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Study 1

Main Effects

Core Results

Table A.1 displays the results in full from Figure 1 in the main text, along with an

additional model (Model 4) that includes an index dependent variable measuring support

for punitive action against the foreign country.1 Per the main text, we find statistically

significant support for both the democratic and left/right peace (p < 0.05). Additionally,

the significant effect holds if instead of OLS we utilize an ordered logit model. We find

no evidence that a foreign country’s race or its level of trade with the US significantly

impacts support for the use of force. The results provide some inconsistent evidence for

the argument that being an ally of the US reduces support for the use of force, but the

effect is only statistically significant at the 5% level for our sanctions measure. Many of

the control variables also have effects that are intuitive. For example, respondents that

are more hawkish or have greater concern about nuclear proliferation are generally more

supportive of punitive action against the foreign country.

1This is calculated by adding support for a military attack, regime change, and sanctions, and then
dividing by three.
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Table A.1: Core Results

(1) (2) (3) (4)
OLS OLS OLS OLS

Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index
(5-Point) (5-Point) (5-Point) (5-Point)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.158∗∗ -0.233∗∗∗ -0.169∗∗∗ -0.187∗∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.064) (0.049)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.148∗∗ -0.140∗∗ -0.196∗∗∗ -0.161∗∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.026 -0.026 -0.032 -0.011
(0.068) (0.064) (0.064) (0.049)

Alliance w/ US -0.125∗ -0.068 -0.147∗∗ -0.114∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

High Trade w/ US -0.030 -0.027 -0.067 -0.042
(0.067) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

Hawkishness 0.245∗∗∗ 0.205∗∗∗ 0.018 0.156∗∗∗
(0.045) (0.043) (0.044) (0.033)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.201∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗ 0.104∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033) (0.026)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.051 -0.000 0.143∗∗∗ 0.030
(0.035) (0.033) (0.033) (0.025)

Ethnocentrism 0.169∗∗∗ 0.229∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗
(0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.019)

Female 0.100 0.067 -0.157∗∗ 0.003
(0.070) (0.067) (0.067) (0.050)

Education -0.034 -0.062∗∗∗ -0.014 -0.037∗∗
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.015)

Income -0.003 0.002 0.005 0.001
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Age -0.007∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White -0.014 -0.048 0.130∗ 0.023
(0.079) (0.078) (0.074) (0.057)

Religiosity 0.044∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.036∗ 0.049∗∗∗
(0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.015)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.020 -0.025 -0.031 -0.012
(0.020) (0.020) (0.019) (0.015)

Constant 1.447∗∗∗ 1.615∗∗∗ 1.905∗∗∗ 1.656∗∗∗
(0.260) (0.247) (0.251) (0.187)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Substantive Effect Sizes

Table A.2 illustrates that in addition to the democratic and left/right peace effects

being statistically significant, they are also substantively significant. The models display

odds ratios from a series of logistic regression models rather than normal coefficients

from OLS models. Odds ratios should be interpreted relative to 1. Odds ratios below 1

indicate that the variable reduces support for punitive action and ratios above 1 indicate

that the variables increases support for punitive action. For example, the odds ratio of

0.792 in Model 1 for the first variable indicates that when respondents and the foreign

country have the same left-right ideology support for a military attack is about 21% lower

than when they have different left-right ideologies. Note that the effects are estimated

somewhat less precisely (i.e., the p-values are a bit higher) since for this analysis we

collapse the 5-point dependent variable in binary dependent variables, which reduces the

amount of variation we are able to measure. However, our index measure in Model 4

shows that the left/right peace is statistically significant at the 5% level, and the p-value

is exactly 0.01 so it is almost significant at the 1% level.
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Table A.2: Substantive Effects

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logistic Logistic Logistic Logistic

Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index
(Binary) (Binary) (Binary) (Binary)

Same Left-Right Ideology 0.792∗ 0.708∗∗ 0.698∗∗∗ 0.730∗∗
(0.095) (0.098) (0.083) (0.089)

Democratic Foreign Country 0.820∗ 0.828 0.766∗∗ 0.670∗∗∗
(0.098) (0.114) (0.091) (0.081)

Non-White Foreign Country 1.010 0.893 0.958 0.890
(0.121) (0.123) (0.114) (0.109)

Alliance w/ US 0.879 0.937 0.763∗∗ 0.865
(0.106) (0.131) (0.091) (0.106)

High Trade w/ US 0.915 0.912 0.827 1.009
(0.109) (0.127) (0.098) (0.122)

Hawkishness 1.452∗∗∗ 1.497∗∗∗ 1.016 1.442∗∗∗
(0.111) (0.138) (0.074) (0.109)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 1.483∗∗∗ 1.249∗∗∗ 1.308∗∗∗ 1.326∗∗∗
(0.111) (0.106) (0.085) (0.095)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.994 1.168∗∗ 1.395∗∗∗ 1.108∗
(0.060) (0.084) (0.087) (0.069)

Ethnocentrism 1.211∗∗∗ 1.392∗∗∗ 1.015 1.307∗∗∗
(0.056) (0.075) (0.047) (0.063)

Female 1.111 1.096 0.722∗∗∗ 0.957
(0.138) (0.158) (0.089) (0.120)

Education 0.965 0.928∗ 0.989 0.930∗∗
(0.034) (0.039) (0.036) (0.034)

Income 0.998 1.008 1.012 1.012
(0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010)

Age 0.991∗∗ 0.989∗∗∗ 1.018∗∗∗ 0.998
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

White 0.948 0.850 1.221 1.041
(0.133) (0.140) (0.170) (0.152)

Religiosity 1.045 1.151∗∗∗ 1.059 1.101∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.048) (0.040) (0.040)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 1.032 0.958 0.960 1.014
(0.036) (0.038) (0.034) (0.036)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Coefficient are odds ratios. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Using Different Measures of Ideological Alignment

Table A.3 demonstrates that the left/right peace effect holds when utilizing different

measures of ideological alignment. In our main models (e.g., see Table A.1), we exclude

respondents that received no information about the foreign country’s left-right ideology so

that we can have a starker comparison between countries with clearly similar and different

ideologies than respondents. For Model 1 in Table A.3 we add those respondents back

into the analysis (which significantly increases the sample size) and code them as not

having the same left-right ideology as the foreign country. The results are robust to this

change.

In our main models we code respondents as having the same ideological alignment

as the foreign country if either (a) they consider themselves a “Democrat” and the foreign

country is left-wing, or (b) they consider themselves a “Republican” and the foreign

country is right-wing. If respondents initially identified as “Independents” or “Other,”

then we exclude them from the analysis. We believe including the strongest partisans in

our initial analysis makes sense as an easier test of our theoretical expectations. However,

do our results hold if we include weaker partisans in the analysis? If respondents initially

identified as “Independents” or “Other,” then we asked them a follow-up question about

whether they think of themselves as closer to the Democratic Party, the Republican Party,

or neither. For Model 2 in Table A.3, we also include respondents that identified with one

of the two parties in this follow-up question. The left/right peace is robust to including

these weaker partisans in the analysis.

If respondents answered “neither” in this follow-up question about political iden-

tification, then we asked them a second follow-up question that forced them to choose

whether they feel closer to the Democratic or Republican Party. For Model 3 in Table

A.3 we include even these weakest partisans in our analysis and find the core left/right

peace result holds.

Instead of using respondent political identification (Democrat or Republican) to

measure similarity or difference in terms of left-right orientation with the foreign country,

in Model 4 of Table A.3 we utilize whether respondents identify as left-wing/liberal or

5



right-wing/conservative.2 The left/right peace also holds for this test.

All of the above tests use a standalone binary measure of ideological similarity

between the respondent and the foreign country to test the left/right peace. In Model 5

of Table A.3 we instead interact an 8-point measure of respondent political identification

(strong Democrat to strong Republican) with a binary measure of whether the foreign

country is right-wing. The negative and statistically significant interaction effect means

that support for punitive action against the foreign country is lower when it is right-wing

and the respondent is a stronger Republican. In other words, the left/right peace effect

holds when using an interaction variable approach.

These findings also hold when, instead of using the index measure of support for

punitive action against the foreign country, we estimate separate models for military

action, regime change, and sanctions.3

2Of course, this measure is highly correlated with our main measure of ideological similarity using respon-
dent political identification (ρ = 0.799).

3Note also that in these alternative models the effect for having an alliance with the US becomes stronger
(possibly due to the increased sample size), whereas the effect for the foreign country’s race and trade
with the US remains null.
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Table A.3: Using Different Measures of Ideological Alignment

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Support for Punitive Action (Index)

Same Left-Right Ideology (Including No Foreign Country Ideology) -0.126∗∗∗
(0.036)

Same Left-Right Ideology (Broader Measure Using Respondent PID) -0.181∗∗∗
(0.045)

Same Left-Right Ideology (Broadest Measure Using Respondent PID) -0.158∗∗∗
(0.042)

Same Left-Right Ideology (Using Respondent Left-Wing/Right-Wing) -0.199∗∗∗
(0.055)

Right-Wing Country × Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) -0.058∗∗∗
(0.015)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.112∗∗∗ -0.149∗∗∗ -0.138∗∗∗ -0.142∗∗ -0.136∗∗∗
(0.034) (0.045) (0.042) (0.055) (0.042)

Non-White Foreign Country -0.016 -0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.002
(0.034) (0.045) (0.042) (0.056) (0.042)

Alliance w/ US -0.065∗ -0.144∗∗∗ -0.119∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗ -0.117∗∗∗
(0.034) (0.045) (0.042) (0.055) (0.042)

High Trade w/ US -0.029 -0.055 -0.061 -0.064 -0.061
(0.034) (0.045) (0.042) (0.056) (0.042)

Hawkishness 0.169∗∗∗ 0.149∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗ 0.137∗∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗
(0.023) (0.031) (0.029) (0.036) (0.030)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.126∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.127∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗
(0.018) (0.024) (0.022) (0.031) (0.022)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.008 0.034 0.021 0.045 0.022
(0.017) (0.023) (0.021) (0.029) (0.021)

Ethnocentrism 0.135∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.155∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗ 0.159∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.018) (0.017) (0.022) (0.017)

Female 0.004 -0.010 -0.034 -0.012 -0.036
(0.035) (0.046) (0.043) (0.056) (0.043)

Education -0.022∗∗ -0.039∗∗∗ -0.038∗∗∗ -0.057∗∗∗ -0.042∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.014) (0.013) (0.018) (0.013)

Income 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.007 -0.001
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)

Age -0.003∗∗ -0.002 -0.002 -0.003∗ -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

White -0.038 0.017 0.016 0.092 0.030
(0.039) (0.052) (0.049) (0.069) (0.050)

Religiosity 0.026∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗ 0.037∗∗∗ 0.048∗∗∗ 0.040∗∗∗
(0.011) (0.014) (0.013) (0.017) (0.014)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception -0.022∗∗ -0.008 -0.018 -0.012 -0.016
(0.010) (0.014) (0.013) (0.018) (0.013)

Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) 0.017
(0.012)

Right-Wing Country 0.342∗∗∗
(0.077)

Constant 1.806∗∗∗ 1.705∗∗∗ 1.764∗∗∗ 1.667∗∗∗ 1.507∗∗∗
(0.129) (0.173) (0.161) (0.213) (0.167)

Observations 2575 1509 1696 1034 1696
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Subsetting By the Other Treatments

How general is the left/right peace effect? For example, does it hold when the

foreign country is a democracy, or only when it is a non-democracy? To test this, we con-

ducted a series of subsetting analyses in Table A.4. We find the left/right peace remains

statistically significant when we subset the data to include only democratic foreign coun-

tries (Model 1), non-democratic foreign countries (Model 2), predominantly non-white

foreign countries (Model 3), predominantly white foreign countries (Model 4), allies of

the US (Model 5), non-allies of the US (Model 6), foreign countries with high levels of

trade with the US (Model 7), and foreign countries with low levels of trade with the US

(Model 8). The stability of the left/right peace across these tests builds confidence in the

finding.

Table A.4: Subsetting by the Other Treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Index Measure of Support for Punitive Action

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.194∗∗∗ -0.165∗∗ -0.201∗∗∗ -0.183∗∗∗ -0.225∗∗∗ -0.154∗∗ -0.217∗∗∗ -0.170∗∗
(0.072) (0.067) (0.070) (0.069) (0.071) (0.067) (0.068) (0.069)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.059 -0.260∗∗∗ -0.209∗∗∗ -0.116∗ -0.250∗∗∗ -0.081
(0.070) (0.068) (0.070) (0.069) (0.070) (0.069)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.090 -0.102 -0.028 -0.010 0.049 -0.053
(0.071) (0.067) (0.071) (0.069) (0.069) (0.070)

Alliance w/ US -0.152∗∗ -0.065 -0.110 -0.120∗ -0.113 -0.112
(0.073) (0.067) (0.072) (0.068) (0.070) (0.069)

High Trade w/ US -0.129∗ 0.031 0.011 -0.074 -0.033 -0.046
(0.073) (0.065) (0.071) (0.068) (0.071) (0.068)

Hawkishness 0.126∗∗ 0.179∗∗∗ 0.185∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗ 0.111∗∗ 0.199∗∗∗ 0.104∗∗ 0.205∗∗∗
(0.050) (0.043) (0.052) (0.043) (0.049) (0.045) (0.046) (0.048)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.115∗∗∗ 0.142∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.121∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗ 0.169∗∗∗
(0.040) (0.036) (0.039) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.038)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.025 0.041 0.050 0.013 0.031 0.033 0.017 0.052
(0.036) (0.034) (0.034) (0.037) (0.035) (0.037) (0.034) (0.036)

Ethnocentrism 0.156∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.148∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗ 0.169∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.028) (0.026) (0.029) (0.026) (0.028) (0.027)
(0.076) (0.067) (0.073) (0.071) (0.072) (0.072) (0.069) (0.073)

Education -0.043∗∗ -0.025 -0.032 -0.041∗ -0.027 -0.043∗∗ -0.034 -0.039∗
(0.022) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)

Income 0.004 -0.001 -0.003 0.006 -0.002 0.004 -0.002 0.003
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)

Age -0.005∗∗ 0.002 -0.004 -0.000 -0.003 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White 0.066 -0.025 0.054 -0.005 0.050 -0.007 0.031 0.013
(0.082) (0.078) (0.081) (0.081) (0.086) (0.076) (0.080) (0.081)

Religiosity 0.074∗∗∗ 0.026 0.049∗∗ 0.053∗∗ 0.049∗∗ 0.053∗∗ 0.043∗ 0.056∗∗∗
(0.022) (0.021) (0.023) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception -0.020 0.000 -0.027 0.000 -0.037∗ 0.009 -0.003 -0.020
(0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.020) (0.023)

Constant 1.755∗∗∗ 1.335∗∗∗ 1.703∗∗∗ 1.613∗∗∗ 1.966∗∗∗ 1.233∗∗∗ 2.020∗∗∗ 1.238∗∗∗
(0.275) (0.245) (0.263) (0.262) (0.265) (0.265) (0.258) (0.264)

Observations 640 674 638 676 629 685 635 679
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Democratic Peace Robustness

Table A.5 demonstrates that the democratic peace remains robust to including

all respondents (including independents) in the analysis. The null results for the left-

wing and right-wing country variables were expected given that we had no pre-registered

hypotheses about whether support for punitive action among all respondents would be

higher or lower for left-wing/right-wing countries relative to when the country’s left-right

orientation was not stated. Instead, our theory expects to see differences depending

on whether the respondent’s ideology and that of the foreign country are the same or

different.
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Table A.5: Democratic Peace Robustness to Including All Respondents

(1) (2) (3) (4)
OLS OLS OLS OLS

Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index
(5-Point) (5-Point) (5-Point) (5-Point)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.103∗∗ -0.089∗∗ -0.131∗∗∗ -0.108∗∗∗
(0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.034)

Right-Wing Country 0.015 0.015 0.048 0.026
(0.057) (0.054) (0.054) (0.040)

Left-Wing Country -0.089 -0.044 -0.071 -0.068
(0.059) (0.055) (0.056) (0.042)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.021 -0.022 -0.036 -0.012
(0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.034)

Alliance w/ US -0.067 -0.047 -0.074∗ -0.063∗
(0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.034)

High Trade w/ US -0.070 -0.043 0.028 -0.028
(0.047) (0.045) (0.045) (0.034)

Stronger Republican -0.013 0.000 -0.019∗∗ -0.011
(0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007)

Hawkishness 0.249∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.065∗∗ 0.173∗∗∗
(0.033) (0.031) (0.031) (0.024)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.178∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.116∗∗∗ 0.126∗∗∗
(0.025) (0.023) (0.023) (0.018)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.076∗∗∗ -0.020 0.120∗∗∗ 0.008
(0.024) (0.023) (0.023) (0.017)

Ethnocentrism 0.157∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗ 0.137∗∗∗
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.015)

Female 0.055 0.051 -0.091∗ 0.005
(0.049) (0.047) (0.046) (0.035)

Education -0.033∗∗ -0.051∗∗∗ 0.009 -0.025∗∗
(0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Income -0.003 -0.004 0.007∗ 0.000
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

Age -0.008∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

White -0.074 -0.100∗ 0.108∗∗ -0.022
(0.057) (0.056) (0.054) (0.041)

Religiosity 0.034∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.001 0.028∗∗
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.011)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.002 -0.026∗ -0.042∗∗∗ -0.022∗∗
(0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.010)

Constant 1.838∗∗∗ 1.718∗∗∗ 1.811∗∗∗ 1.789∗∗∗
(0.179) (0.170) (0.177) (0.131)

Observations 2575 2575 2575 2575
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

10



Mechanisms

Mediation Analysis

To assess potential mechanisms we follow the procedure outlined by Imai, Keele,

and Tingley (2010). First—in Models 1, 3, and 5 in Table A.6—we assess whether the two

core treatments of interest (democracy and left-right orientation) impact three potential

mechanisms explaining the democratic and left/right peace effects: (1) threat perceptions

towards the foreign country, (2) beliefs about whether it is morally wrong to attack the

foreign country, and (3) attitudes about whether the foreign country’s domestic policies

are ethical and wise. When respondents have the same left-right ideology as the foreign

country. they are less likely to perceive it as a threat (Model 1) and more likely to

believe that its domestic policies are ethical and wise (Model 5). However, there is a

null effect for the morality of an attack (Model 3). While the foreign country being

a democracy increases perceptions that a military attack against it would be immoral

(Model 3) and that its domestic policies are ethical and wise (Model 5), it does not lower

threat perceptions (Model 1).4 We also find no evidence that the race, alliance, or trade

treatments impact these mechanisms.

