test this assertion using a series of cross-

sectional time series models. Results indicate that shared neoliberalism has a 

negative effect on foreign aid flows. 
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Introduction:  

 At the end of World War II, the United States emerged as the sole superpower. 

Using this newfound power, the U.S. pursued a number of policies and reforms designed 

to both stabilize and liberalize the global economy. One such effort, the Marshall Plan, 

was the first large-scale use of foreign aid. The Marshall Plan funneled approximately 

$13 billion to various Western European states over a period of four years, initially to 

prop-up and strengthen their economies through increased economic development from 

liberal policies and while preventing them from falling to communism (Hogan 1989). 

Subsequently, the United States encouraged its allies to use foreign aid as a means of 

preventing the spread of communism during the Cold War, while encouraging the 

adoption of liberal policies in recipient states through aid. In the post-war period, the U.S. 

also took part in the creation of the Bretton Woods system. The Bretton Woods system, 

similar to the intent behind the Marshall Plan, was designed to stabilize the global 

economy (Steil 2013). In both instances there was a link between the promotion of liberal 

policies and large-scale so-called embedded welfare states (Ruggie 1982). In fact, aid 

subsequently was considered to be an extension of the modern welfare state through the 

redistribution of resources from the wealthy donor states to the poorer recipient states 

(Noel and Therien 1995). Following a series of economic crises like the 1973 oil crisis, 

however, neoliberalism became increasingly prominent in the global economic system to 

the point that neoliberalism became the dominant economic philosophy in powerful 

donor states as well as in the Bretton Woods institutions (Chwieroth 2014). To 

proponents of neoliberalism, intervention by a government into the economy is anathema. 

In contrast, the use of foreign aid can only be considered an intervention into another 
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government’s economy, suggesting that the use of foreign aid and neoliberalism are 

contradictory at best. At this point in time, it remains unclear what effect neoliberalism 

has had on aid efforts since its inception as a global paradigm in the 1970s. 

The increasingly prominent presence of neoliberalism in the global economy over 

time suggests that it is an important factor when explaining the foreign policy behaviors 

of states. However, when looking at the potential effect of neoliberalism on foreign aid, it 

must be noted that the literature linking neoliberalism and foreign aid is limited to only 

one aspect of neoliberalism, political ideology, and this same literature suggests that 

foreign aid and neoliberalism stand at cross-purposes. The use of foreign aid, for 

example, has been connected to an extension of the modern welfare state from the 

domestic to the international level (Noel and Therien 1995). Proponents of neoliberalism, 

on the other hand, hold to free market principles and oppose the expansion of the welfare 

state. Thus, it is important to explore the link between neoliberalism and foreign aid 

allocation beyond looking at just political ideology.  

The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of neoliberalism
21

 has on the 

foreign aid allocation behaviors, advancing the research in two ways. First, this study 

focuses on the leadership of the state, allowing me to use a number of unique measures to 

categorize a leader as neoliberal, such as with professional or educational background. 

Second, the focus of this study is on neoliberalism in all of its varied aspects. Previous 

aid studies have focused on the effect of political ideology on foreign aid behavior. 

                                                 
21

 I define neoliberalism as “an ideological system that holds the market sacred” and is expressed in three 

distinct ‘faces’: (1) the intellectual face found in Anglo-American institutions; (2) the bureaucratic face 

expressed in policies such as liberalization and deregulation; and (3) the political face, often represented by 

the ideology of government actors, represented by struggles over political authority and the state’s 

responsibility toward the market (Mudge 2008, 706) 
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However, this represents on a single face of neoliberalism, suggesting that a more in-

depth exploration is needed.  

I argue that when two state leaders or governments share a common neoliberal 

orientation, this subsequently dictates how they interact in their foreign aid behavior. 

First, I hypothesize that when two state leaders or governments are of neoliberal 

orientation, the dyad will have lower aid flows between the donor and recipient in 

comparison to non-neoliberal dyads. This is, I argue, due to the belief by either leaders or 

governments that foreign aid is used to expand the welfare state from the domestic to the 

international. Second, I hypothesize that there are also reasons to suggest that neoliberal 

dyads will increase aid flows, providing a counter theory to the first presented above. I 

test these hypotheses using a number of cross-sectional time series models. The results of 

these models, using a number of neoliberal proxies, highlight that neoliberalism has a 

consistent negative effect for both commitments and disbursements of aid, although the 

effect is stronger for commitments of aid. 

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In the first section I outline the 

relevant foreign aid and neoliberalism literature before presenting a theory of 

neoliberalism and foreign aid. In the second section I describe my data, methods, and 

model specifications. In the third section I present my findings. Finally, I provide some 

concluding remarks.  

Literature Review: 

Foreign Aid Determinants: 

 In the aid literature, scholars have demonstrated that a number of characteristics 

of both the donor and recipient state determine foreign aid flows. One of the most 
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common findings in the literature, for example, is that donors use foreign aid in the 

pursuit of wider foreign policy objectives (McKinlay and Little 1977). The first large-

scale use of foreign aid, the Marshall Plan for example, was used to buttress failing 

Western European states’ economies to prevent those states from falling under the 

influence of communism while promoting more liberal policies (Hogan 1989). One of the 

most strategic uses of aid was through donors’ maintenance of spheres of influence 

during the Cold War (Alesina and Dollar 2000), such as with France allocating more aid 

to former French colonies (Schraeder, Hook, and Taylor 1998). In fact, the relationship 

was so strong that during the 1990s global aid totals dropped dramatically when the Cold 

War security-objectives largely disappeared (Boschini and Olofsgard 2007).  

The interaction of donor and recipient states within international organizations 

also highlights the emphasis donors place on the strategic importance of recipient states. 

Scholars demonstrate that donors seek to influence recipient behavior in international 

organizations such as the U.N., allocating aid to recipients to influence their votes on 

certain measures (Kuziemko and Werker 2006; Andersen, Hansen, and Markussen 2006, 

Dreher, Sturm, and Vreeland 2010; Dreher and Sturm 2012). More recently scholars have 

concluded that prominent donors such as the U.S. and U.K. do actually use aid to punish 

or reward recipient states based on their voting behaviors in international organizations 

(Dippel 2014).  

As highlighted above, much of the aid scholarship has focused on the importance 

donors have placed on the strategic-values when allocating aid. Donors during the Cold 

War, for example, allocated aid largely for strategic purposes, with other determinants 

being of only secondary importance (Apodaca and Stohl 1999). However, when the Cold 
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War ended, donors placed increasing emphasis on non-strategic considerations (Meernik, 

Krueger, and Poe 1998; Demirel-Pegg and Moskowitz 2009). However, even in this 

immediate post-Cold War period, donors’ strategic considerations remained dominant 

(Lai 2003).  

Neoliberal Determinants: 

 What is less clear at this juncture, however, is what effect neoliberalism has had 

on aid efforts globally. Scholars have linked the use of foreign aid to a select few 

neoliberal-oriented determinants, namely the relationship between political ideology and 

the allocation of foreign aid historically. Scholars, for example, link foreign aid to the 

political left in donor countries largely because of the similarity foreign aid has to the 

social welfare policies supported by governments of the left. Noel and Therien (1995) 

argue that leftist governments support foreign aid at higher levels than governments of 

the right because aid can be conceived as an extension of the redistributive policies they 

promote domestically into the international system. In contrast, governments of the right 

support less government intervention into the domestic economy and see the use of 

foreign aid as an intrusive intervention into the economies of recipient states. 

However, contradictory empirical tests of the relationship between political 

orientation and aid efforts suggest that the link between political ideology and aid 

remains inconclusive at best (Fuchs et al. 2014). Tingley (2010) tests the connection 

between the political left and increased aid efforts and finds that governments of the left 

allocate more foreign aid than governments of the right but only to the poorest recipients. 

In contrast, Bertoli et al. (2008) finds a connection between governments of the right and 

increased foreign aid efforts.  Other scholars demonstrate that although ideology is 
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important, a conditional factor for politicians is whether their own constituents benefit 

from subsequent aid contracts in some way rather than ideology alone (Milner and 

Tingley 2010). Finally, political proximity is also important, with Dreher, Minasyan, and 

Nunnenkamp (2015) finding that when the donor and recipient states are more politically 

proximate to each other ideologically, aid promotes economic growth more effectively, 

suggesting that shared ideology matters in explaining aid effectiveness, not a particular 

ideology. Thus, the literature is unclear on the direction of the relationship between 

political ideology and aid efforts. 

Other scholars demonstrate that the market orientation of donor and recipient 

states, another proxy of neoliberalism, also dictates aid flows. Schraeder et al. (1998) find 

that Japan was largely apolitical in the allocation of foreign aid, giving minimal attention 

to the recipient government’s ideology, but instead targeting recipient states that had 

open market economies. Similarly, Alesina and Dollar (2000) find that more open 

economies received twice as much foreign aid than closed economies did. Thus, there is 

reason to suggest that more open and neoliberal states actually receive more aid than less 

neoliberal states. At this juncture based on the existing literature it is unclear what 

relationship exists between neoliberalism and aid efforts.  

