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Supplemental Appendix for “Popular vs. Elite Democratic Structures and International Peace.”



This appendix presents additional discussion of the Institutional Democracy Index (IDI) coding, as well as the results of additional statistical models that demonstrate the robustness of our results. To save space, we do not discuss substantive results in detail; rather, we briefly compare the results of the appendix models to those of our primary models.



A1. Additional Explanatory Variables First, we present additional random effects specifications that include variables capturing other aspects of the Kantian Peace (e.g. Oneal & Russett 1999; Russett & Oneal 2001). We include variables for dyadic trade as a proportion of each state’s gross domestic product (GDP), as well as a multiplicative interaction term of each state’s trade dependence. These variables capture the extent to which each side depends on the other for welfare, and how symmetry of trade dependence conditions this relationship. 1 We code these variables using the Correlates of War (COW) Bilateral Trade data version 3.0 (Barbieri, Keshk, & Pollins 2009) taking GDP data from the Penn World Table version 7.1 (Heston, Summers, & Aten 2012). Second, we include an indicator of common memberships in intergovernmental organizations (IGOs). These memberships should promote sustainable cooperation over time, potentially precluding conflict. We code these variables using data from Pevehouse, Nordstrom, & Warnke (2004). Finally, given 1



Again, we must take care in the interpretation of marginal effects. For example, the coefficients for each state’s trade dependence technically convey an impossible situation: the marginal effect of one state’s increasing dependence on trade given that the other state’s dependence is equal to 0. Yet neither side can have trade dependence equal to zero if there is any dyadic trade. Accordingly, we interpret marginal effects using realistic values. 1



that economic development correlates with democracy and could promote cooperation independently (e.g. Gartzke 2007), we include variables for (the natural log of) each state’s gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, specifying an interaction of these variables to account for the influence of similarity of development (e.g. Mousseau 2005). The results of these models are presented in columns 1 (for MID initiation) and 2 (for use of force) of Table A1. These results look nearly identical to those presented in the main text.



[Table A1 follows on next page]
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Table A1. Random effects logit models including additional control variables. MID Use of MID Use of initiation force initiation force Initiator’s IDI t-1 Target’s Polity score t-1 Initiator IDI X Target Polity Capability ratio t-1 ln Distance Weighted global S score t-1 Dyadic trade/initiator GDP t-1 Dyadic trade/target GDP t-1 Trade/GDP interaction Common IGO memberships t-1 Initiator ln GDP per capita t-1 Target ln GDP per capita t-1 GDP per capita interaction Years since dispute Years since dispute2 Years since dispute3 Cold War War on Terror



-0.558*** (0.123) -0.121*** (0.033) 0.008 (0.010) -0.665 (0.492) -0.503*** (0.086) -1.322** (0.474) 1.350 (5.990) 0.310 (0.929) 46.378 (108.597) 0.001 (0.007) 5.739* (2.811) 6.579 (3.363) -0.634 (0.328) -0.297*** (0.069) 0.012** (0.004) -0.000 (0.000) -0.047 (0.290) 0.705 (0.406)



-0.625*** (0.160) -0.131** (0.041) 0.017 (0.012) -0.511 (0.612) -0.487*** (0.098) -0.995 (0.569) 2.510 (6.524) 0.258 (1.250) 59.070 (115.468) -0.001 (0.009) 6.832 (3.508) 8.401* (4.116) -0.809* (0.402) -0.302*** (0.087) 0.015** (0.005) -0.000* (0.000) -0.088 (0.353) 1.135* (0.485)



Israel United States Constant



-59.987* -72.775* (28.770) (35.893) Observations 99,031 99,031 Number of dyads 3,295 3,295 χ2 154.9*** 98.05*** Log likelihood -726.0 -512.7 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests Standard errors in parentheses Models include random intercepts by dyad
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-0.637*** (0.096) -0.130*** (0.028) 0.009 (0.008) -1.349*** (0.381) -0.524*** (0.051) -1.335*** (0.357)



-0.700*** (0.123) -0.137*** (0.034) 0.016 (0.009) -1.461** (0.470) -0.517*** (0.058) -1.025* (0.433)



-0.282*** (0.054) 0.012*** (0.003) -0.000* (0.000) -0.512* (0.216) 0.752* (0.370) 3.150*** (0.425) 1.801*** (0.317) 0.762 (0.569) 116,527 3,467 334.1*** -1001



-0.267*** (0.068) 0.012** (0.004) -0.000* (0.000) -0.344 (0.275) 1.065* (0.442) 3.430*** (0.501) 2.098*** (0.387) -0.277 (0.713) 116,527 3,467 224.9*** -699.8



MID initiation



Use of force



-0.653*** (0.133) -0.126*** (0.033) 0.008 (0.009) -1.278* (0.507) -0.489*** (0.083) -0.969* (0.482) 1.385 (5.684) 0.225 (1.391) 26.143 (107.283) 0.005 (0.007) 5.608* (2.787) 6.003 (3.311) -0.579 (0.324) -0.295*** (0.069) 0.012** (0.004) -0.000 (0.000) -0.055 (0.295) 0.661 (0.405) 3.361*** (0.643) 1.589*** (0.450) -58.488* (28.490) 99,031 3,295 183.3*** -704.3