Second—again following the procedure proposed by Imai, Keele, and Tingley (2010)—

we assess in Models 2, 4, and 6 whether the mechanisms have a significant effect on our

key dependent variable (support for punitive action against the foreign country). We find

statistically significant evidence that they do. Putting these results together in a formal

causal mediation model (Hicks and Tingley 2011), we find significant evidence that threat

perceptions and views about the foreign country’s domestic policies mediate the left/right

peace and beliefs about the morality of an attack and views about the foreign country’s

domestic policies mediate the democratic peace. Threat perceptions mediate about 50%

of the effect of the left/right peace and views about the morality of an attack mediate

around 39% of the democratic peace.5

4This null effect holds even if we include all respondents (including Indendents) in the analysis.
5These estimates are generated using the mediation package in STATA (Hicks and Tingley 2011).
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Table A.6: Mediation Analysis

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Perceived Punitive Attacking Morally Punitive Domestic Punitive
Threat Index Wrong Index Policies Index

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.163∗∗∗ -0.092∗∗ 0.007 -0.185∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗ -0.160∗∗∗
(0.045) (0.041) (0.067) (0.044) (0.053) (0.050)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.062 -0.125∗∗∗ 0.192∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗ 0.159∗∗∗ -0.150∗∗∗
(0.046) (0.041) (0.067) (0.044) (0.053) (0.049)

Perceived Threat of Foreign Country 0.584∗∗∗
(0.028)

Morally Wrong to Attack Foreign Country -0.324∗∗∗
(0.021)

Foreign Country’s Domestic Policies Wise/Ethical -0.069∗∗
(0.028)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.035 -0.031 0.068 0.011 0.029 -0.009
(0.046) (0.041) (0.067) (0.044) (0.053) (0.049)

Alliance w/ US -0.046 -0.087∗∗ 0.071 -0.091∗∗ -0.032 -0.116∗∗
(0.045) (0.041) (0.067) (0.044) (0.053) (0.049)

High Trade w/ US 0.034 -0.061 -0.030 -0.051 0.081 -0.036
(0.045) (0.041) (0.067) (0.043) (0.053) (0.049)

Hawkishness 0.166∗∗∗ 0.059∗∗ -0.233∗∗∗ 0.081∗∗∗ 0.037 0.159∗∗∗
(0.030) (0.028) (0.046) (0.028) (0.035) (0.033)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.148∗∗∗ 0.041∗ -0.079∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.032 0.130∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.023) (0.035) (0.024) (0.027) (0.026)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.005 0.034 0.053 0.048∗∗ 0.055∗∗ 0.034
(0.022) (0.022) (0.035) (0.022) (0.028) (0.025)

Ethnocentrism 0.127∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗∗ 0.027 0.162∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.164∗∗∗
(0.019) (0.017) (0.029) (0.018) (0.021) (0.019)

Female 0.158∗∗∗ -0.089∗∗ 0.057 0.022 -0.035 0.001
(0.047) (0.043) (0.070) (0.044) (0.055) (0.050)

Education -0.019 -0.025∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ -0.015 0.013 -0.036∗∗
(0.013) (0.013) (0.021) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015)

Income 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.001
(0.004) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

Age -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 0.001 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

White -0.060 0.058 -0.052 0.006 -0.116∗ 0.015
(0.054) (0.050) (0.078) (0.054) (0.062) (0.057)

Religiosity 0.034∗∗ 0.030∗∗ 0.001 0.050∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.013) (0.021) (0.014) (0.017) (0.015)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.003 -0.014 0.003 -0.011 0.024 -0.010
(0.014) (0.013) (0.020) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015)

Constant 1.939∗∗∗ 0.522∗∗∗ 3.518∗∗∗ 2.796∗∗∗ 1.725∗∗∗ 1.775∗∗∗
(0.170) (0.169) (0.261) (0.196) (0.202) (0.196)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Disaggregating the Threat Perception Index

In Model 1 in Table A.6 we utilized an index measure of threat perceptions towards

a foreign country. In Table A.7 we disaggregate the index and demonstrate that threat

perceptions are lower for each of its component variables when the respondent’s left-right

lean and that of the foreign country match. The measures of threat perceptions are all

from Tomz and Weeks’ (2013) seminal study. Model 1 measures the extent to which

respondents agree that if the US does not attack the foreign country will build nuclear

weapons. Models 2 and 3 assess whether respondents believe the foreign country will

threaten to use nuclear weapons against another country (Model 2) or the US/its allies

(Model 3) if the US does not attack. Models 4 and 5 evaluate whether respondents think

in the absence of a US attack the foreign country will actually launch a nuclear attack

against other countries (Model 4) or the US/its allies (Model 5). Note also that we find

no consistent evidence that the other treatments—including regime type—impact threat

perceptions, even here when we disaggregate the index.
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Table A.7: Disaggregating the Threat Perception Index

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Build Threaten Threaten Attack Attack
Nukes Other Countries US/Allies Other Countries US/Allies

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.108∗∗ -0.160∗∗∗ -0.203∗∗∗ -0.144∗∗ -0.199∗∗∗
(0.053) (0.054) (0.059) (0.057) (0.059)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.000 -0.126∗∗ -0.088 -0.081 -0.016
(0.053) (0.055) (0.059) (0.057) (0.060)

Non-White Foreign Country -0.021 0.073 0.052 0.046 0.026
(0.054) (0.055) (0.059) (0.058) (0.060)

Alliance w/ US -0.034 -0.033 -0.116∗ 0.003 -0.049
(0.053) (0.054) (0.059) (0.057) (0.060)

High Trade w/ US 0.105∗ 0.039 0.011 0.042 -0.029
(0.054) (0.054) (0.059) (0.057) (0.059)

Hawkishness 0.170∗∗∗ 0.195∗∗∗ 0.152∗∗∗ 0.157∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.036) (0.039) (0.037) (0.040)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.122∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗ 0.141∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗
(0.030) (0.029) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.096∗∗∗ -0.012 -0.030 -0.016 -0.065∗∗
(0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.029)

Ethnocentrism 0.014 0.109∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗∗ 0.188∗∗∗
(0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.024)

Female 0.064 0.186∗∗∗ 0.119∗ 0.194∗∗∗ 0.227∗∗∗
(0.056) (0.057) (0.062) (0.059) (0.062)

Education 0.001 -0.008 -0.026 -0.029∗ -0.034∗
(0.015) (0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018)

Income 0.007∗ 0.002 -0.003 0.000 0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Age -0.002 0.000 0.001 -0.001 -0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White 0.112∗ -0.090 -0.052 -0.123∗ -0.144∗∗
(0.066) (0.065) (0.071) (0.069) (0.068)

Religiosity -0.004 0.015 0.051∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗ 0.065∗∗∗
(0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.012 -0.003 0.005 -0.008 0.010
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)

Constant 2.248∗∗∗ 1.966∗∗∗ 1.873∗∗∗ 1.905∗∗∗ 1.704∗∗∗
(0.213) (0.204) (0.219) (0.216) (0.227)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Other Potential Mechanisms

In Table A.8 we test whether other potential mechanisms measured by Tomz and

Weeks (2013) may be impacted by our treatments. In accordance with their largely

null results, we find only mixed evidence they do. Model 1 shows that our two core

treatments do not impact perceptions of how high American casualties will be if the US

attacks. Model 2 illustrates that the economic costs of attacking the foreign country are

viewed as higher only if it is a democracy, but this effect is only significant at the 10%

level (p = 0.072). Model 3 demonstrates that none of our treatments impact perceptions

that the United States’ credibility, prestige, or reputation would suffer if it fails to attack

the foreign country. Model 4 indicates that if a foreign country is a democracy, then

respondents are more likely to believe that attacking it would harm America’s relations

with other countries.
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Table A.8: Other Potential Mechanisms

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Casualties High Economic Costs High Credibility Suffer Foreign Relations Suffer

if Attack if Attack if Attack if Attack
Same Left-Right Ideology -0.098 -0.065 -0.089 -0.028

(0.061) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056)
Democratic Foreign Country -0.030 0.106∗ 0.042 0.111∗∗

(0.061) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056)
Non-White Foreign Country 0.026 0.030 0.005 -0.001

(0.061) (0.059) (0.060) (0.056)
Alliance w/ US 0.071 0.045 -0.025 -0.030

(0.060) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056)
High Trade w/ US 0.012 0.094 0.071 0.034

(0.060) (0.059) (0.059) (0.056)
Hawkishness -0.134∗∗∗ -0.129∗∗∗ 0.193∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗

(0.041) (0.038) (0.040) (0.040)
Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.058∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗ 0.031

(0.032) (0.032) (0.031) (0.029)
Attention Int’l Affairs 0.047 0.055∗ -0.013 0.111∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030)
Ethnocentrism 0.057∗∗ 0.075∗∗∗ 0.241∗∗∗ -0.007

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024)
Female 0.246∗∗∗ 0.214∗∗∗ 0.096 -0.089

(0.063) (0.062) (0.062) (0.059)
Education 0.016 0.026 -0.036∗∗ 0.028∗

(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017)
Income -0.004 -0.005 -0.006 0.001

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Age -0.002 -0.004∗∗ -0.004∗∗ -0.002

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
White -0.041 -0.116∗ -0.057 -0.023

(0.072) (0.070) (0.070) (0.067)
Religiosity 0.023 0.006 0.067∗∗∗ -0.001

(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.018)
Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.052∗∗∗ 0.027 -0.002 0.036∗∗

(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017)
Constant 3.020∗∗∗ 2.945∗∗∗ 1.240∗∗∗ 3.202∗∗∗

(0.237) (0.230) (0.226) (0.222)
Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Moderators

Political Identification

To assess whether the left/right peace is moderated by political identification, we

first adopt a subsetting approach. Models 1-4 only include Democrats and Models 5-8 only

include Republicans. Interestingly, the left-wing peace remains statistically significant

when subsetting to Democrats, but the right-wing peace does not attain significance

when subsetting to Republicans (except for the regime change outcome variable, which

only remains significant at the 10% level). Note also that the democratic peace finding

also weakens when subsetting to Republicans.

Table A.9: Subsetting By Political Identification

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.229∗∗ -0.249∗∗∗ -0.257∗∗∗ -0.245∗∗∗ -0.048 -0.167∗ -0.020 -0.078
(0.092) (0.084) (0.089) (0.066) (0.104) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.178∗∗ -0.218∗∗∗ -0.210∗∗ -0.202∗∗∗ -0.080 -0.037 -0.171∗ -0.096
(0.090) (0.083) (0.089) (0.064) (0.105) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.025 0.015 -0.037 0.001 0.012 -0.090 -0.013 -0.030
(0.091) (0.084) (0.089) (0.064) (0.104) (0.101) (0.093) (0.075)

Alliance w/ US -0.132 -0.154∗ -0.286∗∗∗ -0.191∗∗∗ -0.123 0.020 0.024 -0.026
(0.092) (0.086) (0.090) (0.066) (0.106) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)

High Trade w/ US -0.032 0.073 -0.051 -0.004 -0.040 -0.148 -0.078 -0.089
(0.091) (0.085) (0.090) (0.065) (0.104) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)

Hawkishness 0.278∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗∗ 0.046 0.194∗∗∗ 0.220∗∗∗ 0.126∗ 0.035 0.127∗∗
(0.064) (0.056) (0.065) (0.045) (0.073) (0.071) (0.063) (0.053)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.206∗∗∗ 0.054 0.064 0.108∗∗∗ 0.183∗∗∗ 0.101∗ 0.148∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗
(0.049) (0.046) (0.047) (0.034) (0.057) (0.052) (0.048) (0.041)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.059 -0.037 0.137∗∗∗ 0.013 -0.047 0.044 0.139∗∗∗ 0.045
(0.048) (0.043) (0.046) (0.035) (0.053) (0.051) (0.046) (0.036)

Ethnocentrism 0.159∗∗∗ 0.212∗∗∗ 0.025 0.132∗∗∗ 0.171∗∗∗ 0.222∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗ 0.170∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.037) (0.037) (0.028) (0.042) (0.040) (0.036) (0.029)

Female 0.019 0.052 -0.135 -0.021 0.180∗ 0.077 -0.203∗∗ 0.018
(0.097) (0.090) (0.096) (0.068) (0.104) (0.101) (0.095) (0.075)

Education -0.026 -0.027 -0.009 -0.020 -0.050 -0.090∗∗∗ -0.032 -0.057∗∗
(0.028) (0.027) (0.028) (0.020) (0.032) (0.031) (0.028) (0.023)

Income -0.011 -0.005 0.003 -0.004 0.004 0.009 0.009 0.007
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006)

Age -0.007∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ -0.002 -0.005∗ -0.009∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ -0.001
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

White 0.066 -0.020 0.176∗ 0.074 -0.066 -0.047 0.049 -0.021
(0.100) (0.098) (0.099) (0.074) (0.141) (0.141) (0.119) (0.095)

Religiosity 0.098∗∗∗ 0.108∗∗∗ 0.044 0.083∗∗∗ 0.001 0.028 0.045 0.024
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.023) (0.030) (0.029) (0.028) (0.022)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.035 -0.040 -0.042 -0.016 0.010 -0.003 -0.017 -0.003
(0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.020) (0.031) (0.030) (0.028) (0.022)

Constant 1.313∗∗∗ 1.606∗∗∗ 2.283∗∗∗ 1.734∗∗∗ 1.570∗∗∗ 1.717∗∗∗ 1.256∗∗∗ 1.514∗∗∗
(0.364) (0.330) (0.363) (0.254) (0.404) (0.391) (0.367) (0.296)

Observations 705 705 705 705 609 609 609 609
Only Democrats ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

Only Republicans ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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To investigate this further, we adopt a more sophisticated interaction effect ap-

proach in Table A.10. We do find some statistically significant evidence that the left/right

peace is weaker among stronger Republicans for the sanctions outcome variable (Model

3). However, this effect is only statistically significant at the 10% level (p = 0.086) and it

does not hold for the military attack or regime change dependent variables. In summary,

there is some mixed evidence from subsetting and interaction models indicating that the

left-wing peace is weaker than the right-wing peace.

Table A.10: Political Identification Interactions

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index

Same Left-Right Ideology × Stronger Republican 0.027 0.016 0.036∗ 0.026∗
(0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.016)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.268∗∗ -0.300∗∗∗ -0.317∗∗∗ -0.295∗∗∗
(0.113) (0.105) (0.111) (0.081)

Stronger Republican (8-Point Measure) -0.031∗ -0.009 -0.032∗∗ -0.024∗∗
(0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.012)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.146∗∗ -0.138∗∗ -0.193∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.064) (0.049)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.026 -0.026 -0.032 -0.010
(0.068) (0.064) (0.064) (0.049)

Alliance w/ US -0.123∗ -0.065 -0.142∗∗ -0.110∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

High Trade w/ US -0.034 -0.028 -0.070 -0.044
(0.067) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

Hawkishness 0.261∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.030 0.166∗∗∗
(0.047) (0.044) (0.045) (0.034)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.201∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗ 0.105∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033) (0.026)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.052 0.000 0.143∗∗∗ 0.030
(0.035) (0.033) (0.033) (0.025)

Ethnocentrism 0.174∗∗∗ 0.230∗∗∗ 0.067∗∗∗ 0.157∗∗∗
(0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.020)

Female 0.097 0.067 -0.159∗∗ 0.001
(0.070) (0.067) (0.067) (0.050)

Education -0.040∗ -0.063∗∗∗ -0.020 -0.041∗∗∗
(0.021) (0.020) (0.020) (0.015)

Income -0.003 0.002 0.005 0.001
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Age -0.007∗∗∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White 0.010 -0.047 0.148∗ 0.037
(0.081) (0.080) (0.076) (0.058)

Religiosity 0.048∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.038∗ 0.052∗∗∗
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.016)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.021 -0.025 -0.030 -0.011
(0.020) (0.020) (0.019) (0.015)

Constant 1.503∗∗∗ 1.646∗∗∗ 1.977∗∗∗ 1.709∗∗∗
(0.262) (0.249) (0.254) (0.188)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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However, the right-wing peace does hold for a particular type of Republican: Trump

supporters. In Table A.11 in Models 1-4 we subset the data to respondents that indicated

they planned to vote for Donald Trump in the 2024 presidential election. In these anal-

yses, we find statistically significant evidence for the right-wing peace (p < 0.01) when

using the index dependent variable). In Models 5-8 we show that the same basic result

holds if we use an interaction variable approach with a 4-point measure of respondents’

self-identified likelihood of voting for Donald Trump. The negative and statistically sig-

nificant interaction coefficient indicates that Republican respondents who are more sup-

portive of Donald Trump are less likely to support punitive action against the foreign

country when it shares the same right-wing ideology.6 Note that we find no evidence

that the democratic peace is more or less likely to hold among Trump supporters.7

Table A.11: Trump Supporters
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index
Same Left-Right Ideology -0.189∗ -0.276∗∗∗ -0.158∗ -0.208∗∗∗ 0.705∗ -0.027 1.074∗∗∗ 0.584∗∗

(0.109) (0.105) (0.096) (0.078) (0.365) (0.337) (0.375) (0.263)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Trump Support -0.216∗∗ -0.037 -0.318∗∗∗ -0.191∗∗

(0.104) (0.096) (0.103) (0.075)
Democratic Foreign Country -0.139 -0.118 -0.186∗ -0.148∗ -0.053 -0.014 -0.161∗ -0.076

(0.110) (0.104) (0.097) (0.078) (0.105) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)
Non-White Foreign Country -0.007 -0.046 -0.017 -0.024 0.022 -0.088 0.001 -0.022

(0.110) (0.106) (0.097) (0.079) (0.104) (0.101) (0.093) (0.074)
Alliance w/ US -0.072 -0.058 0.008 -0.041 -0.108 0.030 0.035 -0.014

(0.111) (0.108) (0.098) (0.079) (0.106) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)
High Trade w/ US -0.095 -0.162 -0.202∗∗ -0.153∗ -0.028 -0.130 -0.086 -0.082

(0.110) (0.106) (0.097) (0.079) (0.103) (0.099) (0.094) (0.074)
Hawkishness 0.204∗∗∗ 0.140∗ 0.023 0.122∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 0.108 0.040 0.118∗∗