Neoliberal Orientation and Foreign Aid Allocation: 

 In the extant aid literature, scholars demonstrate that the characteristics shared 

between donor and recipient states are important in explaining aid flows. Within this 

literature, scholars highlight a select few neoliberal characteristics as being important, 

namely political ideology and market orientation. However, these factors represent only a 

few of the possible proxies for neoliberalism. In this study a more comprehensive set of 
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neoliberal proxies is included. Furthermore, much of the focus of this research has been 

on the governments of states as is the case with political ideology or aggregate state 

indicators as with market orientation. Thus, the intent of this section is to outline a 

general theoretical story involving how neoliberalism shapes foreign aid behavior more 

broadly, encompassing individual leaders and executives in the analysis as well. The 

literature on the effect of leaders is somewhat limited at this point. However, a growing 

number of studies have included leaders’ backgrounds as the explanatory variable, 

including military training and experience on behavior (Horowitz and Stam 2014), female 

leadership and aid efforts (Kleeman et al. 2016), and education and economic growth 

(Besley 2011) amongst others.   

 In looking at the aid literature, we can see that historically, foreign aid has been 

used for a number of purposes. In particular, from its early use, foreign aid has been 

linked to the redistributive policies favored by proponents of leftist ideologies. According 

to this theoretical strand, aid is used internationally in the same way that it is used 

domestically, to ameliorate inequality within society, whether it be in the donor or 

recipient state (Therien and Noel 2000). In many ways, this means that foreign aid, in a 

simplistic conception, is doing exactly the opposite of what proponents of neoliberalism 

wish or support. Proponents of neoliberalism hold that the market is sacred and the 

government should be as hands-off as possible, especially in relation to the economy. 

This suggests that proponents of neoliberalism would not support the use of foreign aid, 

seeing it as an intrusion into the affairs of governments of recipient states.  

In fact, one of the many negative externalities foreign aid has on recipient 

governments is that as states receive more foreign aid, the size of the government 
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expands rather than contracts (Remmer 2004), suggesting that the exportation of the 

social welfare policies supported by governments of the left is successful. Ultimately, 

what this line of reasoning suggests is when the donor/recipient dyad consists of 

neoliberal leaders; they will have lower bilateral aid flows. This leads to my first 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Dyads comprised of a donor and recipient state led by leaders or 

governments with similar neoliberal characteristics will have lower bilateral aid flows. 

 However, there is reason to suggest that the relationship may be the opposite of 

that predicted above, which rests largely upon the literature related to political ideology. 

When looking at two other strands of literature, namely those dealing with political 

proximity and market orientation, we can see the opposite possibility. When, for 

example, states are politically proximate to each other, whether it is in foreign policy with 

U.N. voting behavior (Kuziemko and Werker 2006) or shared ideology, more aid flows 

between the two states regardless of whether the governments are of the right or the left. 

This suggests that when states share more characteristics they will have greater bilateral 

aid flows between them. Thus, it is seemingly possible that when two states are led by 

leaders who share similar neoliberal backgrounds, more aid will be allocated between the 

two states.  

One possible reason for this contradictory expectation is the increased trust a 

similar background engenders for the neoliberal leaders. These leaders, for example, 

could potentially have similar views on how the economy of the recipient state should 

develop, leading to more interaction and increased trade between the leaders. A similar 

argument has been made about how neoliberalism shapes loan terms in international 

organizations. According to Nelson (2014), as the percentage of leaders making up the 
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cabinet of a state increases, loan terms from the IMF become progressively more 

favorably. Nelson attributes this to the assertion that the IMF simply trusts these states to 

use the loan resources more efficiently and in the expected manner in comparison to 

states led by non-neoliberal cabinets. Applying this to foreign aid, donor governments 

and leaders of a neoliberal persuasion will view recipient states with similar backgrounds 

more favorably and will subsequently allocate more aid than with non-neoliberal 

recipients. This leads to my second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Dyads comprised of a donor and recipient state led by neoliberal leaders 

or governments with similar neoliberal characteristics will have higher bilateral aid 

flows. 

Research Design: 

 To test the effect of shared neoliberalism of two states on bilateral foreign aid 

flows I required a time-series cross-section dataset. Using data taken from AidData 2.1, 

this dataset consists of yearly directed dyads of donor/recipient states with a time frame 

of 1980 to 2008
22

. 

Dependent Variables: 

 I used AidData.org’s AidData 2.1 dataset to create my two dependent variables 

used in this study. AidData 2.1 is the most comprehensive aid dataset currently available 

for both types of aid, with an expanded time frame of 1946 to 2013 for some dyads 

(Tierney et. al. 2011). The data in this dataset is drawn from a number of sources 

including the OECD’s Creditor Reporting System, the International Aid Transparency 

Initiative, and the Aid Information Management Systems. In this database, there are two 

flow types, Commitments and Gross Disbursements, measured in U.S. millions per year. 

The Commitments variable measures the total aid donors have committed to allocate 

                                                 
22

 I used AidData 2.1 instead of AidData 3.0 and its expanded time frame because I include both 

commitments and disbursements . AidData 3.0 only includes information on commitments of aid. 
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while the Gross Disbursements variable measures the total aid actually allocated to the 

recipient state. Some studies have noted the large disparities between the large amounts 

donors commit and the significantly smaller totals they disburse (Bulir and Hamann 

2003). Therefore, it is important to include both flow types in the study. To account for 

variation in the size of aid flows across dyads, both Commitments and Disbursements 

were then logged. 

Independent Variables: 

 I utilize a number of different proxies to represent the effect of neoliberalism on 

foreign aid flows, as a result of neoliberalism being a multi-faceted concept. According to 

Mudge (2008), neoliberalism is comprised of three distinct faces, or expressions. The 

intellectual face of neoliberalism involves the gestation of neoliberalism in Anglo-

American institutions and can be proxied by measures such as education or professional 

background. The bureaucratic face, as represented by state policies such as market 

openness, deregulation, and privatization, is the manifestation many people think of when 

describing neoliberalism. The political face of neoliberalism is represented by struggles 

over political authority, especially in relation to the state’s responsibilities towards the 

market, and is often quantified as a political ideology measure. All three faces of 

neoliberalism include a common assumption in the superiority of the market over 

government regulation. 

 To capture the effect of the intellectual face of neoliberalism on state leaders, I 

used a number of sources for my neoliberal variables. First, I define leaders in my sample 

as the effective leaders of the state, with that person de facto exercising power (Goemans 

et al. 2009). I used the Leader and Attribute Descriptions (LEAD) data set as the list of 
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state leaders in the international system. This dataset is comprised of over 2,000 leaders 

for the period of 1870-2004 and includes a number of measures on leader attributes, such 

as education, occupation, and personal background (Ellis et al. 2015). Using this list of 

leaders, I gathered information on the higher education each state leader received using a 

number of sources
23

 using the standard that leaders who attended an elite university can 

be considered neoliberal (Mudge 2008; Flores et al. 2013). The traditional understanding 

of college education is that attending university serves as an important source of political 

socialization, whereby a college’s environment serves to liberalize students’ attitudes and 

ideologies (Newcomb 1943; Pascarella and Terenzini 1991; Sidanius et al. 2008). 

However, recent research highlights that university education can also conservatize 

students, conditional on factors related to elite university education. Mendelberg et al. 

(2016), for example, show that when students attend elite universities, the elite university 

environment socializes them towards adopting conservative economic views, with tests 

showing that attendance at an elite university increases the likelihood of holding 

conservative economic views by 5.5%. Thus, elite education can serve as a proxy for 

neoliberalism, albeit an imperfect one. As a result, I coded each world leader as a 1 if 

they attended one of 16 elite universities
24

 or the remaining top 50 universities as ranked 

by U.S. News’ Best Global Universities Ranking from 2015 or a 0 if not.  

 The LEAD dataset catalogues leaders by their start and end dates in office, 

meaning that on occasion a country will have more than one leader per year. My dataset 

is in dyad-year format. Therefore, the measures taken from LEAD were transformed into 

                                                 
23

 Sources include Lentz (2014), Wikipedia, and a number of personal and party biographies online.  
24

 The list of elite universities are Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Cornell, Pennsylvania, Columbia, Dartmouth, 

Brown, Stanford, Chicago, Oxford, Cambridge, London School of Economics, Sorbonne, Sciences-Po, and 

INSEAD. 
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dyad-year format. To do this, I created an average donor and recipient variable that is 

comprised of the weighted proportion of the donor and recipient states based on the 

number of days a neoliberal leader was in office, with a 1 signifying a donor or recipient 

state had a neoliberal leader for a full year and a 0 if the state had a neoliberal for zero 

days that year. From these proportion variables two dummy variables were then created, 

with each being coded a 1 if the proportion variables were greater than 0.50 and a 0 if 

equal to or below 0.49. These individual dummy variables were then combined into a 

single dyadic variable, Elite University, with a score of 1 signifying that both the donor 

and recipient dummies were 1’s and a 0 otherwise. To further capture the educational 

backgrounds of leaders, I included a dummy variable using the Graduate Educational 

Level of leaders from the LEAD dataset as well. Finally, I created a dyadic dummy 

variable, using the same method as described above, to capture whether individual 

leaders had a professional background working in economics also. Using these three 

measures, I was better able to capture the intellectual face of neoliberalism. 