-0.800*** (0.182) -0.139*** (0.040) 0.017 (0.011) -1.296* (0.650) -0.480*** (0.098) -0.479 (0.589) 2.367 (6.355) 0.017 (2.936) 38.392 (120.791) 0.003 (0.009) 6.818 (3.524) 7.780 (4.100) -0.749 (0.401) -0.302*** (0.087) 0.014** (0.005) -0.000* (0.000) -0.018 (0.359) 1.043* (0.484) 3.869*** (0.769) 2.019*** (0.566) -72.386* (36.003) 99,031 3,295 119.0*** -489.7



A2. Accounting for Outliers Next, we account for the potentially exceptional cases of the United States and Israel by including dummy variables for these states. We replicate the 2 models presented in the main text as well as models with additional explanatory variables (as discussed above). The four resulting models are presented in columns 3 through 6 of Table A1. Again, all results are consistent. As we suspect, the United States and Israel are more likely to initiate conflict than the average initiator.



A3. IDI Weighting As discussed in the main text, we weight the legislative representation component of the IDI higher in parliamentary democracies, while weighting the voting access component higher for presidential democracies. While we argue that this weighting scheme is justified theoretically, we also examine an unweighted index, equal to the sum of legislative representation and voting access. Figure A1 compares the weighted and unweighted IDI, using the measures for 2010. As the figure shows, the measures are very similar. We replicate our primary models, as well as all 6 robustness check models discussed above in A1 and A2, using the unweighted IDI, finding equivalent results, which we present in Table A2. [Figure A1 follows on next page]
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Figure A1. Comparison of weighted and unweighted IDI for 2010



United States Canada United Kingdom Ireland Netherlands Belgium Luxembourg France Switzerland Germany Austria Italy Finland Sweden Norway Denmark Iceland Israel Japan Australia New Zealand 0
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[Table A2 follows on next page]
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Table A2. Random effects logit models using unweighted IDI. MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



-0.708*** (0.103) -0.141*** (0.030) 0.011 (0.009) -0.848* (0.376) -0.565*** (0.054) -1.198*** (0.343)



-0.771*** (0.131) -0.152*** (0.038) 0.020 (0.011) -0.827 (0.462) -0.560*** (0.063) -0.934* (0.419)



-0.868*** (0.148) -0.148*** (0.035) 0.021* (0.010) -1.460** (0.469) -0.518*** (0.058) -0.988* (0.433)



-0.283*** (0.067)



-0.860*** (0.192) -0.145*** (0.044) 0.023 (0.013) -0.767 (0.612) -0.493*** (0.097) -0.736 (0.571) 1.677 (6.444) 0.200 (1.544) 57.255 (115.441) -0.003 (0.009) 6.789 (3.550) 8.319* (4.157) -0.802* (0.406) -0.302*** (0.087)



-0.778*** (0.113) -0.138*** (0.029) 0.013 (0.008) -1.347*** (0.379) -0.523*** (0.051) -1.301*** (0.356)



-0.294*** (0.054)



-0.720*** (0.142) -0.125*** (0.035) 0.009 (0.011) -0.886 (0.491) -0.509*** (0.085) -1.101* (0.473) 0.928 (5.914) 0.274 (1.076) 40.275 (108.682) -0.001 (0.007) 5.652* (2.834) 6.453 (3.388) -0.623 (0.331) -0.298*** (0.069)



-0.286*** (0.054) Israel 3.043*** (0.417) United States 1.273*** (0.327) Constant 1.314* 0.277 -58.407* -71.464* 1.225* (0.597) (0.740) (29.000) (36.305) (0.592) Observations 116,527 116,527 99,031 99,031 116,527 Number of dyads 3,467 3,467 3,295 3,295 3,467 χ2 274.1*** 174.3*** 162.3*** 103.5*** 333.2*** Log likelihood -1032 -729.1 -720.0 -507.3 -998.4 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Standard errors in parentheses. Models include random intercepts by dyad. Cubic polynomials and era dummy variables omitted from table.



-0.272*** (0.067) 3.351*** (0.493) 1.536*** (0.400) 0.256 (0.741) 116,527 3,467 223.1*** -697.7



-0.781*** (0.155) -0.129*** (0.034) 0.009 (0.010) -1.273* (0.504) -0.488*** (0.083) -0.924 (0.481) 1.508 (5.688) 0.232 (1.452) 22.022 (108.663) 0.004 (0.008) 5.574* (2.810) 5.888 (3.338) -0.568 (0.326) -0.299*** (0.069) 3.226*** (0.625) 1.026* (0.465) -57.647* (28.716) 99,031 3,295 184.1*** -703.0



-0.987*** (0.218) -0.149*** (0.042) 0.022 (0.013) -1.300* (0.645) -0.479*** (0.098) -0.414 (0.588) 2.224 (6.370) -0.015 (3.219) 37.141 (123.288) 0.002 (0.009) 6.715 (3.553) 7.559 (4.130) -0.728 (0.404) -0.306*** (0.087) 3.761*** (0.743) 1.362* (0.580) -70.665 (36.278) 99,031 3,295 120.1*** -488.3