(0.075) (0.072) (0.066) (0.053) (0.074) (0.071) (0.063) (0.053)
Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.251∗∗∗ 0.151∗∗∗ 0.133∗∗∗ 0.178∗∗∗ 0.185∗∗∗ 0.099∗ 0.154∗∗∗ 0.146∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.054) (0.050) (0.044) (0.057) (0.052) (0.048) (0.041)
Attention Int’l Affairs -0.049 0.049 0.190∗∗∗ 0.063 -0.056 0.032 0.142∗∗∗ 0.039

(0.057) (0.053) (0.050) (0.040) (0.054) (0.051) (0.046) (0.037)
Ethnocentrism 0.173∗∗∗ 0.180∗∗∗ 0.146∗∗∗ 0.166∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗ 0.202∗∗∗ 0.123∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.042) (0.037) (0.031) (0.043) (0.040) (0.036) (0.029)
Female 0.079 0.078 -0.113 0.014 0.195∗ 0.080 -0.180∗ 0.032

(0.111) (0.108) (0.098) (0.079) (0.104) (0.101) (0.094) (0.075)
Education -0.001 -0.067∗∗ -0.037 -0.035 -0.049 -0.088∗∗∗ -0.035 -0.057∗∗

(0.033) (0.033) (0.028) (0.024) (0.032) (0.031) (0.028) (0.023)
Income 0.005 0.012 0.010 0.009 0.004 0.011 0.006 0.007

(0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.006)
Age -0.005 -0.010∗∗∗ 0.012∗∗∗ -0.001 -0.005∗ -0.008∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗∗ -0.001

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
White 0.056 -0.088 0.073 0.014 -0.105 -0.075 0.027 -0.051

(0.134) (0.141) (0.118) (0.097) (0.139) (0.141) (0.119) (0.096)
Religiosity -0.001 0.038 0.064∗∗ 0.034 -0.002 0.025 0.046∗ 0.023

(0.032) (0.031) (0.029) (0.024) (0.030) (0.029) (0.027) (0.022)
Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.035 0.001 -0.037 -0.000 0.010 -0.009 -0.007 -0.002

(0.031) (0.029) (0.027) (0.021) (0.031) (0.029) (0.027) (0.022)
Likelihood of Voting for Donald Trump 0.195∗∗ 0.149∗ 0.101 0.148∗∗

(0.084) (0.076) (0.084) (0.061)
Constant 1.135∗∗∗ 1.680∗∗∗ 1.111∗∗∗ 1.309∗∗∗ 1.023∗∗ 1.381∗∗∗ 0.844∗ 1.083∗∗∗

(0.420) (0.411) (0.380) (0.315) (0.458) (0.438) (0.435) (0.335)
Observations 580 580 580 580 609 609 609 609
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

6This analysis is restricted just to Republicans.
7For example, a model where the foreign country’s regime type is interacted with support for Donald
Trump reveals no statistically significant effect.
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There are, of course, many factors that differ between non-Trump-supporting Re-

publicans and Trump supporters that may explain why the right-wing peace is stronger

among the latter. In Table A.12 we provide evidence for three factors that help explain

the difference. First, Trump supporters identify as stronger conservatives (Models 1 and

2). Second, Trump supporters are more supportive of conservative-coded policies, such as

opposition to immigration, abortion access, and LGBTQ rights (Models 3 and 4). Third,

Trump supporters are more affectively polarized than non-Trump-supporting Republicans

(Models 5 and 6). All of this may help explain why Trump voters are less supportive

of using force against right-wing foreign countries than left-wing foreign countries to a

greater extent than non-Trump-supporting Republicans.8

Table A.12: Differences Between Trump Supporters and other Republicans

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Stronger Conservative Affective

Conservative Policies Polarization
Trump Support (Binary) 0.719∗∗∗ 0.795∗∗∗ 46.045∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.083) (3.105)
Trump Support (4-Point) 0.317∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 21.283∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.034) (1.211)
Hawkishness 0.153∗∗∗ 0.141∗∗ 0.017 0.007 4.518∗∗∗ 3.617∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.057) (0.039) (0.039) (1.321) (1.233)
Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.097∗∗ 0.092∗∗ 0.013 0.008 3.516∗∗∗ 3.115∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.042) (0.032) (0.032) (1.160) (1.098)
Attention Int’l Affairs 0.041 0.039 -0.052 -0.052 -1.167 -1.352

(0.040) (0.040) (0.033) (0.033) (1.043) (1.017)
Ethnocentrism 0.004 -0.006 0.061∗∗ 0.053∗ 2.697∗∗∗ 1.988∗∗

(0.035) (0.035) (0.028) (0.028) (0.866) (0.838)
Female -0.002 -0.000 -0.115∗ -0.113∗ -0.127 -0.015

(0.076) (0.075) (0.062) (0.062) (2.112) (2.002)
Education 0.005 0.006 -0.028 -0.029 -1.780∗∗∗ -1.735∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.023) (0.019) (0.019) (0.635) (0.604)
Income 0.002 0.003 -0.006 -0.006 -0.228 -0.193

(0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.165) (0.156)
Age 0.004 0.004∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗ 0.079 0.107∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.062) (0.060)
White 0.509∗∗∗ 0.497∗∗∗ 0.269∗∗∗ 0.256∗∗∗ 9.716∗∗∗ 8.839∗∗∗

(0.116) (0.116) (0.088) (0.087) (3.029) (2.866)
Religiosity 0.060∗∗ 0.063∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.105∗∗∗ 0.154 0.307

(0.024) (0.024) (0.019) (0.019) (0.606) (0.581)
Constant 2.732∗∗∗ 2.306∗∗∗ 1.804∗∗∗ 1.379∗∗∗ -20.484∗∗ -50.058∗∗∗

(0.319) (0.316) (0.251) (0.262) (8.672) (8.706)
Observations 937 937 937 937 937 937
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

8There is no evidence that Trump supporters are less hawkish than non-Trump-supporting Republicans.
In fact, they are more hawkish according to our measure.
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Affective Polarization

In Table A.13 we show that the left/right peace is stronger among more affectively

polarized respondents. The significant interaction term indicates that respondents that

are more affectively polarized are less likely to support punitive action when the foreign

country shares their left-right ideology.

Table A.13: Affective Polarization Interactions

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Mil Attack Regime Change Sanctions Index

Same Left-Right Ideology × Affective Polarization -0.004∗ -0.002 -0.007∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001)

Same Left-Right Ideology 0.050 -0.100 0.203 0.051
(0.129) (0.126) (0.126) (0.090)

Affective Polarization 0.004∗∗ 0.003∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.143∗∗ -0.139∗∗ -0.184∗∗∗ -0.155∗∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.028 -0.024 -0.029 -0.008
(0.068) (0.064) (0.064) (0.048)

Alliance w/ US -0.127∗ -0.070 -0.148∗∗ -0.115∗∗
(0.068) (0.064) (0.065) (0.049)

High Trade w/ US -0.024 -0.021 -0.060 -0.035
(0.067) (0.064) (0.064) (0.048)

Hawkishness 0.243∗∗∗ 0.202∗∗∗ 0.020 0.155∗∗∗
(0.045) (0.043) (0.043) (0.033)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.199∗∗∗ 0.074∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗ 0.127∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033) (0.026)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.056 -0.006 0.139∗∗∗ 0.026
(0.035) (0.033) (0.033) (0.025)

Ethnocentrism 0.169∗∗∗ 0.228∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗
(0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.019)

Female 0.098 0.062 -0.153∗∗ 0.002
(0.070) (0.067) (0.067) (0.050)

Education -0.032 -0.060∗∗∗ -0.012 -0.034∗∗
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.015)

Income -0.002 0.003 0.004 0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Age -0.008∗∗∗ -0.009∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗ -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White -0.028 -0.062 0.118 0.010
(0.079) (0.078) (0.074) (0.056)

Religiosity 0.045∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.034∗ 0.050∗∗∗
(0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.015)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.020 -0.026 -0.031 -0.013
(0.020) (0.020) (0.019) (0.015)

Constant 1.301∗∗∗ 1.498∗∗∗ 1.697∗∗∗ 1.499∗∗∗
(0.265) (0.253) (0.256) (0.191)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Other Potential Moderators of the Left/Right Peace

In Table A.14 we test a range of other possible factors that might moderate the

left/right peace. All models include control variables, but we omit them for ease of inter-

pretation. We find no evidence that respondent hawkishness (Model 1), ethnocentrism

(Model 2), attention to international affairs (Model 3), religiosity (Model 4), concern

about nuclear proliferation (Model 5), gender identity (Model 6), education (Model 7),

income (Model 8), ethnicity (Model 9), or age (Model 10) moderates the left/right peace.

Table A.14: Other Potential Moderators of the Left/Right Peace

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Index Measure of Support for Punitive Action Against the Foreign Country

Same Left-Right Ideology × Hawkishness -0.010
(0.060)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Ethnocentrism 0.024
(0.035)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Attention Int’l Affairs -0.022
(0.045)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Religiosity -0.024
(0.029)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.005
(0.050)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Female 0.147
(0.098)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Education -0.023
(0.026)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Income -0.004
(0.007)

Same Left-Right Ideology × White 0.021
(0.109)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Age -0.001
(0.003)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314 1314
Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Democratic Peace Moderators

In Table A.15 we test what factors moderate the democratic peace. Again, all

models include control variables, but we omit them for ease of interpretation. We find

evidence that three factors matter.9 First, we find that the democratic peace is stronger

among respondents with greater baseline (pre-treatment) concern about nuclear prolifer-

ation (Model 2). In other words, support for punitive action against democratic foreign

countries is lower for respondents that care more about nuclear proliferation. Second,

the democratic peace is stronger among respondents that pay more attention to interna-

tional affairs (Model 5). Third, the democratic peace is stronger among older respondents

(Model 12). Future work could study why these factors may serve as moderators.

Table A.15: Democratic Peace Moderators
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Index Measure of Support for Punitive Action Against the Foreign Country
Democratic Foreign Country × Stronger Republican 0.018

(0.013)
Democratic Foreign Country × Nuke Proliferation Concern -0.086∗∗

(0.034)
Democratic Foreign Country × Hawkishness -0.047

(0.042)
Democratic Foreign Country × Ethnocentrism 0.023

(0.027)
Democratic Foreign Country × Attention Int’l Affairs -0.058∗

(0.031)
Democratic Foreign Country × Religiosity 0.028

(0.021)
Democratic Foreign Country × Affective Polarization -0.000

(0.001)
Democratic Foreign Country × Female 0.046

(0.068)
Democratic Foreign Country × Education -0.003

(0.018)
Democratic Foreign Country × Income 0.006

(0.005)
Democratic Foreign Country × White -0.045

(0.075)
Democratic Foreign Country × Age -0.006∗∗∗

(0.002)
Observations 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575 2575
Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

9The sample size increases for this analysis since we do not need to drop independents.
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Interaction Effects Between the Treatments

In Table A.16 we estimate interaction effects between the treatments and find no

significant results. For example, Model 1 tests one of our pre-registered hypotheses, which

was that the democratic peace might be weakened for out-ideology countries. We find

no evidence of that dynamic. Instead, the democratic peace holds no matter the left-

right ideology of the foreign country. Similarly, we find that the left/right peace is not

strengthened or weakened based on the foreign country’s predominant race (Model 2),

alliance status with the US (Model 3), or level of trade with the US (Model 4).

We further find that the left/right peace holds even if we subset the data to include

only democracies, non-democracies, predominantly white countries, predominantly non-

white countries, allies of the US, non-allies of the US, countries with high levels of trade

with the US, or countries with low levels of trade with the US (see Table A.4).

Per prior research, the remaining models demonstrate that the other factors we

experimentally manipulated also do not moderate the democratic peace.10

10The sample size increases for this analysis because we can include independents. We exclude control
variables from this analysis since all the factors were randomly assigned and thus other demographic/at-
titudinal variables should not confound the results. We include control variables in Models 1-4 because
respondent political identification—which we utilize to create the same left-right ideology measure—is
not randomly assigned.
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Table A.16: Interaction Effects Between the Treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Index Measure of Support for Punitive Action Against the Foreign Country

Same Left-Right Ideology × Democratic Foreign Country -0.037
(0.098)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Non-White Foreign Country -0.033
(0.098)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Alliance w/ US -0.089
(0.096)

Same Left-Right Ideology × High Trade w/ US -0.052
(0.097)

Democratic Foreign Country × Non-White Foreign Country 0.096
(0.071)

Democratic Foreign Country × Alliance w/ US 0.004
(0.071)

Democratic Foreign Country × Trade -0.062
(0.071)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.169∗∗ -0.171∗∗ -0.144∗∗ -0.162∗∗
(0.066) (0.068) (0.067) (0.069)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.143∗∗ -0.162∗∗∗ -0.160∗∗∗ -0.162∗∗∗ -0.191∗∗∗ -0.145∗∗∗ -0.113∗∗
(0.068) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049)

Non-White Foreign Country -0.011 0.006 -0.012 -0.010 -0.045 0.003 0.004
(0.049) (0.068) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.035) (0.035)

Alliance w/ US -0.113∗∗ -0.114∗∗ -0.069 -0.113∗∗ -0.079∗∗ -0.081 -0.079∗∗
(0.049) (0.049) (0.068) (0.049) (0.035) (0.049) (0.035)

High Trade w/ US -0.041 -0.041 -0.040 -0.016 -0.015 -0.015 0.017
(0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.067) (0.035) (0.035) (0.049)

Hawkishness 0.155∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.128∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.031 0.031 0.031 0.030
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Ethnocentrism 0.154∗∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Female 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.003
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.050)

Education -0.037∗∗ -0.037∗∗ -0.037∗∗ -0.037∗∗
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Income 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Age -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White 0.022 0.024 0.022 0.024
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.057)

Religiosity 0.049∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Right-Wing Country 0.074∗∗ 0.073∗∗ 0.073∗∗
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037)

Constant 1.647∗∗∗ 1.649∗∗∗ 1.632∗∗∗ 1.646∗∗∗ 3.010∗∗∗ 2.988∗∗∗ 2.972∗∗∗
(0.187) (0.187) (0.190) (0.188) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044)

Observations 1314 1314 1314 1314 2656 2656 2656
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Is the Democratic Peace Impacted by the Left/Right Peace?

The null effect in Model 1 in Table A.16 for the interaction between regime type

and left-right congruence between the respondent and foreign country indicates that the

democratic peace is not impacted by the left/right peace. This is in contrast to one

of our pre-registered hypotheses. To probe this question further, we estimated several

additional models in Table A.17. First, in Model 1, we estimate an ordered logit model.

To facilitate this analysis, we created a 4-point ordinal measure of whether respondents

support no punitive action against the foreign country (0), only sanctions (1), sanctions

and a military strike (2), or sanctions, a military strike, and regime change (3). The

significant interaction effect in Model 1 suggests that the democratic peace is stronger

when respondents and the foreign country have the same left-right ideology (i.e., support

for punitive action is lower when the foreign country is a democracy and respondents/the

foreign country have the same left-right ideology). Inversely, the democratic peace is

weaker when respondents and the foreign country have different left-right ideologies.

This is in accordance with our pre-registered expectations.

In Model 2 we estimate a multinomial logit model to test whether the effect varies

for different values of the ordinal dependent variable. We find that it does. When it

comes to support for sanctions, the democratic peace is stronger when respondents and

the foreign country have the same left-right ideology. However, no such effect exists when

it comes to support for a military strike or a regime change operation. In other words, left-

right ideological difference attenuates the democratic peace when it comes to less severe

punitive actions like sanctions, but not more severe ones like military action. This makes

logical sense, as the public may be willing to punish the “wrong” kind of democracies

when it comes to relatively moderate punishments like sanctions, but not when it comes

to more aggressive uses of power. Overall, the findings in Model 2 provide some evidence

for our pre-registered expectations, but that evidence is restricted to support for sanctions

and does not hold more broadly.

In Models 3-6 we estimate two special types of effects: (1) the Average Controlled

Direct Effect (ACDE), and (2) the “eliminated effect” (Acharya, Blackwell, and Sen 2018;
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Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy 2024). The ACDE measures a treatment effect with

another variable held fixed at a specific value. For example, in Model 3 the ACDE corre-

sponds to the coefficient on the “Democratic Foreign Country” variable. What the ACDE

reflects in Model 3 is whether the democratic peace effect holds when the foreign country

is left-wing and the respondent is left-wing. We find that it does. However, Model 4

shows that it does not hold when the foreign country is left-wing and the respondent is

right-wing. This provides some illustrative evidence for our pre-registered expectation

that the democratic peace will be attenuated when respondent and foreign country polit-

ical ideology differ. However, we do not find a similar pattern when analyzing right-wing

foreign countries (Models 5 and 6).

The eliminated effect measures whether the variable held at a fixed value helps

explain the overall effect. In this case, if the eliminated effect is significant, then we can

infer the foreign country’s left-right lean tells us something about the context in which

the democratic peace holds (Acharya, Blackwell, and Sen 2018). The eliminated effect

corresponds to the coefficient on the “Democratic Foreign Country × Foreign Country’s

Left-Right Ideology Not Stated” interaction. We find some evidence in Model 3 that

the the foreign country’s left-right ideology helps explain the strength of the democratic

peace, but it is only significant at the 10% level (p = 0.069) and the eliminated effect is

not statistically significant for any of the other models we estimate. On balance, there is

some evidence that the democratic peace effect is stronger (weaker) for left-wing foreign

countries when the respondent has a similar (different) left-right ideology, but there is

no similar effect for right-wing foreign countries. Therefore, there is (again) only mixed

evidence for our pre-registered hypothesis.
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Table A.17: Is the Democratic Peace Impacted by the Left/Right Peace?

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Support for Punitive Action

Democratic Foreign Country × Same Left-Right Ideology -0.527∗∗
(0.240)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.029 -0.306∗∗∗ -0.142 -0.156 -0.028
(0.165) (0.097) (0.087) (0.109) (0.103)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.183
(0.161)

Democratic Foreign Country × Foreign Country’s Left-Right Ideology Not Stated 0.229∗ 0.065 0.229 0.097
(0.126) (0.118) (0.153) (0.148)

Foreign Country’s Left-Right Ideology Not Stated 0.070 -0.100 -0.228∗∗ -0.079
(0.088) (0.080) (0.107) (0.099)

Effect on Support for Sanctions

Democratic Foreign Country × Same Left-Right Ideology -0.896∗∗∗
(0.321)

Democratic Foreign Country 0.080
(0.227)

Same Left-Right Ideology 0.127
(0.224)

Effect on Support for a Military Strike

Democratic Foreign Country × Same Left-Right Ideology -0.283
(0.416)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.272
(0.287)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.392
(0.281)

Effect on Support for Regime Change

Democratic Foreign Country × Same Left-Right Ideology -0.603
(0.406)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.020
(0.277)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.297
(0.274)

Observations 1041 1041 702 741 599 632
Controls ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Only Democratic Respondents? ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕

Only Republican Respondents? ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓

Include Left-Wing Foreign Countries? ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕

Include Right-Wing Foreign Countries? ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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The Democratic Peace, Race, and Ethnocentrism

Following work by Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024), we analyze the effect of

the foreign country’s predominant race on the democratic peace and whether it is mod-

erated by respondent levels of ethnocentrism. Overall, we find little consistent evidence

for effects.