 In contrast to the measures used to capture the intellectual face, those used for the 

bureaucratic and political faces were already in country-year format. To capture the 

bureaucratic face of neoliberalism, I used a measure of a country’s capital account 

openness taken from the Chinn-Ito Financial Openness Index (Chinn and Ito 2006). This 

index is based on the IMF’s AREAR data set. To represent the donor/recipient dyad, I 

employed a number of specifications. First, I took the monadic scores for each state in the 

dyad. I also included an additive measure of financial openness. I then included the trade 

intensity, comprised of the logged total of exports and imports between donor and 
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recipient states, using the Correlates of War Bilateral Trade Data 3.0 as well (Barbieri et 

al. 2009; Barbieri and Keshk 2012). 

 To capture the political face, I used two different data sources based on the left-

right ideological scale. In using the left-right ideological scale, I make the assumption 

that if an actor is of the right, he or she can be considered neoliberal. This is potentially 

problematic because some have argued that neoliberalism imperfectly equates to the right 

side of the scale. Instead, some parties on the left have adopted neoliberal platforms 

starting in the 1990s (Dezalay and Garth 1998, Mudge 2011). However, the scope of this 

study makes it difficult to categorize specific parties of the left as neoliberal, leading me 

to assume that parties of the right can be considered neoliberal instead.  

 The first data source I used was from the World Bank’s Database of Political 

Institutions. I used the Executive Ideology measure from this, with the executive 

receiving either a score of 1, 2, or 3 signifying of the right, centrist, or the left 

respectively. I reversed the scores to reflect the direction of the left-right scale. From this 

measure, I created an Executive Ideology measure if each executive in the dyad received 

a score of 3 and a 0 if otherwise. The second ideology measure used from this data 

source, Party Ideology, uses the same scale as the Executive Ideology measure, but 

instead categorizes ideology for the largest party within the government. Finally, I 

included an overall ideology Government Ideology measure, with a dyad receiving a 1 if 

either the executives or largest party were of the right and a 0 otherwise.  

 In addition to the ideology measure used above, I included an ideology measure 

taken from Seki and William’s (2013) Party Government dataset. This variable is based 

on the Comparative Manifesto Project’s party ideology scores, ranging from -100 to 100 
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for individual political parties, with higher scores denoting more conservative parties. 

This dataset is problematic in that it catalogues scores based on individual parties, not 

governments. The Party Government ideology variable compiles the individual party 

scores from the Comparative Manifesto Project into a single ideology score for all parties 

within the government weighted by the percentage of legislative seats each coalition 

party holds to provide an overall government score. However, many states experience 

multiple governments per year. Therefore, the variable was further weighted by the total 

days individual governments were in office and then collapsed into a mean ideology 

score for the overall year. I then coded this variable into a dummy variable, with a 1 

signifying a conservative government and a 0 otherwise. Due the limited scope of the 

sample from this source, with the Comparative Manifesto Project primarily including 

developed nations, a large proportion of which are donors, a dyadic measure was 

unworkable. Therefore, a Donor ideology score was included instead. 

 Finally, I created two neoliberal indices for two additional models to estimate the 

overall impact of the neoliberal indicators on aid efforts. These indices consisted of the 

sum of all neoliberal measures together. For example, the World Bank Index consisted of 

the sum of Elite University, Graduate Education, and Economics Background, Executive 

Ideology, Party Ideology, and the additive measure of financial openness. An identical 

index measure was also included, with the Overall Government and CMP Ideology 

measures replacing the initial World Bank ideology measures. The World Bank index 

variable scored states from 0 to a maximum neoliberal score of 10.84, although no states 

in the sample received a score above a 9.84. Similarly, the overall government ideology 

and CMP index variables had a maximum of 9.84, with no states receiving a score above 
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8.84 on the scale. Including these index measures was necessary to estimate the overall 

effect of a neoliberalism on aid efforts. 

Control Variables: 

 The control variables included in this study are the standard variables shown to 

predict aid efforts according to Dietrich (2013). I control for the effect of a democratic 

recipient state using the Polity2 scores taken from the Polity IV Annual Time Series, 

1800-2015 (Gurr et al. 2010). Scores range from -10 to 10, with a higher score denoting a 

recipient state with more democratic features. I include a measure of distance, drawn 

from EUGENE software (Bennett and Stam 2000) to account for geographic proximity 

between the donor and recipient state, with distance totals logged to account for variation. 

I control for colonial ties, a commonly cited determinant of aid flows (Alesina and Dollar 

2000; Schraeder et al. 1998) using the ICOW Colonial History Data Set for coding 

purposes. Each dyad denoted as having a colonial relationship was coded as a 1, with a 0 

given to those dyads with no colonial history (Hensel 2014). I also include a measure 

controlling for Conflict within the recipient state using the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict 

Dataset, with recipient states experiencing 25 or more battle-related deaths receiving a 

score of 1 and a 0 otherwise (Gleditsch et al. 2002). 

 I control for a number of other confounding effects. I include a dummy variable 

Security Council Membership for the recipient state, using data drawn from Dreher et al. 

(2009) to control for the positive effect membership on the Security Council has on aid 

totals (Kuziemko and Werker 2006). I also control for social expenditures of the donor 

state, as the aid literature highlights a connection between the social welfare policies 

supported by the left domestically and aid allocation internationally (Therien and Noel 
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2000; Tingley 2010). I use the OECD’s Social Expenditure Database, measuring social 

spending over GDP. I accessed this database in its entirety through the Quality of 

Governance Standard Data (Teorell et al. 2016). I also control for the number of disasters 

in the recipient state, using the count of disasters taken from the EM-DAT database 

(Guha-Sapir, Below, and Hoyois). I include the number of terrorist events within the 

recipient state also, taken from the Global Terrorism Database, as some have noted a 

connection between donors assisting recipient countries in their fight with terrorism 

(Button and Carter 2011). Finally, I include measures of the GDP growth of the donor, 

GDP of the recipient and donor states, and total population of the recipient state 

(Gleditsch 2002), as donor states often reduce aid when their domestic economies face 

economic crises (Dang et al. 2013; Mendoza et al. 2009).  

Model Specifications: 

 A series of time-series cross-sectional models were included to test the effects of 

shared neoliberalism on bilateral foreign aid flows. In Table 1, Commitments served as 

the dependent variable, with each neoliberal variable appearing in respective models. In 

Table 2, Commitments was replaced by Disbursements instead. In Tables 3 and 4, the 

neoliberal measures were included in a single model. Finally, in Tables 5 and 6, the 

neoliberal index measures were included as the independent variables. Each of the 

models was fitted with Newey-West standard errors to correct for serial correlation and 

heteroscedasticity. Further, each model included both donor fixed effects to control for 

structural factors within donor states that could influence aid totals and recipient regional 

fixed effects. A year dummy variable was also included to ensure that the observed 
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relationship is not the result of a trend between the donor and recipient state over time. 

Finally, each variable on the right side of the equation was lagged by one year. 

Results: 

 To begin the analysis, Table 1 shows the results from the models using 

Commitments as the dependent variable. Models 1 through 3 comprise the tests of the 

intellectual face of neoliberalism, beginning with Elite University. As we can see in 

Model 1, when both leaders attend an elite university the coefficient is positive, but 

insignificant. This suggests that both leaders attending an elite university has no effect on 

the aid efforts within the dyad, providing no support for Hypothesis 2. Figure 1 highlights 

that this result is somewhat of an aberration. In Figure 1, a coefficient plot including all 

of the coefficients from Models 1 through 7 of Table 1, we can see that this result runs 

contrary to most of the neoliberal indicators used in this study. Looking at the control 

variables in the model, we can also see a number of significant results. For example, 

when the dyad shares a colonial relationship, the recipient experienced conflict the 

previous year, the Polity2 of the recipient increased, or the population of the recipient 

increased, bilateral commitments also increased. In contrast, the social expenditures of 

the donor state were unconnected to aid efforts, contrary to expectations.  

Table 1 Here 

Figure 1 Here 

 In Model 2, Elite University was replaced by Graduate Education, a variable 

capturing if both leaders attended graduate school. As we can see in Model 2, Graduate 

Education has a significant and negative effect, in contrast to the results in Model 1. 

When both leaders attended graduate school, a shift from 0 to 1 reduced commitments by 

approximately 16.9%, instead providing support for Hypothesis 1. The control variables 
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were consistent with results from Model 1, also. Looking at Figure 1 again, we can see 

the contrast between the two indicators, with Graduate Education having a negative and 

significant effect. 