Initiator’s (unweighted) IDI t-1 Target’s Polity score t-1 Initiator IDI X Target Polity Capability ratio t-1 ln Distance Weighted global S score t-1 Dyadic trade/initiator GDP t-1 Dyadic trade/target GDP t-1 Trade/GDP interaction Common IGO memberships t-1 Initiator ln GDP per capita t-1 Target ln GDP per capita t-1 GDP per capita interaction Years since dispute



A4. An Alternate Measure of Democracy Our main models use the target’s Polity score as an indicator of target democracy. However, in Table A3, we present alternate models capturing target’s democracy using Cheibub, Gandhi, and Vreeland’s (2009) update of Przeworski et al.’s (2000) Democracy-Dictatorship (DD) measure. The DD score is a dichotomous indicator equal to one for states meeting the following criteria: (1) direct election of the executive (or indirect selection via the legislature), (2) direct election of the legislature, (3) two or more competitive parties, (4) variation in party control. As with the Polity measure, the inclusion of an interaction term for IDI x DD allows us to examine whether the association between popular democratic institutions and conflict initiation varies depending on the regime type of the potential target. Again, we replicate our main models and the robustness tests from Table A1 (incorporating additional explanatory variables in various combinations). Again, all results are robust. [Table A3 follows on next page]



Table A3. Random effects logit models using Democracy-dictatorship indicator MID Use of force initiation



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



-0.518*** (0.103) -1.644** (0.547) 0.026 (0.156) -1.032* (0.495) -0.555*** (0.088) -1.548** (0.484) -0.075 (6.489) -0.076 (1.903) 61.793 (117.627) -0.003 (0.008) 5.351 (2.808) 5.587 (3.374) -0.541 (0.329) -0.210** (0.064)



-0.586*** (0.135) -1.870** (0.679) 0.231 (0.186) -0.749 (0.629) -0.545*** (0.101) -1.221* (0.585) 2.014 (7.051) -0.133 (2.563) 80.411 (124.739) -0.005 (0.009) 6.502 (3.523) 7.867 (4.133) -0.763 (0.404) -0.168* (0.081)



-0.543*** (0.078) -1.696*** (0.448) 0.087 (0.120) -1.622*** (0.354) -0.529*** (0.051) -1.887*** (0.347)



-0.607*** (0.101) -1.901*** (0.559) 0.232 (0.141) -1.432** (0.449) -0.535*** (0.058) -1.679*** (0.429)



-0.237*** (0.048) Israel 3.112*** (0.425) United States 1.650*** (0.325) Constant 0.343 -0.811 -56.139 -69.665 0.355 (0.540) (0.671) (28.779) (36.060) (0.528) Observations 130,083 130,083 110,073 110,073 130,083 Number of dyads 4,053 4,053 3,682 3,682 4,053 χ2 288.5*** 177.2*** 158.2*** 92.36*** 342.3*** Log likelihood -1247 -845.1 -817.4 -568.8 -1208 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Standard errors in parentheses. Models include random intercepts by dyad. Cubic polynomials and era dummy variables omitted from table.



-0.198** (0.061) 3.526*** (0.502) 1.849*** (0.388) -0.655 (0.657) 130,083 4,053 223.5*** -809.1



-0.594*** (0.118) -1.661** (0.543) 0.009 (0.152) -1.563** (0.528) -0.561*** (0.090) -1.257* (0.501) -0.804 (6.626) -1.318 (3.460) 63.436 (126.672) -0.000 (0.008) 5.072 (2.814) 4.876 (3.367) -0.473 (0.329) -0.207** (0.064) 3.403*** (0.699) 1.733*** (0.501) -53.249 (28.817) 110,073 3,682 178.3*** -797.5



-0.745*** (0.168) -1.901** (0.677) 0.221 (0.183) -1.475* (0.701) -0.571*** (0.108) -0.721 (0.623) 0.774 (7.423) -2.164 (4.708) 91.389 (140.211) -0.001 (0.010) 6.256 (3.597) 7.128 (4.190) -0.692 (0.410) -0.166* (0.081) 3.989*** (0.849) 2.363*** (0.627) -67.065 (36.767) 110,073 3,682 106.9*** -546.7



Initiator’s IDI t-1 Target’s Democracy-Dictatorshipt-1 Initiator IDI X Target DD Capability ratio t-1 ln Distance Weighted global S score t-1



-0.475*** (0.071) -1.785*** (0.465) 0.104 (0.126) -1.095** (0.343) -0.548*** (0.052) -1.876*** (0.331)



-0.497*** (0.090) -2.008*** (0.586) 0.253 (0.149) -0.801 (0.436) -0.557*** (0.061) -1.705*** (0.409)



-0.245*** (0.048)



-0.208*** (0.061)



Dyadic trade/initiator GDP t-1 Dyadic trade/target GDP t-1 Trade/GDP interaction Common IGO memberships t-1 Initiator ln GDP per capita t-1 Target ln GDP per capita t-1 GDP per capita interaction Years since dispute