First, we test whether the effect of democracy on public support for the use of

force differs if we fix the foreign country’s race at different levels.11 In their first study

conducted on Qualtrics (see their Figure 2), Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024) find

that the democratic peace remains statistically significant when the foreign country is

predominantly white, but loses statistical significance when the foreign country is pre-

dominantly non-white. Though in their second study conducted on Prolific (see their

Figure 3) they find the democratic peace remains statistically significant even when the

foreign country is predominantly non-white. We find results more consistent with their

second study. Models 1 and 2 in Table A.18 illustrates that the democratic remains

statistically significant at the 5% level when the foreign country is predominantly white

(Model 2) or non-white (Model 1). While the effect size is smaller when the foreign

country is non-white, the difference is not statistically significant.12

Second, we test how these dynamics change when analyzing respondents that score

high or low on a measure of ethnocentrism.13 For respondents high in ethnocentrism, we

find that the democratic peace remains statistically significant when the foreign country

is predominantly white (Model 4), but not when the foreign country is mostly non-white

(Model 3). This provides some suggestive evidence that respondents high in ethno-

centrism may believe that non-white democracies are the wrong “kind” of democracy,

which explains why support for punitive action against them is not lower than for non-

democracies. However, we also find the same pattern holds when we analyze respondents

low in ethnocentrism (Models 5 and 6). For these respondents, the democratic peace

11See the first column, second row of Figures 2 and 3 in Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024).
12See Model 5 in Table A.16.
13In accordance with Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024) we use the median split to separate respondents

high and low in ethnocentrism.
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remains statistically significant when the foreign country is predominantly white (Model

6), but not when the foreign country is mostly non-white (Model 5). On balance, then,

Models 3-6 don’t suggest that there’s any huge differences between respondents low and

high in ethnocentrism. Our results also differ from Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024)

in that they found that the democratic peace for non-white countries was particularly

strong and remained statistically significant among respondents low in ethnocentrism.

Third, we test for interaction effects. Models 7 and 8 test for an interaction be-

tween the democracy and race treatments among either respondents that scored highly

in ethnocentrism (Model 7) or low in ethnocentrism (Model 8). We find no evidence of

a significant interaction effect, indicating that the race treatment does not moderate the

democratic peace for respondents irrespective of their disposition towards ethnocentrism.

Finally, in Model 9, we estimate a three-way interaction effect between regime type, race,

and ethnocentrism. This test is also null.
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Table A.18: The Democratic Peace, Race, and Ethnocentrism
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Support for Punitive Action Against Foreign Country
Democratic Foreign Country -0.100∗∗ -0.193∗∗∗ 0.925 0.847∗∗ 0.892 0.809∗∗∗ 0.862∗∗ 0.838∗∗∗ 0.792∗

(0.050) (0.049) (0.063) (0.058) (0.065) (0.055) (0.059) (0.056) (0.100)
Democratic Foreign Country × Non-White Foreign Country 1.132 1.115 1.117

(0.108) (0.109) (0.202)
Democratic Foreign Country × Non-White Foreign Country × Ethnocentrism 0.999

(0.053)
Democratic Foreign Country × Ethnocentrism 1.022

(0.038)
Non-White Foreign Country × Ethnocentrism 1.014

(0.039)
Non-White Foreign Country 0.931 0.920 0.894

(0.062) (0.062) (0.115)
Left-Wing Country 1.090 0.810∗∗∗ 0.936

(0.062) (0.051) (0.039)
Right-Wing Country 1.086 0.993 1.027

(0.062) (0.056) (0.042)
Alliance w/ US 0.950 0.917∗ 0.939∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.032)
High Trade w/ US 1.018 0.939 0.972

(0.048) (0.046) (0.033)
Stronger Republican 0.987 1.001 0.989

(0.009) (0.011) (0.007)
Hawkishness 1.215∗∗∗ 1.218∗∗∗ 1.188∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.038) (0.028)
Nuke Proliferation Concern 1.118∗∗∗ 1.159∗∗∗ 1.136∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.031) (0.020)
Attention Int’l Affairs 1.022 0.979 1.008

(0.024) (0.027) (0.017)
Ethnocentrism 1.127∗∗∗

(0.030)
Female 0.972 1.026 1.003

(0.047) (0.051) (0.035)
Education 0.994 0.953∗∗∗ 0.976∗∗

(0.015) (0.015) (0.010)
Income 1.003 0.996 1.000

(0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
Age 0.999 0.996∗∗ 0.997∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
White 0.982 0.942 0.979

(0.056) (0.057) (0.040)
Religiosity 1.061∗∗∗ 1.004 1.029∗∗

(0.016) (0.017) (0.012)
Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.968∗∗∗ 0.985 0.978∗∗

(0.012) (0.017) (0.010)
Observations 1337 1319 719 678 618 641 1355 1220 2575
Only Non-White Foreign Countries? ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

Only White Foreign Countries? ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕

High Ethnocentrism ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕

Low Ethnocentrism ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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China Threat Prime and the Democratic Peace

Geopolitics could also shape American willingness to fight democracies. Recent

work shows that priming the threat from China can strengthen Americans’ national

identification and reduce domestic polarization (Schwartz and Tierney 2024). The threat

from China may thus cause Americans to see sister democracies as part of an in-group

to an even greater extent, strengthening the democratic peace. We thus pre-registered

a hypothesis that priming respondents to think about the threat from non-democratic

China would further reduce support for using force against democracies.

We tested this hypothesis in our experiment. After asking all of our primary out-

come questions, we primed respondents to think about the threat China poses by high-

lighting the increase in their military capabilities, their aggressive actions abroad, and

statements by US policymakers that China poses a threat to global democracy. We then

re-asked our primary dependent variable question about support for a military attack

against the foreign country.

As illustrated in Table A.19, we find no evidence for this hypothesis. Models 1 and 2

utilize a within-subject design where our primary dependent variable measures if and how

the China threat prime changes support for a military attack against the foreign country

(Clifford, Sheagley, and Piston 2021). Since we are comparing each survey subject to

themselves, no control variables are needed. In contract to our expectations, we find

priming the threat from non-democratic China does not increase the strength of the

democratic peace (or the left/right peace, though we had no pre-registered expectations

about the impact the China threat prime would have on it). This potentially indicates

that efforts to leverage the growing competition between the US and China to strengthen

the bond between the US and its sister democracies may be somewhat less effective than

expected.

In Model 3, we estimate the between-subject effect of our core treatments of interest

on this second measure of support for a military attack against the foreign country. This

test does not assess whether the China prime increases or decreases the democratic and

left/right peace, but simply illustrates whether these effects are robust to a China threat
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prime. We find that they are. The public is still less willing to support the use of force

against democratic countries and countries that share their left-right political ideology,

even in the presence of a China threat prime. Therefore, while the China threat prime

doe not strengthen the democratic or left/right peace effect, neither does it eliminate it.

Table A.19: China Threat Prime

(1) (2) (3)
Support for a Military Attack on Foreign Country

Within-Subject Within-Subject Between-Subject
Effect Effect Effect

Democratic Foreign Country -0.009 0.046 -0.121∗
(0.048) (0.068) (0.067)

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.089 -0.234∗∗∗
(0.069) (0.067)

Non-White Foreign Country -0.032
(0.067)

Alliance w/ US -0.022
(0.067)

High Trade w/ US -0.067
(0.067)

Hawkishness 0.276∗∗∗
(0.044)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.129∗∗∗
(0.036)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.088∗∗∗
(0.033)

Ethnocentrism 0.106∗∗∗
(0.028)

Female 0.280∗∗∗
(0.069)

Education -0.043∗∗
(0.020)

Income 0.007
(0.005)

Age -0.008∗∗∗
(0.002)

White 0.088
(0.079)

Religiosity 0.057∗∗∗
(0.021)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.023
(0.020)

Constant 0.031 0.028 1.831∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.057) (0.249)

Observations 2603 1330 1305
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Sample Composition

Table A.20: Sample Composition

Variable Mean Minimum Median Maximum

Political Identificationa 4.32 1 4 8

Republicanb 0.30 0 0 1

Democrat 0.35 0 0 1

Independent/Other 0.35 0 0 1

Hawkishness 3.09 1 3 5

Nuclear Proliferation Concern 4.12 1 4 5

Ethnocentrism 3.23 1 3.33 5

Attention to International Affairs 3.68 1 4 5

Religiosity 2.74 1 2 6

Female 0.52 0 1 1

Educationc 4.29 1 4 8

Incomed 9.11 1 8 24

White 0.72 0 1 1

Age 46.67 18 46 97

a. 1 = Strong Democrat; 8 = Strong Republican

b. This measure and the following two reflect how respondents identified in our initial
political identification question.

c. 1 = Some high school or less; 2 = High school graduate; 3 = Post-high school
vocational training; 4 = Some college; 5 = Associate’s degree; 6 = Bachelor’s
degree; 7 = Master’s or professional degree; 8 = Doctoral degree

d. 1 = 0-15k; 2 = 15-20k; 3 = 20-25k; 4 = 25-30k; 5 = 30-35k; 6 = 35-40k; 7 = 40-45k;
8 = 45-50k; 9 = 50-55k; 10 = 55-60k; 11 = 60-65k; 12 = 65-70k; 13 = 70-75k; 14
= 75-80k; 15 = 80-85k; 16 = 85-90k; 17 = 90-95k; 18 = 95-100k; 19 = 100-125k;
20 = 125-150k; 21 = 150-175k; 22 = 175-200k; 23 = 200-250k; 24 = 250k+
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Questionnaire

[Some Demographic Information Collected by Lucid]

Informed Consent14

This survey is part of a research study conducted by [redacted].

Summary: This survey will ask your opinions about various issues and should take you
about 10 minutes to complete.

Purpose: The purpose of the research is to assess your opinion on an international situ-
ation the US could face in the future.

Procedures: This study will present you with a hypothetical scenario and ask your opin-
ions about it. It should take about 10 minutes.

Participant Requirements: Participation in this study is limited to individuals age 18 and
older that are US citizens.

Risks: The risks and discomfort associated with participation in this study are no greater
than those ordinarily encountered in daily life or during other online activities.

Benefits: There may be no personal benefit from your participation in the study but the
knowledge received may be of value to humanity and researchers.

Compensation Costs: You will be compensated by the survey firm for your participation
in this study. There will be no cost to you if you participate in this study, except the
potential data charge if you take this study on your phone.

Future Use of Information: The study is anonymous, meaning we will not collect infor-
mation that could be used to identify you, such as your name or personal address. The
data we collect may be made available to other researchers online at some point, but your
responses will remain anonymous.

Confidentiality: The data captured for the research does not include any personally
identifiable information about you. Your IP address will not be captured. This research
is being done in collaboration with [redacted]. Your research data may be shared with
them. If data is shared with this collaborator, it will not contain identifying information
about you. Please do not reveal any private or personally-identifiable information about
yourself or others in your answers to any of the following questions.

Right to Ask Questions & Contact Information: If you have any questions about this
study, you should feel free to ask them by contacting the Principal Investigator now at
[redacted].

Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this research is voluntary. You may dis-
continue participation at any time during the research activity. You may print a copy of
this consent form for your records.

14If respondents answer “No”, then they are removed from the study.
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Have you read and understood the above information, and do you want to participate in
this research and continue with the survey?

- Yes

- No

Attention Screener15

We would like to get a sense of your general preferences.

Most modern theories of decision making recognize that decisions do not take place in
a vacuum. Individual preferences and knowledge, along with situational variables, can
greatly impact the decision process. To demonstrate that you’ve read this much, just go
ahead and select both red and green among the alternatives below, no matter what your
favorite color is. Yes, ignore the question below and select both of these options.

What is your favorite color?16

- Black

- Red

- Pink

- Green

- Blue

15If respondents answer incorrectly, then they are removed from the study. The order of the attention
screener and the pre-treatment questions is randomized.

16If respondents do not choose both “red” and “green”, then they are removed from the study.
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Pre-Treatment Questions17

• Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a...18

- Democrat
- Republican
- Independent
- Other

• Would you call yourself a...19

- Strong Democrat
- Not so strong Democrat

• Would you call yourself a...20

- Strong Republican
- Not so strong Republican

• Do you think of yourself as closer to the...21

- Democratic Party
- Republican Party
- Neither party

• If you had to choose, are you closer to the...22

- Democratic Party
- Republican Party

• In general, how would you describe your own political viewpoint?23

- Extremely left-wing
- Left-wing
- Slightly left-wing
- Moderate, middle of the road
- Slightly right-wing / Conservative
- Right-wing / Conservative
- Extremely right-wing / Conservative

17Question order is randomized.
18The answer order for all the PID questions is randomized.
19This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Democrat” for the first question in this section.
20This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Republican” for the first question in this

section.
21This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Independent” or “Other” for the first question

in this section.
22This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Neither party” for the above question.
23We randomly reverse the answer choices.
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• How likely are you to vote for Donald Trump in the upcoming presidential elec-
tion?24

- Definitely

- Very probably

- Probably

- Possibly

- Probably not

- Definitely not

• We’d like to get your feelings about some groups in American society. Rate the
following groups between 0 and 100. Ratings from 50-100 mean that you feel
favorably toward the group; ratings from 0-50 mean that you don’t feel favorably
towards the group and that you don’t care too much for the group.25

- Democrats

- Republicans

To what extent do you support or oppose the following?26

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

Immigration ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Abortion ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

LGBTQ Rights ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements?27

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

The best way to ensure peace is
through American military strength ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Going to war is unfortunate, but sometimes
the only solution to international problems ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

The use of military force
only makes problems worse ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

24We randomly reverse the answer options.
25The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
26The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
27The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
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How much do you agree or disagree with the following?28

Strongly Agree Somewhat Neither agree Disagree Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree nor disagree Somewhat Disagree

Most other cultures are backward
compared with my culture ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

My culture should be the
role model for other cultures ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

I am not really interested in
the customs and values of other countries ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

• How important is preventing nuclear proliferation (the spread of nuclear weapons)
to the United States’ security?29

- Not at all important
- Slightly important
- Moderately important
- Very important
- Extremely important

• Some people seem to follow what’s going on in foreign and international affairs most
of the time, whereas others aren’t that interested. Would you say you follow what’s
going on in foreign and international affairs...

- Most of the time
- Some of the time
- Only now and then
- Hardly at all

• How often do you attend religious services?30

- More than once a week
- Once a week
- A few times a month
- A few times a year
- Once a year or less
- Never

• Would you describe yourself as a born-again or evangelical Christian, or not?

- Yes
- No
- Other / Prefer not to answer

28The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
29We randomly reverse the answer options.
30We randomly reverse the answer options.
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Treatment Conditions31

There is much concern these days about the spread of nuclear weapons. We are going to
describe a situation the United States could face in the future. For scientific validity the
situation is general, and is not about a specific country in the news today. Some parts of
the description may strike you as important; other parts may seem unimportant. Please
read the details very carefully. After describing the situation, we will ask your opinion
about a policy option.

Do you agree to read the scenario carefully? Note that you will be asked questions to
check your attention and comprehension.

- Yes

- No

Here is the situation:

• A country is developing nuclear weapons and will have its first nuclear bomb within
six months. The country could then use its missiles to launch nuclear attacks against
any country in the world, including the United States.

• The country [is / is not] a democracy and shows [every sign that it will remain /
no sign of becoming] a democracy.

• The country’s politics are very [right-wing and conservative. For example, the
country has significant laws that oppose things like immigration, abortion, and
LGBTQ rights. / left-wing and liberal. For example, the country has significant
laws that approve things like immigration, abortion, and LGBTQ rights.]32

Here is some other information:

• The country’s population is predominantly [white / non-white]

• The country’s dominant faith is Christianity

• The country [has / has not] signed a military alliance with the United States

• The country [has / does not have] high levels of trade with the United States

• The country’s non-nuclear military forces are half as strong as the United States’
non-nuclear military forces

• The country’s motives remain unclear, but if it builds nuclear weapons, it will have
the power to blackmail or destroy other countries

• The country has refused all requests to stop its nuclear program

31Respondents are block randomized into treatment conditions based on their political identification.
32Some respondents randomly do not receive any information about the country’s political ideology

40



Dependent Variable Questions33

• By attacking the country’s nuclear development sites now, the United States could
prevent the country from making any nuclear weapons. Would you favor or oppose
using the U.S. military to attack the country’s nuclear development sites?34

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• Would you favor or oppose using the U.S. military to overthrow the country’s gov-
ernment?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• Would you favor or oppose putting severe economic sanctions on the country even
if doing so would hurt the U.S. economy?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• It would be morally wrong for the U.S. military to attack the country’s nuclear
development sites

- Strongly disagree

- Somewhat disagree

- Neither agree nor disagree

- Somewhat agree

- Strongly agree

33The order of questions in this section is randomized
34We randomly reverse the answer choices.
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?35

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

If the U.S. does not attack,
the country would build nuclear weapons ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. does not attack, the country would build nuclear
weapons and threaten to use them against another country ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. does not attack, the country would build nuclear weapons
and threaten to use them against the U.S. or a U.S. ally ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. does not attack, the country would build nuclear
weapons and launch an attack against another country ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. does not attack, the country would build nuclear weapons
and launch an attack against the U.S. or a U.S. ally ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. does not attack, the credibility, prestige, or
reputation of the U.S. would suffer ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?36

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

If the U.S. did attack, the U.S.
military would suffer many casualties ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. did attack, the
U.S. economy would suffer ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.S. did attack, U.S. relations
with other countries would suffer ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

The country’s domestic policies (not having
to do with nuclear weapons) are ethical ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

The country’s domestic policies
(not having to do with nuclear weapons) are wise ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Open-Ended Question

Please tell us in a few sentences why you favor or oppose the proposal to attack the
country’s nuclear development sites.

35The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
36The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
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Placebo

• How wealthy do you think the country was in terms of GDP per capita? (GDP per
capita, or GDP per person, is often considered an indicator of a country’s standard
of living.). We provide you with two example countries in each category.