 In Model 3, the education variables were replaced by an Economics background 

dummy variable, with a 1 signifying that the leaders within the dyad share a background 

in economics. Looking at the results, we can see that when both leaders share an 

economics background, this has a negative but insignificant effect on bilateral 

commitments, providing no support for Hypothesis 1. Once again, the control variables 

were consistent with the previous models. Looking at the results from Models 1, 2, and 3 

together, it appears as if the intellectual face of neoliberal has an inconsistent effect on 

the aid efforts of donor/recipient dyads. On the one hand, both leaders attending graduate 

school decreases aid efforts, providing support for Hypothesis 1. However, Elite 

University and Economics Background are both insignificant and in opposite directions, 

weakening support for either hypothesis.   

 In Models 4, 5, and 6 the intellectual face neoliberal variables were instead 

replaced with ideology variables representing the political face of neoliberalism. In 

Model 4, two ideology variables taken from the World Bank’s Database of Political 

institutions were included. Looking at Table 1, we can see that these variables have 

divergent effects. When the two leaders in the dyad are categorized as of the right, this 

has a positive and significant effect (at 0.05) on bilateral commitment flows, with a one-

unit increase increasing commitments by 40%! In contrast, when the largest parties in 

government for both the donor and recipient state are of the right, this has a negative and 

significant effect (at 0.01), with a one-unit increase decreasing bilateral commitments by 
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55.5%. Thus, there appears to be a divide between individual leaders and parties, with 

individual leaders increasing aid commitments and parties decreasing them. 

 In Model 5, the World Bank ideology indicators were replaced with an overall 

government dummy measure comprised of if either the executive or largest party were of 

the right. Looking at the results, we can see that the Government Ideology measure was 

both negative and significant, providing support for Hypothesis 1. Further, this result 

suggests that the party results from Model 4 are the most influential in estimating the 

effect of ideology on aid efforts. In substantive terms, when either the largest party or 

executive are of the right, aid efforts decrease by 14%. In Model 6, this government 

ideology measure was replaced with the CMP Ideology measure. This measure also 

factors in the government, but of the donor state only due to data limitations from the 

original source. Looking at the results, we can see that when the donor government is of 

the right, this has a negative and significant effect on the aid commitments of the dyad. 

Similar to the World Bank ideology variables, the substantive effect of the CMP ideology 

measure is much smaller, with a one-unit increase in ideology decreasing commitments 

of aid by approximately 16%, providing support again for Hypothesis 1.  

 In Models 7 and 8, a measure of the degree of financial openness was used to 

represent the bureaucratic face of neoliberalism, with a more open market signifying a 

more neoliberal state. In Model 7, the scores for the donor and recipient were used to 

represent the degree of financial openness for the dyad. Looking at the results, we can see 

that as the financial openness of the donor increased, commitments of aid fall. A one unit 

increase of financial openness decreased aid commitments by 32.6%, providing support 

for Hypothesis 1. In contrast, the financial openness of the recipient state was 
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insignificant. In Model 8, the financial openness scores for both the donor and recipient 

state were included as an additive measure of financial openness. The additive financial 

openness score is significant (at 0.01) and negative, suggesting that as the donor and 

recipients become more financially open commitments decreases. The additive score, 

however, appears to have a smaller substantive effect of a 3.8% decrease. Looking at the 

results for commitments of aid overall, it appears that neoliberalism has a divergent effect 

conditional on the indicator used. Figure 1, however, provides support for the assertion 

that neoliberalism has a negative effect, with the weight of the results falling strongly to 

the left of the y-axis. 

 In Table 2, Commitments was replaced with Disbursements of foreign aid. 

Looking at the results, the first thing to note is that the neoliberal measures appear to be 

somewhat similar in comparison to Commitments, with some notable differences. In 

Model 1, for example, Elite University continues to be insignificant, but with a negative 

direction. In Model 2, Graduate Education is insignificant, in contrast to Table 1. In 

Model 3, a shared Economics background is weakly significant and negatively signed, 

again different from the results of Table 1. Looking at Model 3, as both leaders come 

from an economics background, this decreases Disbursements by 32.9%, providing weak 

support for Hypothesis 1. The control variables, in contrast, are consistent with the results 

in Table 1 with one notable exception. In Table 2, the distance between the donor and 

recipient is consistently significant and negative. 

Table 2 Here 

Figure 2 Here 

 In Models 4 through 6, the results of the political face neoliberal measures are 

more consistent with the results in Table 1. In Model 4, we can see that both of the World 
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Bank ideology variables are significant and consistently signed. When the two Executives 

of the donor and recipient state are of the right, this increases the flow of Disbursements. 

Again, however, when the largest parties from both the donor and recipient are of the 

right, this reduces disbursements, highlighting that there appears to be a difference 

between individuals and parties in regards to neoliberalism. This is further reflected in 

Model 5, with the inclusion of the Government Ideology variable. In Model 5, when 

either the largest party or the executive are of the right, it has a negative and significant 

effect on aid efforts, representing a decrease of 26.6% reduction in aid. In Model 6, we 

see this again with the CMP ideology measure having a negative and significant effect, 

consistent with Model 6 in Table 1. Looking at the ideology measure, we can see that 

when the donor government is of the right, this reduces aid by approximately 39.1%, 

providing strong support for Hypothesis 1.  

 In Model 7, the bureaucratic neoliberal measures were consistent with Model 7 in 

Table 1. In Model 7, the donor score is again significant, highlighting that when the 

financial openness score of the donor state increases by one-unit Disbursements is 

reduced by approximately 61.6%, providing strong support for Hypothesis 1. However, 

again, the recipient’s financial openness was insignificant. In Model 8, in contrast, the 

additive financial openness measure was insignificant, providing no support for 

Hypothesis 1. Looking at Figure 2, we can see that the majority of the neoliberal 

measures continue to fall on the left side of the y-axis. However, unlike the results in 

Figure 1, many of the indicators cross zero. Despite this, the results from Models 1 

through 8 do lend support to Hypothesis 1 and the assertion that states led by neoliberal 
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leaders or governments will reduce aid in comparison to states led by non-neoliberal 

leaders. 

 In Tables 3 and 4 the individual neoliberal indicators were included in the same 

models. In Model 1 of Table 3 using Commitments as the dependent variable with the 

inclusion of the largest party and executive ideology variables, we can see that the results 

change somewhat with the inclusion of all indicators. The Elite University indicator is 

weakly significant and positive, in contrast to the results of Model 1 in Table 1. Graduate 

Education continued to be negative and highly significant also. In contrast, the executive 

ideology and party ideology variables were insignificant. However, the additive financial 

openness variable continued to be negative and significant, providing support for 

Hypothesis 1 again. In Model 2, the executive and party ideologies were replaced with 

the Government Ideology variable. Similar to Model 1, the Government Ideology variable 

continued to be insignificant. In Model 3, the CMP ideology variable replaced both 

World Bank variables. In contrast to the results in Models 1 and 2, the CMP ideology 

variable was highly significant and negative, providing support for Hypothesis 1.  

Table 3 Here 

 In Table 4, the commitments variable was replaced by disbursements of aid. We 

can see that there are a number of differences from Table 3. First, neither the Elite 

University nor Graduate Education variables were significant at any level in Models 1 

through 3. However, the economics background of leaders as well as the World Bank 

ideology variables became significant in the models using disbursements. In Model 1, for 

example, when both leaders share an economics background this decreases aid by 63.2%. 

Similarly, when both largest parties are of the right, this decreases aid efforts. In Model 2, 



153 

 

we can see this again, with Government Ideology decreasing aid by 30.1% when either 

the largest parties or the executives are of the right. Finally, CMP ideology is also 

significant and negative, highlighting the negative effect that a donor government of the 

right has on aid efforts. Looking at all of the indicators together, neoliberalism appears to 

predict disbursement efforts better than for commitments, in contrast to the results in 

Tables 1 and 2.   

Table 4 Here 

 In Tables 5 and 6, the neoliberal indicators were replaced by three neoliberal 

index variables using commitments and disbursements respectively. In Model 1, the 

index was comprised of the Executive Ideology and Party Ideology variables, in Model 2 

the Government Ideology variable, and in Model 3 the CMP ideology variable. Looking 

at the results overall, it is clear that neoliberalism in index form has a consistently 

negative and highly significant effect on aid efforts, regardless of aid type. Looking at 

Table 5 specifically, we can see that commitment efforts are reduced from between 8.8% 

to 10.1%. Similarly, disbursement efforts are reduced by 10.4% to 10.8%. In looking at 

these results, coupled with the results from Tables 3 and 4, it is clear that there is little 

evidence supporting the positive theoretical story contained in Hypothesis 2 but ample 

evidence suggesting that shared neoliberalism reduces aid efforts for a donor/recipient 

dyad. 

Implications and Conclusion: 

 In this study I looked at the effect shared neoliberalism amongst leaders and 

governments has on the bilateral aid efforts of donor/recipient dyads using a multi-

faceted approach for the quantification of neoliberalism, something lacking in the 
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previous literature. I present two contradictory arguments taken from the aid literature. 