A5. Monadic Specifications Given that our main argument suggests a monadic democratic peace for popular democracies, we present a monadic specification—that is, we present models excluding the interaction term for Initiator IDI X Target Polity. Importantly, we expect the association between each of these variables and conflict initiation to be conditional on the value of the other variable; however, a non-interactive model does allow us to examine whether there is prima-facie evidence in favor of a monadic popular peace. As Table A4 shows, our results are consistent in such a monadic specification. [Table A4 follows on next page]



Table A4. Random effects logit models omitting interaction term. MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



-0.481*** (0.069) -0.108*** (0.018) -0.648 (0.378) -0.570*** (0.056) -1.434*** (0.346)



-0.462*** (0.085) -0.094*** (0.021) -0.623 (0.465) -0.567*** (0.065) -1.222** (0.421)



-0.579*** (0.101) -0.090*** (0.020) -1.475** (0.474) -0.520*** (0.060) -1.170** (0.433)



-0.284*** (0.067)



-0.473*** (0.112) -0.085** (0.026) -0.510 (0.616) -0.506*** (0.099) -1.103 (0.570) 2.626 (6.677) 0.224 (1.366) 62.907 (118.259) -0.003 (0.009) 6.478 (3.523) 8.045 (4.149) -0.773 (0.405) -0.300*** (0.086)



-0.571*** (0.078) -0.104*** (0.017) -1.355*** (0.382) -0.528*** (0.052) -1.407*** (0.354)



-0.293*** (0.054)



-0.494*** (0.091) -0.100*** (0.021) -0.665 (0.493) -0.512*** (0.086) -1.362** (0.473) 1.435 (6.056) 0.301 (0.953) 46.827 (109.766) 0.000 (0.007) 5.611* (2.815) 6.449 (3.376) -0.622 (0.330) -0.296*** (0.069)



-0.283*** (0.054) Israel 3.174*** (0.431) United States 1.792*** (0.318) Constant 0.616 -0.669 -58.796* -69.536 0.608 (0.589) (0.729) (28.825) (36.069) (0.560) Observations 116,527 116,527 99,031 99,031 116,527 Number of dyads 3,467 3,467 3,295 3,295 3,467 χ2 252.8*** 155.8*** 152.5*** 94.45*** 326.4*** Log likelihood -1043 -738.2 -726.4 -513.7 -1002 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Standard errors in parentheses. Models include random intercepts by dyad. Cubic polynomials and era dummy variables omitted from table.



-0.269*** (0.067) 3.481*** (0.516) 2.084*** (0.393) -0.615 (0.700) 116,527 3,467 213.0*** -701.4



-0.589*** (0.105) -0.106*** (0.021) -1.273* (0.509) -0.496*** (0.083) -1.033* (0.478) 1.495 (5.773) 0.200 (1.492) 26.858 (109.119) 0.004 (0.008) 5.538* (2.796) 5.954 (3.329) -0.574 (0.325) -0.294*** (0.069) 3.382*** (0.648) 1.595*** (0.453) -57.922* (28.594) 99,031 3,295 179.9*** -704.7



-0.636*** (0.141) -0.092*** (0.026) -1.277 (0.658) -0.495*** (0.102) -0.666 (0.583) 2.417 (6.731) -0.219 (3.925) 46.945 (131.690) 0.002 (0.009) 6.629 (3.552) 7.646 (4.144) -0.735 (0.405) -0.300*** (0.087) 3.921*** (0.786) 2.039*** (0.582) -70.909 (36.313) 99,031 3,295 113.1*** -490.9



Initiator’s IDI t-1 Target’s Polity score t-1 Capability ratio t-1 ln Distance Weighted global S score t-1 Dyadic trade/initiator GDP t-1 Dyadic trade/target GDP t-1 Trade/GDP interaction Common IGO memberships t-1 Initiator ln GDP per capita t-1 Target ln GDP per capita t-1 GDP per capita interaction Years since dispute



A6. IDI Components The component variables in the IDI show strong unidimensionality. However, some aspects of popular democracy could drive peace more than others. Accordingly, we present additional specifications that break down (in Table A5) the legislative representation and voter access variables, and (in Table A6) completely disaggregate the IDI into its five component variables: electoral system (scaled to account for single-member district plurality vs. proportional representation, and incorporating district magnitude), universal suffrage, automatic registration, compulsory voting, and unicameral legislature. The results of models including legislative representation and voter access (both separately and together), presented in Table A5, provide evidence that both of these indicators are associated with a lower probability of MID initiation and use of force. The results of models examining all five component-variables, presented in Table A6,2 suggest that all five components, individually, are associated with a lower probability of conflict initiation. When including all five components in the same model, a more proportional electoral system and the presence of universal suffrage are most important to promote peace. However, these combined models are somewhat limited given the relatively high correlation between most IDI components. 3 Indeed, the presence of this correlation was in part the inspiration to create an additive index. [Tables A5 and A6 follow on the next pages]
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To save space, we examine only MID initiation in Table A6. However, results look nearly identical in models examining use of force. Notably, significance levels for each variable are unchanged. 3 The largest correlations are: electoral system-automatic registration: 0.84, electoral systemunicameral legislature: 0.5, compulsory voting-unicameral legislature: 0.41, electoral systemcompulsory voting: 0.15, and unicameral legislature-universal suffrage: 0.11.