- Less than $500 (Ex: Democratic Republic of the Congo, El Salvador)

- $501-$1,000 (Ex: Rwanda, Haiti)

- $1,001-$5,000 (Ex: India, Cuba)

- $5,001-$10,000 (Ex: Brazil, China)

- $10,001-$20,000 (Ex: Mexico, Russia)

- $20,001-$40,000 (Ex: Canada, Singapore)

- More than $40,000 (Ex: Kuwait, Norway)

China Threat Treatment

Here is some additional information:

China, which is a non-democracy, is significantly expanding its military capabilities and
taking aggressive actions that threaten the interests of the United States. For example,
China now has the largest navy and army in the world and recently opened its first
overseas military base in the country of Djibouti. The Chinese dictatorship has also
continued to threaten the freedom of Taiwan, has made expansive territorial claims in
the South China Sea, deployed tens of thousands of troops to its disputed border with
India, conducted cyber attacks against American citizens and businesses to steal their
information and intellectual property, and built replicas of American aircraft carriers for
target practice.

A majority of both Democratic and Republican policymakers also agree that China poses
a threat to global democracy.

Returning to the original scenario with the country that [is / is not] a democracy, [is right-
wing and conservative / is left-wing and liberal], and is developing nuclear weapons, would
you favor or oppose using the U.S. military to attack the country’s nuclear development
sites given this additional information?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly
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Pre-Registered Hypotheses

An anonymized version of the pre-registration can be found at this link.

Main Effects

• Support for a military attack against the country’s nuclear sites will be lower when
it’s a democracy than when it’s a non-democracy.

- Supported. See Tables A.1 and A.5.

• Support for a military attack against the country’s nuclear sites will be lower when
the political ideology of the country matches the political ideology of the respondent
than when the two do not match.

- Supported. See Tables A.1 and A.3 in particular.

• The democratic peace effect will be diminished when the political ideology of the
country does not match the political ideology of the respondent. For example,
when the country in question is left-wing and the respondent is right-wing, then
the democratic peace effect should be attenuated. Given this expectation, the
democratic peace may also be attenuated in general when the political ideology of
the country is specified at all compared to when it is not specified.

- Partially supported. See Tables A.16 and A.17.

• The democratic peace effect will be diminished when the predominant race of the
country is non-white.

- Not generally supported. See Tables A.16 and A.18

• The democratic peace effect will be strengthened when respondents are primed to
think about the threat from non-democratic China.

- Not supported. See Table A.19.

Mechanisms

• The first four main effect hypotheses noted above can partially be explained by
threat perceptions about the country.

- Partially supported. See Table A.6.

• The first four main effect hypotheses noted above can partially be explained by
perceptions about whether a military attack against the country’s nuclear sites is
moral.

- Partially supported. See Table A.6.

• The second and third main effect hypotheses above can partially be explained by
perceptions about whether a country’s domestic policies are ethical and wise.

- Partially supported. See Table A.6.
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Moderators

• The second and third main effect hypotheses above will be stronger among re-
spondents that are stronger partisans or ideologues, are more affectively polarized,
have stronger opinions about politically-coded domestic policies (e.g., immigration,
abortion, LGBTQ rights), or are stronger supporters of Donald Trump.

- Partially supported. See Tables A.9-A.13.

• The fourth main effect hypothesis above will be stronger among respondents that
score higher in measures of ethnocentrism.

- Not generally supported. See Table A.18.
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Study 2

Results

Left/Right Peace

In Table A.21 we show that the left/right peace holds when we utilize real countries

(Poland and Sweden) rather than hypothetical countries. This is an important finding

for external validity because prior research demonstrates that using fictitious countries

can lead to an overestimation of public support for the use of force (Majnemer and

Meibauer 2023). At the outset, note that we only include respondents in this analysis

who received information about Poland or Sweden’s left-right orientation. Models 1 and

5 demonstrate that when using the broadest measure of whether respondents have the

same left-right ideology as the foreign country, support for punitive action is significantly

lower than when respondents have a different left-right orientation. Given the relatively

smaller sample size for this follow-up study, it is particularly important to utilize the

broadest measure of respondents’ political ideology to include as many survey subjects

as possible in the analysis. Models 2 and 6 show the left/right peace holds when utilizing

the intermediate measure of whether respondents have the same left-right ideology as the

foreign country. We utilize the narrowest measure in Models 3 and 7, which means we

include only the strongest partisans in our analysis and omit weaker partisans. Due to

the smaller sample size, the primary coefficient in Model 3 is estimated less precisely and

becomes statistically insignificant, though we find a significant effect in Model 7 when

analyzing support for sanctions. In Models 4 and 8 we interact an 8-point measure of

respondent political identification (strong Democrat to strong Republican) with a binary

measure of whether the foreign country is right-wing. The negative and statistically

significant interaction effects mean that support for punitive action against the foreign

country is lower when it is right-wing and the respondent is a stronger Republican. The

consistency of the results across Studies 1 and 2 for the left/right peace builds confidence

in our argument and findings.
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Table A.21: Robustness of the Left/Right Peace to Real Countries
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Support for the Use of Force Support for Economic Sanctions
Same Left-Right Ideology (Broadest Measure Using Respondent PID) -0.294∗∗∗ -0.367∗∗∗

(0.101) (0.101)
Same Left-Right Ideology (Middle Measure Using Respondent PID) -0.253∗∗ -0.350∗∗∗

(0.108) (0.109)
Same Left-Right Ideology (Narrowest Measure Using Respondent PID) -0.155 -0.348∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.123)
Right-Wing Country × Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) -0.069∗ -0.117∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.038)
Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) 0.054∗∗ 0.040

(0.025) (0.028)
Right-Wing Country 0.662∗∗∗ 0.793∗∗∗

(0.185) (0.187)
Support for Non-Democracy 0.636∗∗∗ 0.620∗∗∗ 0.621∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗ 0.099 0.091 0.068 0.137

(0.094) (0.103) (0.110) (0.098) (0.095) (0.100) (0.105) (0.097)
Female 0.091 0.088 0.138 0.118 -0.125 -0.117 -0.123 -0.122

(0.100) (0.107) (0.121) (0.099) (0.101) (0.109) (0.124) (0.100)
Education -0.051 -0.056∗ -0.079∗∗ -0.041 -0.084∗∗∗ -0.078∗∗ -0.085∗∗ -0.080∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.033) (0.038) (0.031) (0.030) (0.032) (0.037) (0.030)
Income -0.001 -0.002 0.003 -0.002 0.034∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗ 0.033∗∗∗ 0.034∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008)
Age -0.005∗ -0.005 -0.004 -0.005 0.000 -0.002 -0.004 0.001

(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)
White -0.138 -0.173 -0.027 -0.146 -0.048 -0.019 0.079 0.006

(0.132) (0.143) (0.161) (0.135) (0.117) (0.129) (0.147) (0.118)
Region -0.002 0.014 -0.033 0.012 -0.006 -0.009 0.001 0.011

(0.048) (0.052) (0.057) (0.049) (0.048) (0.052) (0.058) (0.047)
Constant 1.684∗∗∗ 1.701∗∗∗ 1.692∗∗∗ 1.023∗∗∗ 2.841∗∗∗ 2.888∗∗∗ 2.982∗∗∗ 2.106∗∗∗

(0.366) (0.400) (0.441) (0.371) (0.350) (0.384) (0.421) (0.352)
Observations 505 442 353 505 503 440 351 503
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Differences By Political Identification

Given the smaller sample size in Study 2, we believe it is prudent to be cautious

when analyzing heterogeneous effects.37 Nevertheless, we do find one result related to

heterogeneous effect consistent with Study 1: the left/right peace appears to be stronger

among Democratic members of the American public than Republican members of the

American public writ large. Model 1 in Table A.22 subsets the data to only Democrats

and finds the left-wing peace remains statistically significant when analyzing support for

the use of force. On the other hand, Model 2 subsets the data to Republicans and finds

the right-wing peace is not statistically significant among that subgroup. In fact, the

sign on the coefficient flips. Model 3 utilizes an interaction approach and shows that

as respondents become stronger Republicans, the left/right peace weakens. Models 4-6

demonstrate that the same results hold when analyzing support for sanctions. Unlike

in Study 1, we do not find significant evidence that the right-wing peace is particularly

strong among Trump-supporting Republicans. However, given the small sample size in

Study 2 relative to Study 1, we would again caution readers on inferring too much from

this null result. This is especially the case because analyzing the strength of the right-

wing peace among Trump-supporting Republicans involves slicing and dicing the sample

to an even greater extent than just analyzing whether it holds among all Republicans.

37This is also why we utilize the broadest measure of respondent political ideology in Table A.22. In other
words, we include weaker as well as stronger partisans in our analysis to maximize sample size and thus
statistical power.
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Table A.22: Differences By Political Identification

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Support for the Use of Force Support for Economic Sanctions

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.598∗∗∗ 0.088 -0.843∗∗∗ -0.611∗∗∗ -0.087 -0.861∗∗∗
(0.138) (0.152) (0.184) (0.136) (0.154) (0.187)

Same Left-Right Ideology × Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) 0.131∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗
(0.038) (0.038)

Stronger Republican (8-Point Scale) -0.045∗ -0.075∗∗∗
(0.025) (0.027)

Support for Non-Democracy 0.651∗∗∗ 0.635∗∗∗ 0.629∗∗∗ 0.241∗ 0.045 0.131
(0.148) (0.130) (0.098) (0.146) (0.136) (0.097)

Female 0.111 -0.122
(0.099) (0.100)

Education -0.026 -0.070 -0.044 -0.030 -0.147∗∗∗ -0.082∗∗∗
(0.041) (0.047) (0.031) (0.040) (0.044) (0.030)

Income 0.003 -0.009 -0.001 0.031∗∗∗ 0.039∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.013) (0.008) (0.010) (0.012) (0.008)

Age -0.008∗ -0.001 -0.005∗ -0.004 0.009∗ 0.001
(0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003)

White -0.208 0.073 -0.153 0.055 -0.122 -0.001
(0.163) (0.252) (0.135) (0.144) (0.205) (0.119)

Region -0.007 0.052 0.014 0.044 -0.013 0.015
(0.067) (0.074) (0.049) (0.064) (0.073) (0.047)

gender 0.196 0.006 -0.068 -0.167
(0.136) (0.148) (0.135) (0.150)

Constant 1.566∗∗∗ 1.173∗∗ 1.816∗∗∗ 2.561∗∗∗ 2.816∗∗∗ 2.947∗∗∗
(0.584) (0.591) (0.371) (0.530) (0.633) (0.349)

Observations 275 230 505 275 228 503
Only Democrats ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕

Only Republicans ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Knowledge about Left-Right Ideology as a Necessary Condition

Theoretically, we argue that a necessary condition for our left/right peace theory to

operate (as well as the democratic peace theory) is that members of the public must ac-

tually have knowledge about the foreign country’s left-right orientation (or regime type).

They may acquire this knowledge through various sources—such as their own research,

policymakers, the media, or social peers—but this information is absolutely necessary for

the left/right peace to hold. We provide evidence for this in Table A.23. Models 1 and

4 show that when respondents are given information about Poland or Sweden’s left-right

lean, then the left/right peace holds. However, Models 2 and 5 illustrate that when we

do not explicitly provide survey subjects with information about Poland and Sweden’s

domestic left-right orientation, the left/right peace effect becomes statistically insignifi-

cant. Using an interaction approach in Models 3 and 6, we show that the left/right peace

is significantly weaker when respondents are not provided with this information. These

findings indicate that not all respondents are aware of Poland and Sweden’s left-right

orientation, and without this information the left/right peace effect ceases to operate.

Table A.23: Knowledge about Left-Right Ideology as a Necessary Condi-
tion

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Support for the Use of Force Support for Economic Sanctions

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.294∗∗∗ -0.060 -0.061 -0.367∗∗∗ 0.031 0.031
(0.101) (0.089) (0.088) (0.101) (0.109) (0.109

Same Left-Right Ideology × Information about Left-Right Ideology Given -0.232∗ -0.392∗∗∗
(0.133) (0.148)

Information about Left-Right Ideology Given 0.338∗∗∗ 0.342∗∗∗
(0.093) (0.105)

Support for Non-Democracy 0.636∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗ 0.660∗∗∗ 0.099 0.306∗∗∗ 0.203∗∗∗
(0.094) (0.080) (0.062) (0.095) (0.092) (0.066)

Female 0.091 0.291∗∗∗ 0.188∗∗∗ -0.125 0.103 -0.017
(0.100) (0.090) (0.067) (0.101) (0.110) (0.075)

Education -0.051 -0.037 -0.045∗∗ -0.084∗∗∗ 0.000 -0.043∗
(0.031) (0.027) (0.021) (0.030) (0.033) (0.023)

Income -0.001 -0.008 -0.005 0.034∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗
(0.008) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006)

Age -0.005∗ -0.001 -0.003 0.000 0.001 0.000
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

White -0.138 -0.256∗∗ -0.198∗∗ -0.048 -0.051 -0.051
(0.132) (0.113) (0.086) (0.117) (0.127) (0.086)

Region -0.002 0.002 -0.002 -0.006 0.056 0.021
(0.048) (0.041) (0.032) (0.048) (0.052) (0.035)

Constant 1.684∗∗∗ 1.035∗∗∗ 1.197∗∗∗ 2.841∗∗∗ 1.565∗∗∗ 2.058∗∗∗
(0.366) (0.330) (0.252) (0.350) (0.412) (0.274)

Observations 505 483 988 503 483 986
Information about Left-Right Ideology Given ✓ ✕ N/A ✓ ✕ N/A
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Sample Composition

Table A.24: Sample Composition

Variable Mean Minimum Median Maximum

Political Identificationa 4.12 1 4 8

Republicanb 0.29 0 0 1

Democrat 0.40 0 0 1

Independent/Other 0.31 0 0 1

Support for Non-Democracy 1.96 1 1.75 4

Female 0.52 0 1 1

Educationc 4.42 1 4 9

Incomed 9.42 1 8 24

White 0.73 0 1 1

Age 47.50 18 46 92

Region 2.61 1 3 4

a. 1 = Strong Democrat; 8 = Strong Republican

b. This measure and the following two reflect how respondents identified in our initial
political identification question.

c. 1 = Some high school or less; 2 = High school graduate; 3 = Post-high school
vocational training; 4 = Some college; 5 = Associate’s degree; 6 = Bachelor’s
degree; 7 = Master’s or professional degree; 8 = Doctoral degree

d. 1 = 0-15k; 2 = 15-20k; 3 = 20-25k; 4 = 25-30k; 5 = 30-35k; 6 = 35-40k; 7 = 40-45k;
8 = 45-50k; 9 = 50-55k; 10 = 55-60k; 11 = 60-65k; 12 = 65-70k; 13 = 70-75k; 14
= 75-80k; 15 = 80-85k; 16 = 85-90k; 17 = 90-95k; 18 = 95-100k; 19 = 100-125k;
20 = 125-150k; 21 = 150-175k; 22 = 175-200k; 23 = 200-250k; 24 = 250k+
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Questionnaire

[Some Demographic Information Collected by Lucid]

Attention Screener38

We would like to get a sense of your general preferences.

Most modern theories of decision making recognize that decisions do not take place in
a vacuum. Individual preferences and knowledge, along with situational variables, can
greatly impact the decision process. To demonstrate that you’ve read this much, just go
ahead and select both red and green among the alternatives below, no matter what your
favorite color is. Yes, ignore the question below and select both of these options.

What is your favorite color?39

- Black

- Red

- Pink

- Green

- Blue

38If respondents answer incorrectly, then they are removed from the study. The order of the attention
screener and the pre-treatment questions is randomized.

39If respondents do not choose both “red” and “green”, then they are removed from the study.
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Pre-Treatment Questions40

• Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a...41

- Democrat

- Republican

- Independent

- Other

• Would you call yourself a...42

- Strong Democrat

- Not so strong Democrat

• Would you call yourself a...43

- Strong Republican

- Not so strong Republican

• Do you think of yourself as closer to the...44

- Democratic Party

- Republican Party

- Neither party

• If you had to choose, are you closer to the...45

- Democratic Party

- Republican Party

• Who do you plan on voting for in the 2024 presidential election?46

- Definitely Donald Trump

- Probably Donald Trump

- Leaning Donald Trump

- Undecided or someone besides Trump and Harris

40Question order is randomized.
41The answer order for all the PID questions is randomized.
42This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Democrat” for the first question in this section.
43This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Republican” for the first question in this

section.
44This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Independent” or “Other” for the first question

in this section.
45This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Neither party” for the above question.
46We randomly reverse the answer options.
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- Leaning Kamala Harris

- Probably Kamala Harris

- Definitely Kamala Harris

• We’d like to get your feelings about some groups in American society. Rate the
following groups between 0 and 100. Ratings from 50-100 mean that you feel
favorably toward the group; ratings from 0-50 mean that you don’t feel favorably
towards the group and that you don’t care too much for the group.47

- Democrats

- Republicans

Various types of political systems are described below. Please indicate if you think that
it would be a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of governing the United
States.48

Very Fairly Fairly Very
Good Good Bad Bad

Having a strong leader who does not have
to bother with Congress and elections ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Having experts, not government, make decisions
according to what they think is best for the country ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Having the
army rule ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Having a democratic
political system ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Treatment Conditions

Imagine the following scenario in 2030:

• (Poland / Sweden) is developing nuclear weapons. It could then use its missiles
to launch nuclear attacks against any country in the world, including the United
States.

• (Poland is a right-wing and conservative country. For example, Poland has sig-
nificant laws that restrict things like immigration, abortion, and LGBTQ rights/
Sweden is a left-wing and liberal country. For example, Sweden has significant laws
that approve things like immigration, abortion, and LGBTQ rights.)49

• (Poland / Sweden) is a democracy and shows every sign it will remain a democracy.

• (Poland / Sweden) is also an ally of the United States and has moderate levels of
trade with the United States.

47The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
48The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
49We randomize whether respondents get one of these statements or neither of them.
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• By attacking the Poland’s nuclear development sites now, the United States could
prevent (Poland / Sweden) from making any nuclear weapons.

Dependent Variable Questions

• Would you favor or oppose using the U.S. military to attack the country’s nuclear
development sites?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• In this scenario, would you favor or oppose putting severe economic sanctions on
[Poland / Sweden] even if doing so would hurt the U.S. economy?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly
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Study 3

Results

Left/Right Peace

In Table A.25, we test whether the left/right peace holds in the United Kingdom

rather than the highly polarized American context. While the findings are marginally

weaker than in the U.S. (Studies 1 and 2), we do find evidence of the left/right peace in

Study 3.50 Models 1 and 2 demonstrate that respondents evaluating in-ideology foreign

countries are less likely to support punitive action in general (averaging over our three

core policy variables—sanctions, military attack, and regime change) relative to when

they are assessing out-ideology foreign countries.51 We also find evidence for the demo-

cratic peace effect among U.K. respondents, though, consistent with Study 1, there is no

statistically significant difference between the democratic peace and the left/right peace.