One argument, rooted in the political ideology literature, suggests that neoliberalism, due 

to the intimate link between governments of the left and social welfare policies, has a 

negative effect on bilateral aid flows. The second argument, linked to the bureaucratic 

and intellectual faces of neoliberalism suggest that shared neoliberalism has a positive 

effect on bilateral aid flows. In effect, the literature suggested the possibility of either a 

positive or negative relationship between neoliberalism and aid efforts depending upon 

the proxy and ‘face’ of neoliberalism used.  

In testing these competing assertions, I employed a number of neoliberal proxies 

to capture the various aspects of neoliberalism. In general, the weight of the evidence 

supported the first argument, with foreign aid decreasing when the donor/recipient dyad 

is neoliberal, although the relationship is somewhat weaker for the disbursement of aid in 

comparison to commitments. Bilateral aid commitments, for example, decrease when 

both leaders in the dyad attended graduate school, if both governments were of the right, 

if the donor government was of the right, or if both states were more financially open. 

However, other aspects of neoliberalism appeared to increase the commitments between 

states. When both individual leaders were of the right, they experienced increased aid 

flows between them. In contrast, some of the neoliberal measures appeared to have a 

much weaker effect on actual disbursements of aid, with the financial openness measures 

being insignificant. However, when compiling all of the neoliberal indicators into an 

index of neoliberalism, neoliberalism had a consistent and negative effect on aid efforts. 

From this, ultimately, it appears as if neoliberalism has a consistently negative effect on 

aid efforts within a donor/recipient dyad.  
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This study has a number of implications. The foreign aid literature, for example, 

has focused on the role of political ideology on foreign aid flows. However, other aspects 

of neoliberalism have largely been ignored. As noted in this study, neoliberalism is a 

complex concept, represented by a number of aspects, of which political ideology is only 

one. Given its increasing prominence in the international system since the 1970s with the 

simultaneous increase in the use of foreign aid by donors, it is imperative that the 

interaction between the two concepts be fully explored. In exploring these two concepts, I 

found that neoliberalism does have a significant effect on the bilateral aid flows of the 

donor/recipient dyad. Thus, this study advances our understanding of bilateral aid flows 

by introducing additional and previously unexplored factors.  

To carry out this exploration, I focused on the role of individual leaders as well as 

the traditional government and state-wide indicators to represent neoliberalism. By doing 

so, I was able to capture neoliberalism more fully, and highlighted an interesting finding. 

When looking at government and state-wide indicators, it appears that neoliberalism 

decreases bilateral aid flows between the donor and recipient. However, when the 

individual executives and of the right, this actually increases the aid flows between the 

donor and recipient state. Thus, this study highlights what appears to be differences in 

behavior between the aggregate and individual levels of aid-lending, further emphasizing 

the need to fully study individuals when explaining behavior in the international system. 

Finally, the intent of this paper was to explore the effect of neoliberalism since the 

1970s. It seems entirely possible, that this study was carried out at the same time 

neoliberalism has been rejected as the dominant paradigm globally. A number of events 

within the last decade seem to suggest a rejection of neoliberalism. For example, in 
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Greece a populist movement coalesced in 2011 in response to the IMF’s austerity 

conditions placed on the Greek government in exchange for a bailout loan. Further, in 

2016, a majority of voters in Great Britain voted to exit the European Union while in the 

United States Donald Trump was elected President under an anti-free trade platform that 

included increasing tariff barriers against states like Mexico and China. Thus, the strength 

of neoliberalism as a predictor of aid efforts may be weaker now than it was during the 

post-1970s period and this topic should be revisited in the future.  
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Table 1: Neoliberalism on Commitments 

Commitmentslog (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

         
Elite University 0.148        

 (0.092)        

Graduate Education  -0.169***       
  (0.049)       

Economics Background   -0.059      

   (0.152)      
Executive Ideology    0.400**     

    (0.199)     

Party Ideology    -0.555***     
    (0.199)     

WB Government Ideology     -0.140**    

     (0.072)    
CMP Ideology      -0.160***   

      (0.043)   

Financial Opennessrecipient       0.002  

       (0.015)  

Financial Opennessdonor       -0.326***  

       (0.035)  
Additive Financial Openness        -0.038*** 

        (0.014) 

Polity2recipient 0.014*** 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.020*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Distancelog -0.055 -0.050 -0.058 -0.162*** -0.161*** -0.127** -0.183*** -0.160*** 

 (0.061) (0.062) (0.061) (0.053) (0.052) (0.055) (0.055) (0.055) 
Colonial 1.837*** 1.843*** 1.851*** 1.964*** 1.985*** 1.904*** 1.933*** 1.945*** 

 (0.079) (0.079) (0.078) (0.069) (0.069) (0.072) (0.073) (0.072) 

Conflictrecipient 0.203*** 0.189*** 0.198*** 0.214*** 0.205*** 0.197*** 0.188*** 0.192*** 
 (0.045) (0.046) (0.045) (0.040) (0.039) (0.041) (0.042) (0.042) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.008 -0.016 -0.029 0.003 0.016 -0.002 0.030 0.028 

 (0.071) (0.070) (0.070) (0.062) (0.061) (0.065) (0.063) (0.063) 
Social Expendituredonor -0.014 -0.011 -0.016 0.021* 0.028** 0.017 0.051*** 0.029** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.177*** 0.187*** 0.178*** 0.162*** 0.151*** 0.164*** 0.170*** 0.179*** 

 (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) 

RDisaster 0.001 0.005 -0.001 -0.003 -0.002 -0.000 -0.001 0.001 
 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Terror Eventsrecipient -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000* -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
GDP Growthdonor 0.026* 0.030** 0.023 0.020 0.025** 0.034** 0.029** 0.028** 

 (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.012) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) 

GDPrecipient -0.540*** -0.538*** -0.539*** -0.557*** -0.560*** -0.570*** -0.579*** -0.587*** 
 (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.029) (0.028) (0.029) (0.030) (0.030) 

GDPdonor 0.082 0.173 0.054 1.356*** 1.289*** 1.260*** 1.221*** 1.432*** 

 (0.443) (0.442) (0.439) (0.361) (0.353) (0.376) (0.367) (0.367) 
Populationrecipient 0.913*** 0.911*** 0.923*** 0.954*** 0.955*** 0.970*** 0.968*** 0.963*** 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.031) (0.027) (0.027) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) 

Constant 13.024* 11.618* 13.428* -6.524 -5.438 -5.156 -3.928 -7.586 
 (7.011) (6.985) (6.940) (5.706) (5.592) (5.954) (5.803) (5.804) 

         

Observations 14,638 14,457 14,872 20,010 20,886 18,501 19,113 19,113 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2: Neoliberalism on Disbursements 

Disbursementslog (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

         
Elite University -0.069        

 (0.212)        

Graduate Education  -0.033       
  (0.076)       

Economics Background   -0.329*      

   (0.190)      
Executive Ideology    0.658**     

    (0.282)     

Party Ideology    -0.958***     
    (0.288)     

WB Government Ideology     -0.266***    

     (0.101)    
CMP Ideology      -0.391***   

      (0.063)   

Financial Openness (Rec.)       0.013  
       (0.019)  

Financial Openness (Donor)       -0.616***  

       (0.152)  
Additive Financial Openness        0.005 

        (0.019) 

Polity2recipient 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.015*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Distancelog -0.193** -0.177* -0.222** -0.295*** -0.289*** -0.284*** -0.272*** -0.264*** 

 (0.091) (0.092) (0.089) (0.070) (0.069) (0.076) (0.071) (0.071) 
Colonial 1.699*** 1.673*** 1.722*** 1.868*** 1.875*** 1.725*** 1.839*** 1.834*** 

 (0.145) (0.145) (0.143) (0.108) (0.108) (0.118) (0.109) (0.109) 

Conflictrecipient 0.227*** 0.138** 0.210*** 0.263*** 0.268*** 0.268*** 0.263*** 0.266*** 
 (0.068) (0.069) (0.067) (0.054) (0.053) (0.057) (0.054) (0.054) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.026 -0.058 -0.026 -0.059 -0.032 -0.045 0.006 0.006 

 (0.113) (0.113) (0.112) (0.085) (0.084) (0.094) (0.085) (0.085) 
Social Expendituredonor 0.020 0.064* 0.058* 0.047* 0.041* 0.037 0.043* 0.040 

 (0.037) (0.036) (0.035) (0.024) (0.024) (0.030) (0.025) (0.025) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.090*** 0.103*** 0.076*** 0.082*** 0.080*** 0.078*** 0.103*** 0.105*** 
 (0.023) (0.024) (0.023) (0.017) (0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) 

Disasterrecipient 0.005 0.008 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.002 0.002 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) 
Terror Eventsrecipient -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
GDP Growthrecipient 0.073** 0.088*** 0.081*** 0.026 0.028 0.065** 0.048** 0.039* 

 (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.020) (0.020) 