Table A5. Random effects logit models including IDI component variables. MID initiation Voting access



-0.817** -1.546*** (0.298) (0.269) Legislative representation -1.045*** -0.634** (0.162) (0.213) Target Polity -0.134*** -0.132*** -0.147*** -0.141** (0.037) (0.025) (0.040) (0.045) Voting access X Target Polity 0.020 0.020 0.033 (0.022) (0.033) (0.026) Leg. rep. X Target Polity 0.017 0.006 (0.014) (0.019) Capability ratio -0.269 -0.931* -0.826* -0.306 (0.353) (0.384) (0.386) (0.431) ln Distance -0.541*** -0.567*** -0.564*** -0.540*** (0.052) (0.055) (0.054) (0.060) Global weighted S score -1.550*** -1.151** -1.222*** -1.299*** (0.326) (0.351) (0.348) (0.394) Years since dispute -0.284*** -0.305*** -0.292*** -0.266*** (0.055) (0.054) (0.054) (0.068) Years since dispute2 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013** (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) Years since dispute3 -0.000* -0.000* -0.000* -0.000* (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) Cold War -0.487* -0.374 -0.443* -0.351 (0.216) (0.216) (0.217) (0.276) War on Terror 0.777* 0.737* 0.754* 1.103* (0.370) (0.374) (0.372) (0.441) Constant 1.262* 0.631 1.385* 0.367 (0.614) (0.572) (0.624) (0.759) Observations 116,527 116,527 116,527 116,527 Number of dyads 3,467 3,467 3,467 3,467 χ2 280.7 261.2 275.8 184.2 Log likelihood -1040 -1037 -1032 -731.4 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Standard errors in parentheses. Models include random intercepts by dyad.



Use of force



-1.374*** (0.214)



-1.093*** (0.203) -0.136*** (0.031) 0.031 (0.016) -0.846 (0.470) -0.558*** (0.063) -0.905* (0.427) -0.300*** (0.067) 0.014** (0.004) -0.000* (0.000) -0.231 (0.275) 1.081* (0.447) -0.527 (0.710) 116,527 3,467 165.0 -734.3



-1.004** (0.367) -0.595* (0.263) -0.142** (0.046) 0.012 (0.038) 0.022 (0.022) -0.700 (0.473) -0.557*** (0.062) -0.994* (0.423) -0.277*** (0.068) 0.013** (0.004) -0.000* (0.000) -0.316 (0.276) 1.088* (0.444) 0.395 (0.767) 116,527 3,467 178.5 -728.4



Table A6. Random effects logit models including IDI component variables, DV = MID onset. Electoral system



-1.368*** (0.198)



Universal suffrage



-1.168* (0.510)



Automatic registration



-2.136*** (0.340)



Compulsory voting



-1.641** (0.572)



Unicameral legislature Target Polity Electoral system X Target Polity Universal suffrage X Target Polity Automatic registration X Target Polity Compulsory voting X Target Polity



-0.128*** (0.024) 0.019 (0.018)



-0.283 (0.145)



-0.116*** (0.022)



-0.102*** (0.018)



0.187 (0.145) 0.023 (0.031) 0.042 (0.055)



Unicameral legislature X Target Polity Capability ratio



-1.229** (0.393) -0.107*** (0.020)



-0.730* 0.279 -0.411 0.269 (0.371) (0.367) (0.369) (0.358) ln Distance -0.578*** -0.529*** -0.583*** -0.519*** (0.055) (0.058) (0.057) (0.056) Global weighted S score -1.194*** -1.866*** -1.549*** -1.948*** (0.345) (0.348) (0.337) (0.342) Years since dispute -0.306*** -0.294*** -0.303*** -0.306*** (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) (0.053) Years since dispute2 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.013*** 0.014*** (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) Years since dispute3 -0.000* -0.000* -0.000* -0.000** (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) Cold War -0.374 -0.361 -0.362 -0.291 (0.216) (0.217) (0.216) (0.214) War on Terror 0.746* 0.752* 0.749* 0.747* (0.374) (0.371) (0.373) (0.371) Constant 0.793 -0.408 0.382 -1.256* (0.564) (0.740) (0.560) (0.541) Observations 116,527 116,527 116,527 116,527 Number of dyads 3,467 3,467 3,467 3,467 χ2 271.8 214.5 258.6 222.0 Log likelihood -1034 -1068 -1038 -1063 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Standard errors in parentheses. Models include random intercepts by dyad.