Our strongest evidence (p < 0.05) for the left/right peace among citizens of the U.K.

relates to sanctions (Models 3 and 4). Compared to the U.S., which relatively frequently

uses force abroad, the U.K. is less likely to engage in military operations, which makes

sanctions the more likely policy choice and our findings here especially significant. The

results for sanctions as substantively, as well as statistically, significant, as respondents

are over 22% less likely to support sanctioning in-ideology countries that pursue nuclear

weapons relative to out-ideology foreign countries. Consistent with Studies 1 and 2, we

also find some evidence (p < 0.10 for a two-sided test and p < 0.05 for a one-sided test)

that respondents are less likely to support military attacks against in-ideology foreign

countries.52 In contrast to Study 1, we do not find evidence in Study 3 for the left/right

50Given that the U.K. is a multi-party system where the left-right orientation of each party is a bit less clear
than in the two-party U.S. context, our primary measure of ideological similarity uses a pre-treatment
measure of whether respondents identify as left-wing or right-wing (e.g., see Model 4 in Table A.3 for a
comparable analysis).

51Model 1 (and all odd-numbered models in Table A.25) assess this by creating a binary measure of whether
respondents are evaluating an in-ideology country, and Model 2 (and all even-numbered models in Table
A.25) test this by interacting a binary measure of whether respondents identify as left-wing with a binary
measure of whether the foreign country they were randomly assigned in the experiment is left-wing.

52Whether this result is just under or just over p<0.10 depends on modeling choices. For example, we
control for respondents’ party identification in Table A.25 because it is less strongly correlated with left-
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peace when it comes to regime change operations—the most severe policy option. Again,

compared to the U.S. context, this policy options is less likely to be adopted in general,

making the null finding here arguably less meaningful than the significant findings for

sanctions and a targeted military operation. Finally, as in Study 1, we find little evidence

that the foreign country’s majority race or alliance status with the U.K. impacts public

views, though we find some inconsistent evidence trade levels matter.

Table A.25: External Validity in the United Kingdom

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Index Measure Economic Sanctions Military Attack Regime Change

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.090∗ -0.134∗∗ -0.104∗ -0.031
(0.047) (0.056) (0.062) (0.061)

Left-Wing Ideology × Left-Wing Country -0.194∗∗ -0.311∗∗∗ -0.204∗ -0.068
(0.094) (0.113) (0.124) (0.122)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.161∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗ -0.183∗∗∗ -0.179∗∗∗ -0.106∗ -0.106∗ -0.194∗∗∗ -0.192∗∗∗
(0.047) (0.047) (0.057) (0.057) (0.062) (0.062) (0.061) (0.061)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.054 0.053 0.070 0.071 0.053 0.052 0.038 0.036
(0.047) (0.047) (0.057) (0.057) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062)

Alliance with UK -0.014 -0.017 -0.017 -0.018 -0.018 -0.020 -0.008 -0.013
(0.047) (0.047) (0.056) (0.056) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

High Trade with UK -0.080∗ -0.083∗ -0.069 -0.074 -0.058 -0.059 -0.113∗ -0.116∗
(0.046) (0.047) (0.056) (0.056) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Hawkishness 0.281∗∗∗ 0.275∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.364∗∗∗ 0.358∗∗∗ 0.336∗∗∗ 0.323∗∗∗
(0.034) (0.034) (0.042) (0.042) (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044)

Attention Int’l Affairs 0.011 0.014 0.109∗∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗ -0.047 -0.045 -0.030 -0.025
(0.022) (0.022) (0.026) (0.026) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

Female 0.030 0.032 -0.139∗∗ -0.133∗∗ 0.075 0.075 0.153∗∗ 0.154∗∗
(0.050) (0.051) (0.062) (0.062) (0.067) (0.067) (0.066) (0.066)

Education 0.118∗∗ 0.116∗∗ 0.004 0.005 0.122∗ 0.120 0.227∗∗∗ 0.223∗∗∗
(0.055) (0.055) (0.064) (0.064) (0.074) (0.074) (0.073) (0.073)

Income -0.002 -0.004 0.015 0.014 -0.001 -0.003 -0.019 -0.023
(0.022) (0.022) (0.025) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029) (0.028) (0.028)

Age -0.031∗ -0.031 0.112∗∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗ -0.068∗∗∗ -0.067∗∗∗ -0.138∗∗∗ -0.137∗∗∗
(0.019) (0.019) (0.023) (0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024)

White 0.004 0.006 0.081 0.073 0.065 0.071 -0.135 -0.126
(0.069) (0.069) (0.083) (0.083) (0.090) (0.090) (0.090) (0.090)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.024∗ 0.023∗ 0.008 0.008 0.031∗ 0.030∗ 0.033∗ 0.032∗
(0.013) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017)

Best Guess is Foreign Country is Iran 0.250∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.201∗∗∗ 0.315∗∗∗ 0.313∗∗∗ 0.229∗∗∗ 0.222∗∗∗
(0.057) (0.057) (0.070) (0.070) (0.076) (0.076) (0.077) (0.077)

Labour Party -0.003 0.055 0.108 0.138 -0.124 -0.081 0.008 0.108
(0.068) (0.073) (0.083) (0.089) (0.090) (0.096) (0.090) (0.096)

Reform UK 0.125∗ 0.134∗ 0.028 0.039 0.095 0.098 0.253∗∗∗ 0.265∗∗∗
(0.075) (0.076) (0.086) (0.086) (0.093) (0.093) (0.097) (0.097)

Liberal Democrats -0.044 0.009 -0.035 -0.021 -0.084 -0.039 -0.012 0.087
(0.064) (0.067) (0.078) (0.082) (0.087) (0.091) (0.086) (0.090)

Green Party -0.103 -0.054 -0.122 -0.100 -0.143 -0.106 -0.043 0.042
(0.100) (0.103) (0.132) (0.136) (0.136) (0.140) (0.131) (0.133)

Scottish National Party 0.028 0.071 0.232 0.267 -0.175 -0.148 0.025 0.094
(0.173) (0.172) (0.190) (0.189) (0.211) (0.213) (0.216) (0.215)

Left-Wing Ideology -0.017 0.119 0.007 -0.178∗∗
(0.070) (0.082) (0.093) (0.091)

Left-Wing Country 0.045 0.016 0.111 0.006
(0.063) (0.076) (0.083) (0.083)

Constant 2.187∗∗∗ 2.156∗∗∗ 2.101∗∗∗ 2.029∗∗∗ 2.129∗∗∗ 2.055∗∗∗ 2.332∗∗∗ 2.384∗∗∗
(0.167) (0.167) (0.199) (0.202) (0.212) (0.213) (0.216) (0.218)

Observations 1549 1549 1549 1549 1549 1549 1549 1549
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

right ideology in the context of the U.K.’s multi-party system than in the context of the United States’
two-party system. Controlling for party identification thus does not pose a significant multicollinearity
problem, but can help ensure our findings in Table A.25 are not being driven by adherents of one
particular party. Yet, when we remove these controls, the p-value in Models 5 and 6 ticks just a hair
over 0.10. However, note the same is true for our democratic peace finding.
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Interaction Effects

We provide evidence in Table A.26 that there are several significant heterogeneous

effects in Study 3.53 As in Studies 1 and 2 in the U.S., we find some evidence that the

left/right peace is actually somewhat stronger among left-wing members of the public.

We focus on our sanctions dependent variable since that was the policy for which we

found the strongest evidence for the left/right peace in Study 3. Model 1 interacts

whether respondents had the same ideology as the foreign country with whether they

were left-wing. The significant and negative interaction term indicates that support for

sanctions is lower for left-wing respondents analyzing in-ideology countries. Model 2

subsets the data to only include left-wing respondents and demonstrates the left/right

peace effect remains statistically significant, whereas Model 3 subsets the data to only

include right-wing respondents and demonstrates the left/right peace attenuates and loses

statistical significance. As in Study 1, we also find evidence that for the limited military

strike outcome variable, the left/right peace is stronger for respondents that are more

affectively polarized (Wagner 2021).

Unlike Studies 1 and 2, we also find evidence that the foreign country’s predominant

race, which we also randomized in Study 3, interacts with the left/right peace. Models

4-7 demonstrate that for all our core policy variables (sanctions, a military attack, and a

regime change operation), the left/right peace effect is weaker when the foreign country

is non-white and stronger when it is majority white. What might be the logic explaining

this finding? Models 8-10 show that threat perceptions are higher when analyzing an

in-ideology country that is predominantly non-white and lower when assessing an in-

ideology country that is majority white. Model 8 illustrates this through an interaction

effect. Model 9 subsets the data to only include respondents that were randomly assigned

to receive a white country and shows that threat perceptions were lower for in-ideology

countries. By contrast, Model 10 subsets the data to only include respondents that

were randomly assigned to receive a majority non-white country and shows that threat

53We also probed other factors (e.g., respondent gender, education, attention to international affairs, etc.)
that might have a significant interaction with the treatment, and did not find other consistent effects.
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perceptions were not significantly lower for in-ideology countries. In other words, white

countries appear to get “credit” for sharing a left-right orientation with a member of the

U.K. public, whereas non-white countries do not reap similar rewards. These dynamics

provide some evidence for the importance of race in international politics, as argued by

Rathbun, Parker, and Pomeroy (2024). Future work could assess why the findings related

to race (at least in this project’s studies) appear to be stronger in the British than the

American context.

Table A.26: Interaction Effects
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Economic Sanctions Index Sanctions Attack Regime Perceived Threat
Same Left-Right Ideology -0.016 -0.284∗∗∗ -0.006 -0.241∗∗∗ -0.238∗∗∗ -0.343∗∗∗ -0.141 -0.164∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗ 0.046

(0.076) (0.086) (0.076) (0.067) (0.083) (0.088) (0.087) (0.062) (0.062) (0.060)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Left-Wing Ideology -0.278∗∗

(0.113)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Non-White Foreign Country 0.305∗∗∗ 0.211∗ 0.484∗∗∗ 0.221∗ 0.215∗∗

(0.093) (0.112) (0.122) (0.122) (0.086)
Democratic Foreign Country -0.179∗∗∗ -0.241∗∗∗ -0.134∗ -0.164∗∗∗ -0.185∗∗∗ -0.111∗ -0.197∗∗∗ -0.106∗∗ -0.130∗∗ -0.085

(0.057) (0.086) (0.077) (0.047) (0.057) (0.062) (0.061) (0.043) (0.062) (0.061)
Non-White Foreign Country 0.071 0.148∗ 0.009 -0.099 -0.035 -0.189∗∗ -0.072 -0.063

(0.057) (0.085) (0.076) (0.067) (0.080) (0.089) (0.089) (0.062)
Alliance with UK -0.018 0.052 -0.068 -0.013 -0.016 -0.016 -0.007 -0.055 -0.063 -0.050

(0.056) (0.083) (0.076) (0.046) (0.056) (0.061) (0.061) (0.043) (0.062) (0.060)
High Trade with UK -0.074 -0.087 -0.072 -0.080∗ -0.069 -0.059 -0.113∗ -0.045 -0.017 -0.070

(0.056) (0.084) (0.076) (0.046) (0.056) (0.061) (0.061) (0.043) (0.062) (0.060)
Hawkishness 0.144∗∗∗ 0.134∗∗ 0.150∗∗ 0.285∗∗∗ 0.147∗∗∗ 0.370∗∗∗ 0.339∗∗∗ 0.210∗∗∗ 0.180∗∗∗ 0.239∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.060) (0.060) (0.034) (0.042) (0.043) (0.044) (0.033) (0.049) (0.044)
Attention Int’l Affairs 0.112∗∗∗ 0.114∗∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗ 0.012 0.110∗∗∗ -0.045 -0.029 0.089∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗ 0.091∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.038) (0.034) (0.022) (0.026) (0.029) (0.029) (0.021) (0.032) (0.028)
Female -0.133∗∗ -0.110 -0.154∗ 0.034 -0.136∗∗ 0.082 0.156∗∗ 0.087∗ 0.047 0.134∗∗

(0.062) (0.089) (0.086) (0.050) (0.061) (0.066) (0.065) (0.046) (0.067) (0.064)
Education 0.005 -0.027 0.036 0.114∗∗ 0.002 0.116 0.224∗∗∗ 0.043 0.075 -0.001

(0.064) (0.102) (0.082) (0.055) (0.064) (0.073) (0.073) (0.054) (0.077) (0.074)
Income 0.014 0.047 -0.009 -0.002 0.014 -0.001 -0.019 0.030 0.023 0.040

(0.025) (0.037) (0.034) (0.021) (0.025) (0.029) (0.028) (0.021) (0.030) (0.030)
Age 0.112∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ -0.035∗ 0.109∗∗∗ -0.074∗∗∗ -0.141∗∗∗ -0.002 -0.011 0.008

(0.023) (0.032) (0.032) (0.019) (0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.018) (0.025) (0.025)
White 0.073 0.173 -0.002 0.014 0.089 0.082 -0.127 0.034 0.022 0.056

(0.083) (0.117) (0.118) (0.068) (0.083) (0.090) (0.090) (0.065) (0.091) (0.094)
Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.008 -0.011 0.015 0.022∗ 0.007 0.028 0.032∗ 0.027∗∗ 0.023 0.031∗

(0.016) (0.025) (0.022) (0.013) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.013) (0.019) (0.018)
Best Guess is Foreign Country is Iran 0.201∗∗∗ 0.142 0.231∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.201∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗∗ 0.226∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.060 0.224∗∗∗

(0.070) (0.104) (0.094) (0.057) (0.070) (0.076) (0.077) (0.055) (0.085) (0.071)
Labour Party 0.138 0.162 0.156 -0.004 0.107 -0.126 0.007 -0.007 -0.032 0.026

(0.089) (0.136) (0.131) (0.068) (0.083) (0.090) (0.090) (0.062) (0.086) (0.090)
Reform UK 0.039 0.065 0.059 0.129∗ 0.031 0.101 0.256∗∗∗ 0.105 0.098 0.108

(0.086) (0.191) (0.098) (0.075) (0.086) (0.092) (0.096) (0.068) (0.102) (0.091)
Liberal Democrats -0.021 0.085 -0.128 -0.043 -0.034 -0.083 -0.011 0.019 0.042 0.001

(0.082) (0.132) (0.112) (0.064) (0.078) (0.086) (0.086) (0.061) (0.089) (0.085)
Green Party -0.100 -0.093 -0.075 -0.093 -0.116 -0.128 -0.036 -0.055 -0.042 -0.068

(0.136) (0.176) (0.232) (0.099) (0.131) (0.134) (0.131) (0.085) (0.114) (0.126)
Scottish National Party 0.267 0.021 0.551∗∗ 0.018 0.225 -0.190 0.019 0.013 0.111 -0.087

(0.189) (0.257) (0.275) (0.172) (0.188) (0.213) (0.216) (0.151) (0.225) (0.205)
Left-Wing Ideology 0.103

(0.084)
Constant 2.045∗∗∗ 2.047∗∗∗ 2.113∗∗∗ 2.259∗∗∗ 2.151∗∗∗ 2.243∗∗∗ 2.383∗∗∗ 2.357∗∗∗ 2.541∗∗∗ 2.084∗∗∗

(0.204) (0.295) (0.271) (0.170) (0.202) (0.214) (0.219) (0.158) (0.222) (0.224)
Observations 1549 657 892 1549 1549 1549 1549 1549 783 766
All Respondents ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕

Only Left-Wing Respondents ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

Only Right-Wing Respondents ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕

Only Respondents Assigned to White Country ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕

Only Respondents Assigned to Non-White Country ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Sample Composition

Table A.27: Sample Composition

Variable Mean Minimum Median Maximum

Political Ideologya 4.77 1 5 8

Female 0.47 0 1 1

Educationb 0.47 0 0 1

Agec 3.53 1 4 5

White 0.84 0 1 1

Incomed 9.42 1 8 24

Conservative Partye 0.25 0 0 1

Labour Party 0.16 0 0 1

Reform UK Party 0.15 0 0 1

Liberal Democrat Party 0.19 0 0 1

Green Party 0.05 0 0 1

Scottish National Party 0.02 0 0 1

Independent/Other 0.18 0 0 1

a. 1 = Extremely Left-Wing ; 8 = Extremely Right-Wing

b. 0 = No qualifications, Levels 1-3, or an apprenticeship; 1 = Level 4 or above

c. 1 = 24 or under; 2 = 25-34; 3 = 35-44; 4 = 45-54; 5 = 55+

d. 1 = 0-20k pounds; 2 = 20-40k pounds; 3 = 40-60k pounds; 4 = 60-100k pounds; 5
= 100k pounds or more

e. This measure and the following two reflect how respondents identified in our initial
political identification question.
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Questionnaire

Attention Screener54

We would like to get a sense of your general preferences.

Most modern theories of decision making recognize that decisions do not take place in
a vacuum. Individual preferences and knowledge, along with situational variables, can
greatly impact the decision process. To demonstrate that you’ve read this much, just go
ahead and select both red and green among the alternatives below, no matter what your
favorite color is. Yes, ignore the question below and select both of these options.

What is your favorite color?55

- Black

- Red

- Pink

- Green

- Blue

Pre-Treatment Questions56

• What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?

- Less than 20,000 pounds

- 20,000–39,999 pounds

- 40,000–59,999 pounds

- 60,000–99,999 pounds

- More than 100,000 pounds

• How old are you?

- 24 or under

- 25–34

- 35–44

- 45–54

- 55+

• What is your biological sex?57

54If respondents answer incorrectly, then they are removed from the study.
55If respondents do not choose both “red” and “green”, then they are removed from the study.
56Question order is randomized.
57The answer order is randomized.
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- Male

- Female

• What is your highest educational qualification you have?

- No qualifications, Levels 1-3, or an apprenticeship

- Levels 4 and above

• What is your race/ethnicity?