GDPrecipient -0.381*** -0.364*** -0.353*** -0.411*** -0.421*** -0.408*** -0.452*** -0.455*** 
 (0.049) (0.050) (0.048) (0.037) (0.037) (0.040) (0.038) (0.038) 

GDPdonor 0.270 0.598 0.563 0.733 0.889* 1.213** 1.029** 1.008* 

 (0.917) (0.915) (0.907) (0.530) (0.515) (0.611) (0.524) (0.524) 
Populationrecipient 0.684*** 0.678*** 0.682*** 0.762*** 0.767*** 0.768*** 0.790*** 0.790*** 

 (0.049) (0.049) (0.047) (0.037) (0.036) (0.040) (0.037) (0.037) 

Constant 12.563 6.935 7.709 5.725 3.394 -1.572 0.834 1.266 
 (14.649) (14.579) (14.438) (8.442) (8.198) (9.734) (8.340) (8.348) 

         

Observations 5,732 5,515 5,970 10,860 11,175 8,964 10,613 10,613 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: All Neoliberal Indicators and Commitments 

Commitmentslog (1) (2) (3) 

    

Elite University 0.178* 0.179* 0.171* 

 (0.094) (0.094) (0.097) 

Graduate Education -0.196*** -0.190*** -0.189*** 

 (0.053) (0.052) (0.053) 

Economic Background -0.029 -0.038 0.024 

 (0.194) (0.194) (0.196) 

Executive Ideology 0.195   

 (0.569)   

Party Ideology -0.274   

 (0.575)   

WB Government Ideology  -0.071  

  (0.086)  

CMP Ideology   -0.172*** 

   (0.055) 

Additive Financial Openness -0.094*** -0.094*** -0.095*** 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Polity 2recipient 0.012*** 0.013*** 0.011*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Distancelog -0.015 -0.021 -0.018 

 (0.067) (0.066) (0.067) 

Colonial 1.768*** 1.780*** 1.780*** 

 (0.083) (0.083) (0.085) 

Conflictrecipient 0.201*** 0.196*** 0.194*** 

 (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.034 -0.024 -0.019 

 (0.075) (0.074) (0.075) 

Social Expendituredonor -0.011 -0.012 -0.009 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.230*** 0.223*** 0.222*** 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Disasterrecipient 0.012 0.013 0.014* 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Terror Eventsrecipient -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

GDP Growthdonor 0.027* 0.027* 0.029* 

 (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

GDPrecipient -0.554*** -0.552*** -0.556*** 

 (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 

GDPdonor 0.240 0.167 0.344 

 (0.484) (0.481) (0.490) 

Populationrecipient 0.888*** 0.882*** 0.887*** 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) 

CMP Ideology   -0.172*** 

   (0.055) 

WB Government Ideo.  -0.071  

  (0.086)  

Constant 10.586 11.880 9.219 

 (7.644) (7.610) (7.733) 

    

Observations 12,240 12,440 12,286 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4: All Neoliberal Indicators and Disbursements 

Disbursementslog (1) (2) (3) 

    

Elite University -0.062 -0.062 -0.151 

 (0.213) (0.213) (0.228) 

Graduate Education -0.006 -0.008 0.008 

 (0.084) (0.084) (0.086) 

Economic Background -0.632*** -0.638*** -0.570** 

 (0.219) (0.219) (0.225) 

Executive Ideology 1.094   

 (0.804)   

Party Ideology -1.402*   

 (0.809)   

WB Government Ideology  -0.301**  

  (0.138)  

CMP Ideology   -0.218*** 

   (0.079) 

Additive Financial Openness -0.103*** -0.101*** -0.100*** 

 (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) 

Polity 2recipient 0.004 0.005 0.002 

 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Distancelog -0.113 -0.118 -0.093 

 (0.097) (0.097) (0.098) 

Colonial 1.583*** 1.587*** 1.565*** 

 (0.147) (0.147) (0.157) 

Conflict 0.157** 0.150** 0.155** 

 (0.074) (0.073) (0.074) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.071 -0.068 -0.053 

 (0.118) (0.118) (0.120) 

Social Expendituredonor 0.037 0.037 0.039 

 (0.040) (0.040) (0.039) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.140*** 0.138*** 0.134*** 

 (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) 

Disasterrecipient 0.012 0.012 0.014 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

Terror Eventsrecipient -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

GDP Growthdonor 0.114*** 0.113*** 0.116*** 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

GDPrecipient -0.411*** -0.408*** -0.415*** 

 (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) 

GDPdonor 0.121 0.133 0.682 

 (0.976) (0.977) (1.006) 

Populationrecipient 0.684*** 0.680*** 0.678*** 

 (0.051) (0.050) (0.051) 

Constant 14.089 13.969 5.497 

 (15.572) (15.591) (16.071) 

    

Observations 4,984 5,011 4,884 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5: Neoliberal Index and Commitments 

Commitmentslog (1) (2) (3) 

    

Index w/ Exec and Party Ideo. -0.088***   

 (0.014)   

Index w/ Govt. Ideo.  -0.093***  

  (0.015)  

Index w/ CMP Ideo.   -0.101*** 

   (0.015) 

Polity 2recipient 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.011*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Distancelog -0.017 -0.022 -0.016 

 (0.066) (0.066) (0.066) 

Colonial 1.787*** 1.796*** 1.791*** 

 (0.082) (0.082) (0.085) 

Conflict 0.198*** 0.195*** 0.195*** 

 (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.037 -0.024 -0.020 

 (0.075) (0.075) (0.075) 

Social Expendituredonor -0.013 -0.014 -0.011 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.229*** 0.223*** 0.223*** 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Disasterrecipient 0.011 0.012 0.014* 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Terror Eventsrecipient -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

GDP Growthdonor 0.027* 0.027* 0.029* 

 (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

GDPrecipient -0.553*** -0.553*** -0.557*** 

 (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 

GDPdonor 0.249 0.169 0.329 

 (0.482) (0.481) (0.489) 

Populationrecipient 0.889*** 0.883*** 0.885*** 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) 

Constant 10.454 11.854 9.409 

 (7.614) (7.597) (7.718) 

    

Observations 12,240 12,440 12,286 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 6: Neoliberal Index and Disbursements 

 (1) (2) (3) 

    

Index w/ Exec and Party Ideo. -0.104***   

 (0.023)   

Index w/ Govt. Ideo.  -0.105***  

  (0.025)  

Index w/ CMP Ideo.   -0.108*** 

   (0.024) 

Polity 2recipient 0.005 0.005 0.003 

 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Distancelog -0.117 -0.115 -0.094 

 (0.096) (0.096) (0.097) 

Colonial 1.575*** 1.580*** 1.550*** 

 (0.146) (0.147) (0.156) 

Conflict 0.159** 0.157** 0.157** 

 (0.073) (0.073) (0.074) 

Security Councilrecipient -0.065 -0.058 -0.052 

 (0.118) (0.117) (0.120) 

Social Expendituredonor 0.038 0.038 0.042 

 (0.040) (0.040) (0.039) 

Trade Intensitylog 0.142*** 0.142*** 0.137*** 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) 

Disasterrecipient 0.012 0.012 0.015 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

Terror Eventsrecipient -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

GDP Growthdonor 0.112*** 0.112*** 0.111*** 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

GDPrecipient -0.411*** -0.413*** -0.417*** 

 (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) 

GDPdonor 0.251 0.272 0.929 

 (0.974) (0.975) (1.003) 

Populationrecipient 0.683*** 0.680*** 0.678*** 

 (0.050) (0.050) (0.051) 

Constant 12.253 11.965 1.676 

 (15.544) (15.548) (16.003) 

    

Observations 4,984 5,011 4,884 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Figure 1 The effect of neoliberalism on commitments of aid. 

 

 
Figure 2 The effect of neoliberalism on disbursements of aid. 
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 What effect has neoliberalism as a dominant economic paradigm had on the 

foreign policy behaviors of states, governments, and individual leaders? The literature up 

until now has provided a scattered, at best, explanation of the effect of various aspects of 

neoliberalism on outcomes and behaviors in the international system. Previous literature, 

such as Gartzke (2007) and Tingley (2010) demonstrate that single aspects of 

neoliberalism shape behavior. Tingley (2010), for example, looks at the effect of a 

government’s ideology on foreign aid flows, demonstrating a link between governments 

of the left and increased foreign aid while Gartzke (2007) demonstrates that when states 

are more financially open they are less likely to engage in international conflict onset.  