0.013 (0.035) -0.248 (0.383) -0.538*** (0.058) -1.649*** (0.357) -0.302*** (0.054) 0.013*** (0.003) -0.000* (0.000) -0.339 (0.215) 0.729 (0.373) -1.054 (0.562) 116,527 3,467 214.4 -1062



-0.932* (0.410) -0.997* (0.502) -0.570 (0.688) -0.887 (0.581) -0.135 (0.425) -0.315* (0.145) 0.028 (0.035) 0.193 (0.145) -0.030 (0.060) 0.018 (0.056) 0.005 (0.041) -0.723 (0.393) -0.574*** (0.055) -1.218*** (0.352) -0.299*** (0.054) 0.013*** (0.003) -0.000* (0.000) -0.397 (0.219) 0.754* (0.373) 1.728* (0.733) 116,527 3,467 282.0 -1028



A7. Logit Models with Clustered Standard Errors Next, we present models that exclude random intercepts by dyad, instead clustering standard errors on the dyad. This alternate specification has been common in studies of dyadic conflict. As Table A7 shows, all of our primary results are robust to the use of this model. The primary difference portrayed in Table A7 is that the interaction term for Initiator IDI X Target Polity is positive and statistically significant in models including all additional explanatory variables (indicating trade levels, relative development, IGO membership, and identifying the United States and Israel). However, as discussed in the main text, the statistical significance of an interaction term in a nonlinear model provides little indication regarding the mutual conditionality of the constituent terms (e.g., Ai & Norton 2003l Norton, Wang, & Ai 2004). Substantive effects in these models look very similar to those presented in the main text. [Table A7 follows on next page]



Table A7. Logit models with standard errors clustered on the dyad. MID initiation Initiator’s IDI t-1



-0.495*** (0.072) -0.153*** (0.031) 0.011 (0.009) -0.513 (0.339) -0.470*** (0.045) -1.243** (0.397)



Use of force



MID initiation



Use of force



MID initiation



-0.561*** (0.126) -0.150*** (0.032) 0.012 (0.011) -0.959* (0.398) -0.381*** (0.102) -1.290** (0.500) -1.889 (2.934) 0.345 (0.205) 57.302 (62.336) 0.003 (0.008) 6.133* (2.944) 5.808 (3.463) -0.556 (0.335) -0.564*** (0.097)



-0.494*** (0.092) -0.155*** (0.037) 0.015 (0.010) -0.361 (0.406) -0.480*** (0.050) -1.007* (0.470)



-0.631*** (0.157) -0.160*** (0.036) 0.023 (0.012) -0.749 (0.515) -0.319*** (0.084) -1.266* (0.644) -0.082 (3.387) 0.400* (0.191) 87.643 (66.924) 0.007 (0.009) 8.220* (3.386) 8.504* (3.883) -0.814* (0.376) -0.554*** (0.123)



-0.621*** (0.090) -0.141*** (0.030) 0.015 (0.008) -1.302*** (0.335) -0.420*** (0.039) -1.395*** (0.355)



Use of force



MID initiation



-0.685*** -0.646*** (0.134) (0.112) Target’s Polity score t-1 -0.152*** -0.141*** (0.032) (0.035) Initiator IDI X Target Polity 0.013 0.019* (0.009) (0.009) Capability ratio t-1 -1.560*** -1.325** (0.437) (0.437) ln Distance -0.336*** -0.426*** (0.066) (0.044) Weighted global S score t-1 -1.006* -1.193** (0.470) (0.437) Dyadic trade/initiator GDP t-1 0.092 (2.443) Dyadic trade/target GDP t-1 0.336 (0.355) Trade/GDP interaction 22.980 (48.217) Common IGO memberships t-1 0.009 (0.008) Initiator ln GDP per capita t-1 6.577** (2.045) Target ln GDP per capita t-1 6.123* (2.463) GDP per capita interaction -0.585* (0.241) Years since dispute -0.481*** -0.475*** -0.391*** -0.503*** -0.372*** (0.069) (0.086) (0.074) (0.098) (0.089) Israel 2.906*** 3.564*** 3.158*** (0.331) (0.516) (0.396) United States 1.675*** 1.156** 1.969*** (0.321) (0.403) (0.380) Constant 2.771*** -61.276* 2.146** -84.177* 1.896** -66.734** 1.055 (0.640) (30.983) (0.803) (35.149) (0.676) (20.929) (0.765) Observations 116,527 99,031 116,527 99,031 116,527 99,031 116,527 χ2 395.9*** 634.1*** 315.2*** 660.8*** 667.8*** 854.7*** 425.1*** Log likelihood -1111 -769.1 -788.9 -544.1 -1033 -730.8 -720.7 *** p≤0.001 ** p≤0.01 * p≤0.05, two-tailed tests. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Cubic polynomials and era dummy variables omitted from table.