- White

- Black

- Asian (including Indian and Pakistani)

- Other

• In general, how would you describe your own political viewpoint?58

- Extremely left-wing

- Left-wing

- Slightly left-wing

- Moderate, middle of the road

- Slightly right-wing

- Right-wing

- Extremely right-wing

• If you had to choose, are you more...59

- Right-wing

- Left-wing

• Generally speaking, which political party do you consider yourself closer to?60

- Labour

- Conservative

- Reform UK

- Liberal Democrat

- Green Party

- Scottish National Party

- Other / Independent

58We randomly reverse the answer choices.
59This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Moderate, middle of the road” for the above

question. The answer order is randomized.
60The answer order is randomized.
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• If you had to choose, do you identify most closely with...61

- Labour

- Conservative

- Reform UK

- Liberal Democrat

- Green Party

- Scottish National Party

• We’d like to get your feelings about political parties. Rate the following parties
between 0 and 10. Ratings from 5-10 mean that you feel favorably toward the
party; ratings from 0-5 mean that you don’t feel favorably towards the party and
that you don’t care too much for the party.62

- Labour

- Conservative

- Reform UK

- Liberal Democrat

- Green Party

- Scottish National Party

To what extent do you support or oppose the following?63

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

Immigration ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Abortion Access ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

LGBTQ Rights ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Brexit ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

61This question is only presented to respondents who chose “Other / Independent” for the above question.
The answer order is randomized

62The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
63The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
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To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements?64

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

The best way to ensure peace is
through UK military strength ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Going to war is unfortunate, but sometimes
the only solution to international problems ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

The use of military force
only makes problems worse ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

• How important is preventing nuclear proliferation (the spread of nuclear weapons)
to the United States’ security?65

- Not at all important

- Slightly important

- Moderately important

- Very important

- Extremely important

• Some people seem to follow what’s going on in foreign and international affairs most
of the time, whereas others aren’t that interested. Would you say you follow what’s
going on in foreign and international affairs...

- Most of the time

- Some of the time

- Only now and then

- Hardly at all

64The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
65We randomly reverse the answer options.
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Treatment Conditions66

There is much concern these days about the spread of nuclear weapons. We are going to
describe a situation the United Kingdom could face in the future. For scientific validity
the situation is general, and is not about a specific country in the news today. Some
parts of the description may strike you as important; other parts may seem unimportant.
Please read the details very carefully. After describing the situation, we will ask your
opinion about a policy option.

Do you agree to read the scenario carefully? Note that you will be asked questions to
check your attention and comprehension.

- Yes

- No

Here is the situation:

• A country is developing nuclear weapons and will have its first nuclear bomb within
six months. The country could then use its missiles to launch nuclear attacks against
any country in the world, including the United Kingdom.

• The country [is / is not] a democracy and shows [every sign that it will remain /
no sign of becoming] a democracy.

• The country’s politics are very [right-wing. For example, the country has significant
laws that oppose things like immigration, abortion, and LGBTQ rights. / left-wing.
For example, the country has significant laws that approve things like immigration,
abortion, and LGBTQ rights.]

Here is some other information:

• The country’s population is predominantly [white / non-white]

• The country’s dominant faith is Christianity

• The country [has / has not] signed a military alliance with the United Kingdom

• The country [has / does not have] high levels of trade with the United States

• The country’s non-nuclear military forces are half as strong as the United Kingdom’s
non-nuclear military forces

• The country’s motives remain unclear, but if it builds nuclear weapons, it will have
the power to blackmail or destroy other countries

• The country has refused all requests to stop its nuclear program

66Respondents are block randomized into treatment conditions based on their political identification.
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Dependent Variable Questions67

• By attacking the country’s nuclear development sites now, the United Kingdom
could prevent the country from making any nuclear weapons. Would you favor or
oppose using the U.K. military to attack the country’s nuclear development sites?68

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• Would you favor or oppose using the U.K. military to overthrow the country’s
government?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• Would you favor or oppose putting severe economic sanctions on the country even
if doing so would hurt the U.K. economy?

- Oppose strongly

- Oppose somewhat

- Neither favor nor oppose

- Favor somewhat

- Favor strongly

• It would be morally wrong for the U.K. military to attack the country’s nuclear
development sites

- Strongly disagree

- Somewhat disagree

- Neither agree nor disagree

- Somewhat agree

- Strongly agree

67The order of questions in this section is randomized
68We randomly reverse the answer choices.
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?69

Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor disagree Disagree

If the U.K. does not attack,
the country would build nuclear weapons ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.K. does not attack, the country would build nuclear
weapons and threaten to use them against another country ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.K. does not attack, the country would build nuclear weapons
and threaten to use them against the U.K. or a U.K. ally ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.K. does not attack, the country would build nuclear
weapons and launch an attack against another country ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

If the U.K. does not attack, the country would build nuclear weapons
and launch an attack against the U.K. or a U.K. ally ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝

Open-Ended Question

Please tell us in a few sentences why you favor or oppose the proposal to attack the
country’s nuclear development sites.

Placebo

• How wealthy do you think the country was in terms of GDP per capita? (GDP per
capita, or GDP per person, is often considered an indicator of a country’s standard
of living.). We provide you with two example countries in each category.

- Less than $500 (Ex: Democratic Republic of the Congo, El Salvador)

- $501-$1,000 (Ex: Rwanda, Haiti)

- $1,001-$5,000 (Ex: India, Cuba)

- $5,001-$10,000 (Ex: Brazil, China)

- $10,001-$20,000 (Ex: Mexico, Russia)

- $20,001-$40,000 (Ex: Canada, Singapore)

- More than $40,000 (Ex: Kuwait, Norway)

• Did you have a specific guess of what country the scenario was about?70

- I did not have a specific country in mind when answering the questions

- Iran

- Saudi Arabia

- South Korea

- Japan

- Other

69The order of questions in this matrix is randomized.
70The answer order is randomized.
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Study 4

Results

Left/Right Peace

In Table A.28, we test whether the left/right peace holds when operationalizing

the divide based on economic issues rather than social and cultural issues. Unlike our

other two U.S.-based studies, Study 4 was also not fielded in the context of a presidential

election, where political polarization may have been especially high. While the findings

are marginally weaker than in Studies 1 and 2, we again find evidence of the left/right

peace in Study 4. Model 1 demonstrates that when the respondent is a Democrat and

the foreign country is left-wing, or when the respondent is a Republican and the for-

eign country is right-wing, support for a military attack against the foreign country is

significantly less compared to when the respondent and foreign country have different

left-right orientations (p = 0.045).71 Model 2 shows this result is robust to using whether

respondents identified as left-wing or right-wing instead of Democrat or Republican.72

Models 3 and 4 demonstrate that the left/right peace holds for the regime change out-

come measure as well. As in Studies 1 and 2, the left/right peace and the democratic

peace co-exist, and the latter effect is not statistically larger than the former effect. On

the other hand, contrary to Studies 1 and 2, we find weaker effects for the sanctions

outcome variable depending on how we operationalize the test. Still, at least some de-

gree of statistically significant evidence for the left/right peace across four studies in two

countries demonstrate the robustness of this effect.

71We use the broader measure of respondent political identification for this analysis to maximize sample
size and thus statistical power. However, the result from Model 1 also holds when using the narrowest
measure of political identification (p < 0.04).

72For this test we use the measure of left-wing or right-wing that asked specifically about economic ideology
since that is most directly related to the subject matter of Study 4. However, the significant finding in
Model 2 holds when using the more generic measure of left-wing or right-wing employed in Studies 1-3.
We utilize an interaction variable approach for Model 2 because it allows us to include respondents in
the analysis that answered “Moderate, middle of the road” to the ideology question rather than dropping
them. As such, statistical power is increased.
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Table A.28: External Validity to Economic Issues

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Military Attack Regime Change Sanctions

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.119∗∗ -0.111∗ -0.058
(0.059) (0.058) (0.058)

Right-Wing Country × Right-Wing Ideology -0.069∗ -0.077∗∗ -0.088∗∗
(0.040) (0.039) (0.040)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.203∗∗∗ -0.200∗∗∗ -0.202∗∗∗ -0.200∗∗∗ -0.252∗∗∗ -0.249∗∗∗
(0.059) (0.058) (0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058)

Non-White Foreign Country -0.004 -0.009 -0.021 -0.022 0.023 0.026
(0.060) (0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.059) (0.059)

Alliance with US -0.059 -0.072 -0.064 -0.074 -0.074 -0.081
(0.059) (0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058)

High Trade with US -0.084 -0.086 -0.034 -0.035 0.050 0.052
(0.060) (0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058)

Hawkishness 0.398∗∗∗ 0.318∗∗∗ 0.360∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗∗ 0.200∗∗∗ 0.177∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.039) (0.034) (0.038) (0.036) (0.040)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.053∗ -0.046∗ -0.115∗∗∗ -0.110∗∗∗ 0.040 0.043
(0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.027) (0.028) (0.028)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.185∗∗∗ 0.172∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.075∗∗ 0.090∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030)

Female 0.073 0.103 0.111∗ 0.131∗∗ -0.063 -0.054
(0.065) (0.064) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063)

Education -0.198∗∗∗ -0.193∗∗∗ -0.116∗ -0.113 0.105 0.105
(0.071) (0.071) (0.070) (0.070) (0.071) (0.071)

Income 0.008 0.007 0.005 0.005 0.011∗∗ 0.011∗∗
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Age -0.011∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ -0.011∗∗∗ -0.012∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

White 0.077 0.058 0.031 0.020 0.191∗∗ 0.189∗∗
(0.076) (0.074) (0.073) (0.072) (0.075) (0.075)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception -0.002 -0.003 -0.042∗∗ -0.043∗∗∗ -0.026∗ -0.025
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)

Best Guess is Foreign Country is Iran 0.284∗∗∗ 0.275∗∗∗ 0.332∗∗∗ 0.325∗∗∗ 0.160∗∗ 0.149∗∗
(0.072) (0.071) (0.073) (0.073) (0.070) (0.070)

Right-Wing Ideology 0.154∗∗∗ 0.118∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗∗
(0.031) (0.029) (0.030)

Right-Wing Country 0.272 0.290∗ 0.446∗∗
(0.178) (0.167) (0.179)

Constant 1.908∗∗∗ 1.534∗∗∗ 2.341∗∗∗ 2.023∗∗∗ 1.512∗∗∗ 1.207∗∗∗
(0.205) (0.219) (0.197) (0.216) (0.192) (0.212)

Observations 1644 1644 1644 1644 1644 1644
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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Mechanisms

As in Study 1, Table A.29 shows that a likely mechanism explaining the left/right

peace in the context of Study 4 is threat perceptions. In-ideology countries are perceived

as less threatening (i.e., less likely to acquire, threaten to use, or actually use nuclear

weapons) than out-ideology countries.73

Table A.29: Mechanisms

(1) (2)
Perceived Threat Index

Same Left-Right Ideology -0.138∗∗∗
(0.045)

Right-Wing Country × Right-Wing Ideology -0.068∗∗
(0.029)

Democratic Foreign Country -0.211∗∗∗ -0.214∗∗∗
(0.044) (0.044)

Non-White Foreign Country 0.006 0.007
(0.045) (0.045)

Alliance with US -0.062 -0.065
(0.044) (0.044)

High Trade with US 0.026 0.028
(0.044) (0.045)

Hawkishness 0.216∗∗∗ 0.211∗∗∗
(0.027) (0.030)

Attention Int’l Affairs -0.014 -0.013
(0.021) (0.021)

Nuke Proliferation Concern 0.139∗∗∗ 0.136∗∗∗
(0.024) (0.024)

Female 0.212∗∗∗ 0.213∗∗∗
(0.048) (0.048)

Education -0.081 -0.079
(0.051) (0.051)

Income 0.008∗∗ 0.008∗∗
(0.004) (0.004)

Age 0.002 0.002
(0.001) (0.001)

White 0.031 0.038
(0.057) (0.057)

Foreign Country Wealth Perception 0.004 0.004
(0.013) (0.013)

Best Guess is Foreign Country is Iran 0.137∗∗ 0.130∗∗
(0.057) (0.057)

Right-Wing Ideology 0.040∗
(0.024)

Right-Wing Country 0.316∗∗
(0.131)

Constant 2.009∗∗∗ 1.784∗∗∗
(0.147) (0.161)

Observations 1644 1644
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

73We find weaker evidence for moderator effects than in Study 1. For example, we don’t find consistent,
significant evidence that factors like affective polarization or support for Donald Trump moderate the
left/right peace in Study 4. Though we do find that the left/right peace in the context of Study 4 is
stronger among respondents that believe economic issues are more important than social ones.
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Sample Composition

Table A.30: Sample Composition

Variable Mean Minimum Median Maximum

Political Identificationa 4.49 1 4 8

Republicanb 0.35 0 0 1

Democrat 0.34 0 0 1

Independent/Other 0.31 0 0 1

Female 0.57 0 1 1

Educationc 0.48 0 0 1

Incomed 9.45 1 8 24

White 0.77 0 1 1

Age 49.94 18 50 93

a. 1 = Strong Democrat; 8 = Strong Republican

b. This measure and the following two reflect how respondents identified in our initial
political identification question.

c. 1 = 4-year degree; 0 = Not

d. 1 = 0-15k; 2 = 15-20k; 3 = 20-25k; 4 = 25-30k; 5 = 30-35k; 6 = 35-40k; 7 = 40-45k;
8 = 45-50k; 9 = 50-55k; 10 = 55-60k; 11 = 60-65k; 12 = 65-70k; 13 = 70-75k; 14
= 75-80k; 15 = 80-85k; 16 = 85-90k; 17 = 90-95k; 18 = 95-100k; 19 = 100-125k;
20 = 125-150k; 21 = 150-175k; 22 = 175-200k; 23 = 200-250k; 24 = 250k+

71



Questionnaire

[Note: For space reasons, we only display new questions we asked pre-treatment (relative
to Study 1) and the new treatment wording.]

Pre-Treatment Questions74

• In general, how would you describe your own political viewpoint on economic issues
specifically?75

- Extremely left-wing

- Left-wing

- Slightly left-wing

- Moderate, middle of the road

- Slightly right-wing / Conservative

- Right-wing / Conservative

- Extremely right-wing / Conservative

• To what extent do you approve or disapprove of Donald Trump?76

- Strongly disapprove

- Disapprove

- Slightly disapprove

- Neither approve nor disapprove

- Slightly approve

- Approve

- Strongly approve

• Which set of issues controlled by the government are more important in your
mind?77

- Economic Issues (for example: taxes, government spending, and regulation)

- Social Issues (for example: immigration, abortion, and transgender issues)

74Question order is randomized.
75We also ask generically about whether respondents are more left or right-wing, as we did in Study 1. We

randomly reverse the answer choices.
76We randomly reverse the answer options.
77We randomly reverse the answer options.
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Treatment Conditions78

Here is the situation:

• A country is developing nuclear weapons and will have its first nuclear bomb within
six months. The country could then use its missiles to launch nuclear attacks against
any country in the world, including the United States.

• The country [is / is not] a democracy and shows [every sign that it will remain /
no sign of becoming] a democracy.

• The country’s politics are very [right-wing and conservative. For example, the
country has low taxes, minimal regulation, and few government welfare programs
to help the poor. / left-wing and liberal. For example, the country has high taxes,
significant government regulation, and many generous government welfare programs
to help the poor.]

Here is some other information:

• The country’s population is predominantly [white / non-white]

• The country’s dominant faith is Christianity

• The country [has / has not] signed a military alliance with the United States

• The country [has / does not have] high levels of trade with the United States

• The country’s non-nuclear military forces are half as strong as the United States’
non-nuclear military forces

• The country’s motives remain unclear, but if it builds nuclear weapons, it will have
the power to blackmail or destroy other countries

• The country has refused all requests to stop its nuclear program

78Respondents are block randomized into treatment conditions based on their political identification.
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Google Trends Analysis

Study 2 provides empirical evidence that a necessary condition for the left/right

peace to operate is that the public is informed about a foreign country’s left-right orienta-

tion. However, how does the public actually acquire this kind of information outside the

context of a survey experiment? To probe this question, we conduct an informal analysis

of Google trend data among users in the United States. This data has also been utilized

in other prominent work in political science (e.g., Pelc 2013; Dancy and Fariss 2024). For

example, Google trend data has been shown to more accurately predict protests than the

use of structural variables (Timoneda and Wibbels 2022).

How does Google trends work? After inputting a search term, a location the

searches were conducted in, and a time frame into Google’s software, it draws a random

sample of all searches that meet the criteria. It does so rather than drawing on the full

universe of searches to increase efficiency. The output measures interest in the term over

time and ranges from 0 to 100. A score of 100 indicates the peak popularity of the term.

This means at some point every term will receive a score of 100. A score of 50 indicates

that searches for the term were half the number of the peak. This procedure used by

Google does have important limitations. For example, it means that it is difficult to assess

a term’s aggregate level of popularity since every term will achieve a score of 100 at some

point (Timoneda and Wibbels 2022). Nevertheless, it remains useful for the purposes of

this paper, as we seek to assess why relative interest in a particular country spikes rather

than the aggregate number of searchers about a country.

As a test case, we analyze the American public’s interest in learning more about

Hungary and its right-wing leader Viktor Orbán. We choose this country and leader

because it is one of the key motivating examples for our left/right peace theory. The

results of our Google trends analysis are displayed in Figure A.1, with explanations for

some of the key spikes detailed in Table A.25.

In accordance with the theoretical logic outlined in the main text, we find evidence

that interest among the US public in learning about Hungary and Orbán spikes in re-

sponse to cues by policymakers and the media, often motivated by leader visits/travel,
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Figure A.1: Google Searches for “Hungary” and “Orbán”

eye-catching statements made by leaders, and policy changes. For example, with respect

to policymaker cues, interest in learning about Orbán via Google skyrocketed after Don-

ald Trump proudly highlighted his endorsement in the presidential debate with Kamala

Harris (spike number 8). Following Trump’s fawning, media outlets like USA Today ran

articles with headlines like: “Donald Trump praises Hungary Prime Minister Viktor Or-

bán at debate: Who is he?”79 Articles like these then went on to explain exactly why

Trump and Orbán share an affinity: because of their similar right-wing ideology. For

instance, an NPR article wrote, “Orbán, who has turned into a hero of Trump’s follow-

ers and other conservative populists, is known for his restrictions on immigration and

LGBTQ+ rights.”80

79USA Today, September 10, 2024.
80NPR, September 10, 2024.
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Table A.25: Explaining Spikes in Interest about Hungary

Number in Figure A.1 Date Event

1 June 2021
Hungary passes law ban-
ning LGBTQ content for
minors.

2 August 2021
Tucker Carlson visits Hun-
gary and it’s broadcast on
Fox News.

3 February-March 2022

Hungary chooses not to
veto EU sanctions on Rus-
sia following their invasion
of Ukraine, but also won’t
allow weapons bound for
Ukraine to transit through
their territory.