Neoliberalism, however, is a more complex concept than that presented in the 

literature as of yet, representing multiple facets that can be represented by distinct proxies 

encompassing neoliberalism at different levels of analysis. The intellectual face of 

neoliberalism is rooted in the historical gestation of neoliberalism in elite Anglo-

American institutions and is represented by individual-level indicators such as leaders’ 

educational or professional backgrounds. The bureaucratic face, in contrast, is 

represented by aggregate state-wide neoliberal policies such as the degree of financial 

openness or levels of tariff barriers. The third and final, face of neoliberalism is the 

political face, focusing on the competition over government regulation of the economy, 

with common indicators including the political ideology of governments and individual 

actors (Mudge 2008). Although the possible proxies representing the three faces are 

numerous, proponents share a common belief in the superiority of the market. Given the 

increasing prominence of neoliberalism in the economic policies of both states and 

international organizations since the 1970s (Chwieroth 2014), it is important to provide a 
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comprehensive exploration of the effect of neoliberalism on a variety of behaviors in the 

international system. 

In this dissertation, I address this lacuna by providing a more in-depth look at the 

effect of neoliberalism on the foreign policy behaviors of states, governments, and 

individual leaders. To do so, I provide indicators representing all three faces of 

neoliberalism, including educational and professional background indicators for 

individual leaders, measures of ideology for governments and individual leaders, and 

state-wide aggregate measures. Using these various neoliberal indicators, I look at the 

effect of neoliberalism, both shared and monadic, on the three types of foreign policy 

behaviors, economic sanctions onset, interstate conflict onset, and bilateral foreign aid 

flows, using methods appropriate for each foreign policy behavior. 

In my first chapter I look at the effect of neoliberalism on economic sanctioning 

behavior. In the sanctions literature, little attention has been paid to the role of 

neoliberalism on the sanctioning process. Most frequently, the sanctions literature has 

paralleled the interstate conflict literature by focusing on the effect of regime-type on 

sanctioning behavior. In general, a consensus has formed around the idea that there is a 

dyadic democratic peace, with democracies being less likely to sanction other 

democracies (Lektzian and Souva 2003; Cox and Drury 2006; and Drury, James, and 

Peksen 2014), although there is some debate about the veracity of these findings (Hafner-

Burton and Montgomery 2008). In contrast, little attention has been paid to the effect of 

neoliberalism on sanctioning behavior. Drury, James, and Peksen (2014) provide perhaps 

the closest analysis, though, and investigate the effect of Kantian principles on 

sanctioning behavior, finding that trade interdependence actually increases the probability 
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of sanctions onset. Despite this finding, no sanctions literature exists that 

comprehensively links neoliberalism to economic sanctioning behavior at this time.  

To test the effect of neoliberalism on economic sanctioning behavior I utilized a 

variety of neoliberal indicators to provide a comprehensive analysis of neoliberalism. I 

hypothesized that when two states are led by leaders that can be categorized as neoliberal 

there is a reduced probability of the two states experiencing a threat of sanctions from the 

opposing state. I argue that this is so for a number of reasons. First, leaders who share a 

neoliberal outlook have similar visions of how the global economy should operate. These 

leaders, for example, should support free trade and lower trade barriers and will be less 

likely to engage in costly trade wars by raising tariffs. Second, neoliberal leaders will be 

less likely to use the threat of sanctions largely because they have other avenues to 

resolve disputes. They can, for example, provide stronger commitments for the 

maintenance of neoliberal policies by entering into free-trade agreements, bilateral 

investment treaties, or by the simple maintenance of neoliberal policies domestically 

(Bartolini and Drazen; Eichengreen 2001; Neumayer 2006; Buthe and Milner 2008). 

Thus, I hypothesize that states led by neoliberal leaders will be less likely to issue 

sanctions threats to other similar leaders. However, I further hypothesize that any 

disputes between the two states that do reach the threat stage will be more likely to 

impose sanctions threats. 

I test these two hypotheses using a series of two-stage Heckman models designed 

to capture the two-stage process of sanction threats and imposition as well as single-stage 

logistic regressions for substantive effects. Most consistently, the various neoliberal 

indicators have a negative effect on the likelihood of one state issuing a sanctioning threat 
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to another state. For example, when both leaders attended an elite university, the dyad 

was less likely to experience a sanctioning threat. Similarly, as the number of restrictions 

placed on trade increased the probability of the dyad experiencing a sanctioning threat 

increases in turn. Neoliberalism had a much less consistent effect on the sanctions 

imposition stage, however. When both leaders attended graduate school, this decreased 

the probability of sanction imposition. In contrast and per my expectations, when 

restriction levels decreased or financial openness increased, the probability of sanction 

imposition also increased. In summary, neoliberalism, using proxies from all three faces 

of neoliberalism decreases the probability of the dyad experiencing a sanctioning threat. 

However, it appears as if neoliberalism regardless of how it is represented has a less 

consistent effect on the actual imposition of sanctions. 

 In my second chapter, I investigated the effect of neoliberalism on interstate 

conflict onset. Scholars have long demonstrated that shared characteristics are important 

predictors of interstate conflict onset. As stated above, much of the focus in this literature 

has been on the effect of regime-type on conflict onset. Early studies posited that 

democracies interacted with other states more peacefully, formulating a monadic 

‘democratic peace’ (Rummel 1995, MacMillan 2003). However, a consensus soon 

formed in the literature that the democratic peace was a dyadic phenomenon that only 

existed when both states in a dyad were democracies (Maoz and Abdolali 1989; Chan 

1997; Quackenbush and Rudy 2009). Despite the strength of these findings, some 

scholars challenged the assertion that the peace is explained by regime-type however. 

Farber and Gowa (1995), for example, argue that the democratic peace is a phenomenon 
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that did not exist prior to World War II and thus is the result of shared interests by 

democratic states in containing communism. 

 However, in the recent literature, many studies have challenged the veracity of the 

democratic peace, and instead focus on the explanatory power of similar economic 

values. Oneal and Russett (1998), for example, find that trade between states has a 

pacifying effect on conflict onset. Others studies argue that the pacifying effect of trade 

and trade interdependence is due to the increased information levels between the two 

states, reducing the likelihood of misinformation leading to conflict onset (Gartzke 1998). 

However, the sharpest challenge to the democratic peace comes from the ‘capitalist 

peace’, in which Gartzke (2007) argues that it is not democracy that explains peaceful 

relations between two states, but various capitalistic features of each state including 

financial openness and trade interdependence. Subsequent research has confirmed the 

strength of these findings (McDonald 2010; Mousseau 2013). This literature consistently 

demonstrates that aggregate state-wide characteristics decrease the probability of the 

dyad experiencing conflict onset. As promising as this is, the measures used only 

represent one face of neoliberalism, the bureaucratic face.  

 In my second chapter I included indicators representing all three faces of 

neoliberalism to test the effect of neoliberalism on interstate conflict onset. I argue that 

when two states are led by leaders sharing neoliberal characteristics the dyad has a 

decreased probability of experiencing interstate conflict onset. This is so for a number of 

reasons. First, states led by leaders sharing neoliberal backgrounds will have similar 

views on how the global economy works, supporting the free market, and ultimately 

reducing the likelihood of the dyad entering a costly trade war. Further, states and leaders 
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with similar neoliberal characteristics are better able to credibly commit through the 

simple act of maintaining neoliberal policies (Bartolini and Drazen 1997), entering 

FTA’s, or through signing BIT’s (Neumayer 2006; Buthe and Milner 2008), largely 

eliminating the time inconsistency problem (Buthe and Milner 2014). Finally, the mere 

presence of a neoliberal leader or state characteristics provides information for the 

opposing state to make sense of in a chaotic international system, reducing the likelihood 

of the dyad experiencing conflict onset because of misinformation (Fearon 1995). 

 I test this hypothesis using a series of logistic regressions and generalized 

estimated equations. In general, I find that shared neoliberalism decreases the probability 

of the dyad experiencing conflict onset, although this finding is not consistent across all 

indicators. I retested the findings from Gartzke (2007), for example, with an updated 

dataset with a more extensive time frame and found that as the degree of financial 

openness of the lowest monadic state in the dyad increases, the probability of conflict 

onset decreases, reconfirming the effect of bureaucratic neoliberal measures. Similarly, 

when both leaders attended prestigious universities, the probability of conflict onset also 

decreased, providing support for the intellectual face of neoliberalism. Finally, when both 

states were led by leaders of the right, they also had a reduced chance of experiencing 

conflict onset, confirming the political face of neoliberalism. 

 In my third chapter I investigated the effect of neoliberalism on bilateral foreign 

aid flows. Unlike in the previous two empirical chapters, I present two competing 

theoretical stories of the effect of neoliberalism on foreign aid, both drawn from the aid 

literature. The first theoretical story is rooted in the historical link between the domestic 

social welfare policies supported and implemented by governments of the left and foreign 
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aid in the international system. Noel and Therien (1995) argue that foreign aid serves the 

same purpose for governments of the left internationally as social welfare policies do 

domestically. Foreign aid acts as a type of redistributive policy that shifts the wealth of 

recipient states from the wealthiest to the poor. Subsequent research demonstrates that 

governments of the left allocate more foreign aid to recipient states (Tingley 2010). One 

interesting aspect of this argument is that it essentially sets the use of foreign aid to cross-

purposes with neoliberalism, as governments of the left use aid to intervene in the 

economies of recipient states while proponents of neoliberalism view an intrusion into the 

free market as unwanted and inefficient. 