Use of force -0.757*** (0.174) -0.161*** (0.036) 0.021* (0.011) -1.578* (0.617) -0.309*** (0.066) -0.751 (0.568) 1.690 (2.739) 0.235 (0.983) 37.857 (56.444) 0.012 (0.009) 7.585** (2.905) 7.498* (3.384) -0.717* (0.330) -0.490*** (0.118) 3.856*** (0.641) 1.528** (0.468) -78.309** (29.756) 99,031 851.0*** -508.5



A8. Probability changes from interaction Finally, we present the probabilities and changes therein associated with our interactions. These estimates show a number of important patterns. First, when the target is among the most autocratic states, the initiator’s change from most elite to most popular democracy is associated with a statistically significant decrease in the probability of MID onset in median dyads (p


Polity increases (p


Table A8. Probability changes to demonstrate interaction effect. Target Polity = -10



p(MID) at IDI = 0 p(MID) at IDI = 6 Change in p(MID) given change from IDI=0 to IDI=6



p(use) at IDI = 0 p(use) at IDI = 6 Change in p(use) given change from IDI=0 to IDI=6



p(MID) at IDI = 0 p(MID) at IDI = 6 Change in p(MID) given change from IDI=0 to IDI=6



p(use) at IDI = 0 p(use) at IDI = 6 Change in p(use) given change from IDI=0 to IDI=6



0.0006834 p


Target Polity = Difference from 10 Polity = -10 to Polity = 10 Median dyads 0.0000508 -0.0006325 p


-0.000357 p


S score at 5th percentile 0.0013228 0.0000985 -0.0012244 p


0.000043 p


-0.0006165 p


References Ai, Chunrong R., and Edward C. Norton. 2003. “Interaction Terms in Logit and Probit Models. Economic Letters 80 (1): 123-129. Barbieri, Katherine, Omar M. G. Keshk, and Brian Pollins. 2009. “Trading Data: Evaluating our Assumptions and Coding Rules.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 26(5): 471491. Pevehouse, Jon C., Timothy Nordstrom, and Kevin Warnke. 2004. "The COW-2 International Organizations Dataset Version 2.0," Conflict Management and Peace Science 21(2): 101119. Heston, Alan, Robert Summers and Bettina Aten. 2012. “Penn World Table Version 7.1.” Center for International Comparisons of Production, Income and Prices at the University of Pennsylvania. URL: http://pwt.econ.upenn.edu/. Norton, Edward C., Hua Wang, and Chunrong Ai. 2004. “Computing Interaction Effects and Standard Errors in Logit and Probit Models.” The Stata Journal 4 (2): 154-167.



























[image: Supplemental Appendix for]
Supplemental Appendix for












[image: Supplemental Appendix]
Supplemental Appendix












[image: SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX Structural Change and ...]
SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX Structural Change and ...












[image: Online Appendix Supplemental Material for â€œA Moment ...]
Online Appendix Supplemental Material for â€œA Moment ...












[image: Supplemental Appendix for â€œCenters of Gravity ...]
Supplemental Appendix for â€œCenters of Gravity ...












[image: Supplemental Appendix for â€œSending a Message: The ...]
Supplemental Appendix for â€œSending a Message: The ...












[image: Supplemental Information Appendix 01 - Useful Equations r5.pdf ...]
Supplemental Information Appendix 01 - Useful Equations r5.pdf ...












[image: Supplemental Appendix to â€œRobust Contracts in ...]
Supplemental Appendix to â€œRobust Contracts in ...












[image: Supplemental Appendix to â€œInterpreting Regression ...]
Supplemental Appendix to â€œInterpreting Regression ...












[image: Supplemental irrigation]
Supplemental irrigation












[image: Supplemental irrigation]
Supplemental irrigation












[image: Supplemental Material for Entanglement's Benefit ...]
Supplemental Material for Entanglement's Benefit ...












[image: APPENDIX for LABORATORY 3 SHEET APPENDIX A]
APPENDIX for LABORATORY 3 SHEET APPENDIX A












[image: ONLINE APPENDIX for]
ONLINE APPENDIX for












[image: Online Appendix for - Harvard University]
Online Appendix for - Harvard University












[image: Online Appendix for - Harvard University]
Online Appendix for - Harvard University












[image: Internet Appendix for - Lu Zhang]
Internet Appendix for - Lu Zhang












[image: Online Appendix for]
Online Appendix for












[image: WEB APPENDIX FOR]
WEB APPENDIX FOR












[image: Supplemental Salary.pdf]
Supplemental Salary.pdf












[image: Supplemental Application.pdf]
Supplemental Application.pdf












[image: supplemental material.pdf]
supplemental material.pdf












[image: Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne]
Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne












[image: Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne]
Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne















Supplemental Appendix for






We code these variables using data from Pevehouse, Nordstrom, & Warnke (2004). .... Australia. Japan. Israel. Iceland. Denmark. Norway. Sweden. Finland. Italy .... following criteria: (1) direct election of the executive (or indirect selection via ... 






 Download PDF 



















 373KB Sizes
 2 Downloads
 256 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix for 

compose only a small part of dyadic trade â€“ particularly if the commodity holds strategic value. 4 Use of rare events logit models are justified because MID ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix 

Feb 17, 2018 - âˆ—Cattaneo gratefully acknowledges financial support from the National Science Foundation through grants SES- ..... We employ Assumption SA-5 (in Part III below), which complements Assumption SA-3 (in ..... Under Assumption SA-2, the 














[image: alt]





SUPPLEMENTAL APPENDIX Structural Change and ... 

Building, University Park, Nottingham NG7 2RD, UK. ..... with T âˆ’ 1 year dummies; 2FE â€” OLS with country and time dummies; FD â€” OLS with variables in first.














[image: alt]





Online Appendix Supplemental Material for â€œA Moment ... 

Aug 3, 2013 - as T â†’ âˆž. In Proposition 1 below, we show that calculating the transition probabilities using the continuous distribution functions does not always deliver meaningful approximations. In particular, Tauchen's (1986) method fails to a














[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix for â€œCenters of Gravity ... 

Apr 6, 2016 - to .8, which is close to the maximum in our data)â€“increasing .... avoid dyadic models in our primary analysis because we likely violate a number ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix for â€œSending a Message: The ... 

Feb 29, 2012 - The presidential term dummy variables, election year dummy variable, and presidential approval variable are meant to address the potential ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Information Appendix 01 - Useful Equations r5.pdf ... 

... Development Foundation. â€¢ AFD African Development Fund. â€¢ AFD Aft Flight Deck. â€¢ AFD Agence FranÃ§aise de DÃ©veloppement (French Development Agency).














[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix to â€œRobust Contracts in ... 

Mar 2, 2016 - model with risk aversion only and compare the solution with our robust contracting solution. ... 857-998-2329, Email: [email protected].














[image: alt]





Supplemental Appendix to â€œInterpreting Regression ... 

Mar 23, 2016 - S. Africa Age. Child Outcomes. 3. Litschig and Morrison (2013) ...... Papay, John P, John B Willett, and Richard J Murnane. 2011. â€œExtending the ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental irrigation 

Rain-fed agriculture accounts for about 80% of the world's farmland and two- ... of water during critical crop growth stages â€“ can substantially increase yield and water ..... Lentil, Chickpeas and faba beans grown under supplemental irrigation pro














[image: alt]





Supplemental irrigation 

Rain-fed agriculture accounts for about 80% of the world's farmland and two- ... of water during critical crop growth stages â€“ can substantially increase yield and water ..... Lentil, Chickpeas and faba beans grown under supplemental irrigation pro














[image: alt]





Supplemental Material for Entanglement's Benefit ... 

are associated with the modes Alice and Eve measure, respectively, from a single signal-idler mode pair, where the Â± superscripts here and elsewhere in the figure represent Bob's Â±1 (0 or Ï€ rad) binary phase- shift keying (BPSK) modulation. The tr














[image: alt]





APPENDIX for LABORATORY 3 SHEET APPENDIX A 

An Interrupt Service Routine (ISR) or Interrupt Handler is a piece of code that should be executed when an interrupt is triggered. Usually each enabled interrupt has its own ISR. In. AVR assembly language each ISR MUST end with the RETI instruction w














[image: alt]





ONLINE APPENDIX for 

Dec 6, 2017 - that acquired other stores, whereas. â€œOtherâ€� denotes chains in mark ets with mergers that did not participate in the merger. All sp ecifications include a con stan t and store and time. (quarter) fixed effects. Columns. 5 to. 8 also














[image: alt]





Online Appendix for - Harvard University 

Notice first that solving program (5), we obtain the following optimal choice of investment by the ... 1âˆ’Î± . Plugging this express into the marginal contribution function r (m) = Ï� Î± ...... Year started .... (2002), we obtained a master-list of 














[image: alt]





Online Appendix for - Harvard University 

As pointed out in the main text, we can express program (7) as a standard calculus of variation problem where the firm chooses the real-value function v that ...














[image: alt]





Internet Appendix for - Lu Zhang 

âˆ—Fisher College of Business, The Ohio State University, 820 Fisher Hall, 2100 Neil ... â€ Lindner College of Business, University of Cincinnati, 405 Lindner Hall, ...














[image: alt]





Online Appendix for 

where Âµi â‰¡ Â¯Î±i âˆ’ Â¯ci. Solving the FOCs gives ei = qi,. (A.1) qi = Âµi âˆ’ Ï� n. âˆ‘ j=1 bijqj + Ï† n. âˆ‘ j=1 aijqj,. (A.2) or, in vector-matrix form, e = q, q = Âµ âˆ’ Ï�Bq + Ï†Aq. Therefore, there exists a unique Nash equilibrium with the e














[image: alt]





WEB APPENDIX FOR 

For this level of Î¸ and above, the ruler centralizes the entire territory. .... are log area, major river, agricultural constraints, distance to coast, elevation, malaria, ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Salary.pdf 

Director, High School Musical (1 per year; no others) 10.00%. Director, High School Plays (Maximum of 2 plays per year) 4.00%/play. Director, MS Drama (1 per ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Application.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps ... Supplemental Application.pdf. Supplemental Application.pdf. Open.














[image: alt]





supplemental material.pdf 

Whoops! There was a problem loading more pages. Retrying... Whoops! There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. supplemental material.pdf. supplemental 














[image: alt]





Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne 

... and Python with MPI [1]) for the model is available from https://sites.google. ... Figures S1, S2 and S3 show the fractions of cooperators, average number of ...














[image: alt]





Supplemental Material - University of Melbourne 

... and Python with MPI [1]) for the model is available from https://sites.google. ... Figures S1, S2 and S3 show the fractions of cooperators, average number of ...


























×
Report Supplemental Appendix for





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