 Other foreign aid literature, however, links certain neoliberal measures to 

increased aid. Schraeder et al. (1998) demonstrate that some donors increased aid to 

states with certain capitalistic features. Japan, for example, largely allocated aid in an 

apolitical manner and allocated more to recipient states with freer markets where 

Japanese companies could expand trade ties. Shared cultural ties such as former colonial 

status also increase bilateral aid flows. France is particularly notorious for this, allocating 

much more aid to former colonies in comparison to other donor states (Alesina and 

Dollar 2000; Schraeder et al. 1998). Based on literature of this type, it could be plausibly 

argued that neoliberalism actually has a positive effect on foreign aid flows, providing a 

competing theory to the positive one above. 

 I test these two theoretical stories using a series of cross-sectional time series 

models and two types of aid flows, Commitments and Disbursements. In general, I find 

that neoliberalism has a negative effect on foreign aid flows, although the effect is 

somewhat stronger for Commitments of aid rather than Disbursements of aid. The overall 
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results suggest that the first theoretical story, that neoliberalism has a negative effect on 

foreign aid flows, is the more accurate story. Looking at Commitments specifically, when 

both leaders attended graduate school, this had a negative effect on aid efforts. However, 

when both leaders attend elite universities or come from economics backgrounds, there 

appears to be no effect on commitments. Looking at the political face, when the largest 

party in office was of the right, both governments were of the right, or the donor 

government was of the right, this decreased commitments. However, when both leaders 

were of the right, this increased commitments. Using the bureaucratic face, neoliberalism 

has a consistently negative effect on bilateral commitments of aid. In contrast, 

Disbursements was somewhat less significant. Attending graduate school or an elite 

university was not a predictor of bilateral disbursements. The measures of political 

ideology and donor financial openness, however, were consistent with the results using 

Commitments.  

 These chapters have a number of implications for future scholarship. As 

presented, neoliberalism is a complex concept made up of a number of facets represented 

by distinct proxies. However, the existing literature on the three faces typically only 

includes a single facet of neoliberalism, oftentimes focusing on state-wide aggregate 

measures or government level indicators. However, throughout all three of my chapters I 

demonstrate that individual leaders have a significant effect on foreign policy behaviors 

when included in a large-n analysis, oftentimes with different significant effects in 

comparison to government or state-wide indicators. This suggests that at the least it is 

important that studies start including more individual level indicators in addition to the 



178 

 

traditional measures. Further, we must provide a more comprehensive inclusion of 

multiple units of analysis in the same study also. 

 The focus on neoliberalism in a comprehensive manner also presents a number of 

future scholastic opportunities. When writing the foreign aid chapter, with a focus on the 

link between foreign aid and political ideology, I began thinking about the link between 

ideology and specific types of foreign aid. In the literature scholars find that governments 

of the left allocate more foreign aid because of its similarity to the domestic social 

welfare policies they support (Tingley 2010). However, foreign aid is used for many 

purposes, even when disaggregating aid to remove military aid and humanitarian aid. For 

example, aid can be used in ways ranging from the promotion of economic development 

(the most commonly cited use) to supporting peacekeeping efforts in post-conflict states. 

This means that when foreign aid is linked to a leftist ideology we are not really looking 

at the effect of aid on policies such as the expansion of the social welfare state that left-

wing governments care about. We cannot necessarily know if this is the intent behind the 

aid. However, when using a dataset like AidData 2.1 we can differentiate between aid 

types that do support the expansion of the welfare state. In an extension of my 

dissertation, I look at the effect of political ideology of donor governments on social 

welfare aid, for example. I argue that governments of the left allocate more social welfare 

aid in comparison to non-left governments, suggesting that governments of the left 

actually are exporting the social welfare system into the international system. In testing 

this hypothesis, I find that left-wing governments allocate more social welfare aid in 

comparison to right-wing governments. In the future, I would like to extend this threat of 
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research to other types of aid, linked to specific ideologies and intents, to provide a more 

nuanced understanding of the effect of ideology and intent on aid efforts. 

 Another interesting possibility for further study of neoliberalism is the impact that 

recent populist movements have had on attitudes towards neoliberalism. Neoliberalism 

has always been a controversial economic policy, calling for free markets, a reduction in 

social welfare policies, and deregulation of various industries. In fact, neoliberal policies 

have often been characterized as a new form of colonialism, where the wealthy states 

impose neoliberal policies on developing states that open their borders to exploitation 

amongst other things from western companies. Ultimately, neoliberal policies have 

benefited developed nations much more than developing nations because these states can 

have their cake and eat it too. In this sense, many developed nations implemented 

neoliberal policies while embedding certain social policies that provide their own citizens 

with protections from the rigors of the market, ie. embedded liberalism (Ruggie 1998), 

while requiring developing nations to eliminate social welfare programs, deregulate 

controls over capital policies, and open their economies to western trade. Thus, for some 

states, neoliberalism proved a boon, while for others it took on yet another form of 

exploitation. As a result, people either love or hate neoliberalism, with little middle 

ground. Despite this, it has remained the dominant paradigm in many developed nations 

and international organizations since the 1970s. 

In the last few years, however, it appears that there is a shift away from support 

for neoliberalism globally, at least within the populaces of various states. This can be 

seen through very visible movements like the anti-austerity movements that took place in 

Greece in 2011. The IMF had issued certain austerity conditions on the government of 
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Greece in order to receive loans to bail out the bankrupt government. Amongst the 

conditions was a drastic reduction on resources spent on social welfare policies within 

Greece. These conditions proved incredibly unpopular amongst the citizenry, leading to a 

number of large protests demanding that the government not accept the conditions 

requiring them to implement neoliberal policies.  

There have been a number of other prominent anti-free trade movements as well. 

Donald Trump won the Presidential Election 2016 at least partially on anti-free trade 

policy stances coupled with promises to bring jobs back to the United States. A common 

target of derision for Trump was the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). 

He argued that NAFTA was a horrible free-trade agreement, with Mexico stealing jobs 

from the common worker in the United States. As a solution, he promised that he would 

punish companies fleeing the U.S. for Mexico with tariffs up to 35% while raising tariffs 

on Mexico by 20%. Further, Trump also promised to fix the trade imbalance with China 

by increasing tariffs as a tool of negotiation. Trump has claimed to be a proponent of free 

trade and other neoliberal policies, but his continued assertion of using tariffs as a tool of 

foreign policy while building barriers in other ways suggests he is largely anti-neoliberal.  

A similar anti-free trade movement, Brexit, also took place in Great Britain under 

the direction of Nigel Farage amongst others starting in 2012. This movement was led by 

a group of people that believed that Great Britain should remove itself from the European 

Union and focus on “Britain First” policies such as a limitation on immigration and open 

borders required by the E.U. and the renegotiation of trade deals for a more favorable 

outcome for Britain. In 2016, citizens voted on a referendum to leave the E.U., and 

surprisingly, a majority of citizens backed the leave position. Although many proponents 
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of Brexit couched the movement in “Britain first” terms, the movement has largely been 

a rejection of neoliberal principles, with both Great Britain and the E.U. threatening 

tariffs, regulation, and other anti-neoliberal principles at this point.  

What these movements have in common is that they are all populist movements 

that reject many of the neoliberal principles that have dominated economic policy 

globally since the 1970s. This study, ironically enough, comes about at a time where 

neoliberal principles are being rejected in a number of ways at various levels of 

governance. As a result, a clear jumping off point for this dissertation is to examine the 

effect that these populist movements have had on the foreign policy behaviors of states 

globally. We can ask, for example: Have leaders in countries other than in the three listed 

above begun to respond to anti-neoliberal sentiment by rejecting austerity policies? This 

populist movement, if we can consider it one over-arching movement, appears to be 

growing, with politicians in France and the Netherlands running on what amounts to anti-

globalization positions. Similarly, a natural out-growth of these movements is an increase 

in restrictions placed on trade and capital movements globally. Will these movements 

have a negative effect on global trade totals? Another interesting possibility presented by 

President Trump recently is a significant reduction in aid efforts by the U.S. in the future. 

As the global leader in aid lending, the U.S. has a powerful influence on the aid efforts of 

other donors. As a result, these movements may lead to a significant reduction in aid 

efforts globally. Finally, these movements appear to have hardened foreign policy stances 

amongst a variety of states and actors globally. Therefore, it will be interesting to look at 

whether the weakening of the neoliberal paradigm will lead to an increase in disputes and 

certain foreign policy behaviors. For example, if states and actors begin using increasing 
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amounts of trade barriers such as tariffs, will other states increasingly use policy options 

like the threat and implementation of economic sanctions? The various possible effects of 

what appears to be a rejection of the neoliberal paradigm are troubling to say the least, 

largely because, as shown in Chapters 2-4, shared neoliberalism has shaped behavior 

such that it has a pacifying effect on state behavior. As a result, we may be entering a 

period of increasing foreign policy disputes as the international system reorients itself 

towards a new dominant paradigm. 
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