4 April 2022

Jordan Klepper visits Hun-
gary and it’s broadcast
on The Daily Show.
Viktor Orbán also wins re-
election.

5 July-August 2022

Viktor Orbán attends the
Conservative Political Ac-
tion Conference (CPAC) in
Orlando, Florida.

6 February 2025

Katalin Novák, the Hun-
garian President, resigns
after a scandal. The scan-
dal was that she pardoned
someone convinced of child
sex abuse.

7 June 2024

Hungary takes over the
presidency of the Council
of the European Union and
changed its motto to “make
Europe great again.”

8 September 2024
Donald Trump Viktor Or-
bán in a presidential debate
with Kamala Harris.

Media cues are also crucially important, as illustrated by increased interest in

learning about Hungary following Tucker Carlson’s visit to the country (spike number 2).

His visit was prominently broadcast on right-leaning Fox News and highlighted many of

Hungary’s right-wing policies. A New York Times headline about the visit read, “Con-
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servative Fellow Travelers: Tucker Carlson Drops In On Viktor Orban.”81 Relatedly,

Jordan Klepper visited Hungary and hosted a special on the left-leaning The Daily Show

about its undemocratic and right-wing turn, which helped drive an increase in searches

(spike number 4). The video of the special on YouTube also has over 2 million views.82

CBS Mornings interviewed Klepper and the video of the interview on YouTube has over

80,000 views and is titled: “Jordan Klepper on connection between American conserva-

tives and Hungary’s far-right.”83 An article on Salon about the special was also titled:

“Jordan Klepper sees the future of GOP: Conservatives look to Hungary as a conservative

wonderland.”84 Media outlets—whether right-wing programs like Fox News or left-wing

programs like The Daily Show—are thus another avenue through which the public can

learn about a country’s left-right orientation.

Media coverage and policymaker statements about a foreign country and its lead-

ership are often motivated by foreign leader visits and eye-catching statements. For ex-

ample, the second-largest increase in Google searches about Orbán specifically occurred

after he accepted an invitation to attend the Conservative Political Action Conference

(spike number 5). As reported by the Associated Press, “the cheers continued as Orbán

weaved through attacks on LGBTQ rights, boasted about reducing abortions in Hungary

and celebrated hardline immigration measures back home.”85 A headline on a PBS arti-

cle read: “Hungary’s autocratic leader tells U.S. conservatives to join his culture war.”86

ABC News ran an article titled: “Why are conservatives welcoming Hungary’s divisive

Viktor Orban at CPAC?”87 The Guardian titled a piece: “Orbán urges Christian nation-

alists in Europe and US to ‘unite forces’ at CPAC.”88 This case therefore demonstrates

that a foreign country’s left-right ideology can be communicated to the general public via

81New York Times, August 7, 2021.
82The Daily Show, April 22, 2022.
83CBS Mornings, April 20, 2022.
84Salon, April 21, 2022.
85AP, August 4, 2022.
86PBS, August 4, 2022.
87ABC News, August 4, 2022.
88The Guardian, August 4, 2022.
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media reporting and the stamp of approval from a conservative institution like CPAC.

Per our argument about global networks and polarization, the media also reported that

Orbán said, “I’m here to tell you that we should unite our forces.”89

Sometimes a foreign country’s right-wing or left-wing policy changes also receive di-

rect media attention. For example, the highest level of Google search interest in Hungary

occurred after they passed a law banning LGBTQ content for minors (spike number 1).

Leader statements—reported by the media—can also communicate information about a

foreign country’s ideology. For example, after Hungary took over the presidency of the

Council of the European Union, CNN ran a headline that said, “Make Europe Great

Again: Hungary’s new motto for EU presidency has a familiar ring to it.”90 Politico’s

headline was even more explicit: “Make Europe Great Again: Hungary channels Trump

in EU presidency slogan.”91

There are, of course, limitations to this analysis. We do not know exactly how

many people searched for information on Google about Hungary or were exposed to

media reporting about Hungary’s right-wing ideology. Our analysis also does not enable

us to assess whether social cues from peers (along with elite cues) might also be motivating

members of the US public to want to learn more about countries like Hungary (Kertzer

and Zeitzoff 2017). Nevertheless, Google trends data provides suggestive evidence that

elite cues from policymakers and the media drive public interest in learning more about

a country and (potentially) its left-right orientation. The logic of our theoretical story

therefore incorporates both elite and public actors.

89Politico, August 4, 2022.
90CNN, June 18, 2024.
91Politico, June 18, 2024.
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MIDs Analysis

Variable Descriptions

As noted in the main text, our analysis of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs)

uses the analysis conducted by Barnhart et al. (2020) and supplements it with additional

data on leaders’ ideology to test the left/right peace. For clarity, we reproduce below

Barnhart et al.’s (2020) variable descriptions:

• “Both Countries Democracies” is coded 1 if the countries both have a polity score

above 6 and 0 otherwise.

• “Contiguity” is coded 1 if the countries share a land boundary or are separated by

less than 150 miles of water and 0 otherwise.

• “Distance” is a measure of the natural log of the distance in miles between the

countries. We also include the variables Distance squared and Distance cubed

within the models.

• “Minor Powers” is coded as 0 if either of the states within the dyad is listed as a

great power according to the Correlates of War dataset.

• “Capability Ratio” measures the natural logarithm of the ratio of the stronger state’s

military capability to the military capability of the weaker state in the dyad, lagged

by one year. Capabilities are measured using the CINC scores of each state from

the COW National Capabilities Data.

• “Ally” is a binary variable coded as 1 for dyads that hold any type of alliance, as

indicated by the COW Military Alliance data, and are 0 otherwise.

• “At Least One State Nuclear-Armed” is coded 1 if either state in the dyad possesses

nuclear weapons.

• “Both States Nuclear-Armed” is coded 1 if both states in the dyad possess nuclear

weapons and 0 otherwise.
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• “Economic Interdependence” is a measure of economic interdependence which quan-

tifies the bilateral trade-to-GDP ratio of the state that is least dependent upon

trading with its dyadic partner.

• “Interest Similarity” lists the dyadic S score. The variable ranges between-1 and 1

and measures the degree of similarity in policy portfolios between the states.

• “Year” is included in all models so that we can assess the possibility that the prob-

ability of conflict has followed a consistently negative pattern over the time period

in question.

• “Peace Years” is a variable which counts the number of years since a dispute within

the dyad. We also include Peace Years squared and Peace Years cubed.
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Robustness Tests

Table A.26 shows that the left/right peace effect we uncovered when analyzing

MIDs is robust to several additional tests. As in the main text, the coefficients are odds

ratios. A value of 0.5 indicates that a variable reduces the probability of MID initiation

by half, and a value of 2 means it doubles it. Model 1 illustrates that the left/right

peace effect holds when comparing ideologically similar dyads (right-wing/right-wing or

left-wing/left-wing) to ideologically different dyads (right-wing/left-wing or vice-versa).

In Model 1 in Table 3 in the main text, we also included leaders who have a centrist

ideology or no ideology in the comparison group that is coded a 0. Model 2 demonstrates

that the effect is robust when excluding major powers (including, but not limited to, the

United States). Model 3 shows that the ideological and democratic peace effects hold

when using a continuous measure of democracy rather than a binary one. The significant

effect for “Low Democracy Score” indicates that as the less democratic member of a dyad

becomes more democratic, the chances of MID initiation are lessened. Instead of using a

measure of democracy from Polity, in Models 4 and 5 we use an alternative measure from

V-Dem: v2xpolyarchy, which ranges from 0 to 1. The results hold when operationalizing

democracy by the average V-Dem democracy score of both states in the dyad (Model 4),

or using the lowest V-Dem democracy score of the dyad (Model 5).
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Table A.26: MIDs Analysis Robustness Tests

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
MID Initiation

Heads of Government Have Same Left-Right Ideology vs. Different Ideology 0.497∗∗∗
(0.047)

Heads of Government Have Same Left-Right Ideology 0.525∗∗∗ 0.525∗∗∗ 0.492∗∗∗ 0.490∗∗∗
(0.048) (0.048) (0.042) (0.042)

Both Countries Democracies (Polity) 0.459∗∗∗ 0.346∗∗∗
(0.114) (0.081)

Low Democracy Score (Polity) 0.927∗∗∗
(0.010)

High Democracy Score (Polity) 1.023∗∗∗
(0.007)

Average Democracy Score in Dyad (V-Dem) 0.402∗∗∗
(0.095)

Low Democracy Score (V-Dem) 0.056∗∗∗
(0.021)

High Democracy Score (V-Dem) 1.875∗∗∗
(0.305)

Alliance 1.405∗∗∗ 1.206 1.298∗∗ 1.233∗ 1.331∗∗∗
(0.174) (0.139) (0.152) (0.134) (0.144)

Economic Interdependence 0.000 0.000∗ 0.000∗ 0.000∗∗ 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Capability Ratio 1.013 1.009 1.001 1.002 1.002
(0.017) (0.015) (0.015) (0.012) (0.013)

Interest Similarity 0.246∗∗∗ 0.386∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗ 0.251∗∗∗ 0.348∗∗∗
(0.074) (0.105) (0.104) (0.061) (0.087)

At Least One State Nuclear-Armed 2.519∗∗∗ 2.449∗∗∗ 2.283∗∗∗ 2.648∗∗∗ 2.209∗∗∗
(0.448) (0.404) (0.378) (0.452) (0.374)

Both States Nuclear-Armed 0.734 0.281∗ 0.724 2.367∗∗∗ 2.132∗∗∗
(0.392) (0.183) (0.400) (0.607) (0.541)

Minor Power 0.333∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗∗ 0.457∗∗∗ 0.424∗∗∗
(0.065) (0.061) (0.056) (0.085) (0.076)

Contiguity 8.119∗∗∗ 9.057∗∗∗ 9.130∗∗∗ 8.133∗∗∗ 7.594∗∗∗
(2.065) (2.089) (2.189) (1.517) (1.414)

Distance 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Year 0.999 1.006 1.006 0.999 0.996
(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant 2.722 0.000∗ 0.000 7.469 584.319
(25.105) (0.000) (0.000) (57.035) (4560.644)

Observations 200396 245033 245287 290673 290673
Major Powers Included ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered by dyad in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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In Table A.27 we probe the robustness of two heterogeneous effects we found ev-

idence for in the main text: (1) an interaction between the left/right and democratic

peace effects, and (2) an interaction between the left/right peace and political polariza-

tion. Starting with the former, we find the interaction remains statistically significant

when we use dyad fixed effects (Model 1); measure democracy using the lowest Polity

score in the dyad rather than a binary measure of joint democracy (Model 3); measure

democracy using the average V-Dem polyarchy score in the dyad (Model 4); and measure

democracy using the lowest V-Dem polyarchy score in the dyad (Model 5). However, the

interaction between the left/right and democratic peace is not robust to the inclusion of

dyad fixed effects (Model 2). Given the enormous reduction in sample size for this latter

analysis, the null effect should be interpreted cautiously.

The interaction between the left/right peace and political polarization remains sta-

tistically significant when analyzing the most severe type of MID—those that escalate

to the use of force (Model 7). The interaction effect between ideological similarity and

political polarization for MIDs that escalate to the use of force is also statistically sig-

nificant at the 5% level (p = 0.048). On the other hand, this interaction loses statistical

significance when including dyad fixed effects (Model 6) and measuring polarization using

the lowest score in the dyad rather than the average of both states (Model 8).
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Table A.27: MIDs Analysis Interaction Effects Robustness Tests
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Initiation Use of Force Initiation Initiation Initiation Initiation Use of Force Initiation
Same Left-Right Ideology × Both Countries Democracies (Polity) 1.713∗∗ 1.331

(0.422) (0.723)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Low Democracy Score (Polity) 1.076∗∗∗

(0.018)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Average Democracy Score (V-Dem) 5.339∗∗∗

(1.986)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Low Democracy Score (V-Dem) 5.234∗∗∗

(2.950)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Average Polarization 0.872 0.795∗∗

(0.088) (0.092)
Same Left-Right Ideology × Low Polarization Score 0.930

(0.078)
Same Left-Right Ideology 0.688∗∗∗ 0.505∗∗∗ 0.805 0.291∗∗∗ 0.375∗∗∗ 0.996 0.900 0.571∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.053) (0.106) (0.044) (0.048) (0.243) (0.262) (0.095)
Both Countries Democracies (Polity) 0.490∗∗∗ 0.211∗∗∗ 0.656∗∗ 0.251∗∗∗ 0.411∗∗∗

(0.094) (0.075) (0.110) (0.079) (0.095)
Low Democracy Score (Polity) 0.905∗∗∗

(0.012)
High Democracy Score (Polity) 1.023∗∗∗

(0.007)
Average Democracy Score (V-Dem) 0.241∗∗∗

(0.064)
Low Democracy Score (V-Dem) 0.035∗∗∗

(0.015)
High Democracy Score (V-Dem) 1.856∗∗∗

(0.302)
Average Polarization 1.193∗∗ 1.211∗∗∗

(0.097) (0.084)
Low Polarization Score 0.940

(0.048)
High Polarization Score 1.357∗∗∗

(0.075)
Alliance 0.900 1.103 1.305∗∗ 1.272∗∗ 1.334∗∗∗ 0.908 1.140 1.298∗∗

(0.144) (0.147) (0.152) (0.138) (0.144) (0.146) (0.155) (0.151)
Economic Interdependence 0.000 0.000∗ 0.000∗∗ 0.000 0.000 0.000∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Capability Ratio 1.027 1.037∗∗ 1.001 1.004 1.003 1.020 1.039∗∗ 1.004

(0.085) (0.018) (0.015) (0.012) (0.013) (0.086) (0.019) (0.015)
Interest Similarity 1.021∗ 0.407∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗∗ 0.242∗∗∗ 0.352∗∗∗ 1.021∗ 0.368∗∗∗ 0.273∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.121) (0.106) (0.059) (0.088) (0.012) (0.111) (0.072)
At Least One State Nuclear-Armed 0.529∗∗∗ 2.133∗∗∗ 2.319∗∗∗ 2.632∗∗∗ 2.217∗∗∗ 0.523∗∗∗ 2.134∗∗∗ 2.552∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.404) (0.386) (0.445) (0.376) (0.090) (0.407) (0.429)
Both States Nuclear-Armed 0.336∗∗∗ 1.002 0.751 2.485∗∗∗ 2.180∗∗∗ 0.342∗∗∗ 0.991 0.858

(0.104) (0.573) (0.407) (0.620) (0.546) (0.105) (0.560) (0.424)
Minor Power 0.314∗∗∗ 0.369∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗∗ 0.452∗∗∗ 0.423∗∗∗ 0.297∗∗∗ 0.369∗∗∗ 0.333∗∗∗

(0.123) (0.077) (0.056) (0.083) (0.076) (0.117) (0.078) (0.062)
Contiguity 7.947∗∗∗ 9.042∗∗∗ 8.025∗∗∗ 7.470∗∗∗ 8.170∗∗∗ 9.526∗∗∗

(1.986) (2.156) (1.488) (1.385) (2.069) (2.246)
Distance 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗ 0.999∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Year 1.002 1.001 1.005 0.998 0.996 1.002 1.003 1.006

(0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004)
Constant 0.012 0.000 22.734 1864.398 0.001 0.000

(0.119) (0.000) (173.810) (14542.281) (0.005) (0.000)
Observations 17851 245287 245287 290673 290673 17691 241237 245277
Dyad Fixed Effects ✓ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered by dyad in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.

84



Human Rights Naming & Shaming

All of the experimental and observational evidence presented thus far to support

the left/right peace focuses on militarized conflict. However, whether it has external

validity to other foreign policy domains remains an open question. We therefore carry

out one final test—an extension of work by Terman and Voeten (2018). They analyze

the United Nations Universal Periodic Review (UPR), where governments scrutinize each

other’s human rights records and give specific recommendations for how to improve them.

Terman and Voeten (2018) evaluate tens of thousands of recommendations made by states

during the UPR’s first two cycles (from 2008 to 2011 and 2012 to 2016). Using a Heckman

selection model to account for reasons why a country may offer a recommendation in the

first place (in addition to fixed effects for the state under review, the reviewing state, and

the year), they find countries that are allies92 or have greater geopolitical affinity93 are

less likely to offer more severe recommendations,94 even when controlling for a host of

potential confounders. To extend their work, we simply add to their models a measure

of whether two countries have leaders that share a left/right orientation using data from

the Global Leader Ideology Dataset that we also employed in our MIDs analysis (Herre

2023).95 The results are displayed in Table A.28. For simplicity, we omit the first stage

of the Heckman selection model that assessed why countries make recommendations or

not in the first place.96

Model 1 shows that when two countries have leaders with the same left/right ide-

ology, the reviewing state is less likely to issue severe human rights recommendations in

the context of the UPR. That also implies the opposite—when two countries have leaders

with different left/right ideologies, the reviewing state is more likely to issue severe hu-

man rights recommendations. This provides evidence consistent with the left/right peace

92The authors use the Correlates of War dataset to code this.
93The authors measure this using the absolute distance between country ideal points estimated using votes

in the United Nations General Assembly.
94Severity is measured on a 3-point scale, with higher values indicating recommendations that are more

demanding. See Terman and Voeten (2018,11) for an explanation of how this is coded.
95We also add a measure of dyadic democracy using Polity data to more closely mirror our MIDs analysis.
96We also do not display the fixed effect estimates in Table A.28, though they are included in the models.
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theory, but in a different context than militarized disputes. As in our other empirical

analyses, we also find evidence that this left/right peace effect coexists with a kind of

democratic peace effect, as democracies are less likely to issue severe human rights rec-

ommendations against each other. Model 2 shows this finding holds when only analyzing

politically relevant dyads, and Model 3 shows it is robust to excluding the United States

from the analysis. Consistent with our experimental studies, Model 4 shows there is no

significant interaction effect between the left/right peace and the democratic peace effect.

Table A.28: The Left/Right Peace & Human Rights Shaming

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Severity of Human Rights Recommendation

Leaders Have Same Left/Right Ideologies -0.028∗∗∗ -0.064∗∗ -0.028∗∗∗ -0.034∗∗∗
(0.010) (0.026) (0.010) (0.012)

Both Countries Democracies -0.133∗∗∗ -0.149∗∗∗ -0.132∗∗∗ -0.140∗∗∗
(0.020) (0.058) (0.021) (0.022)

Leaders Have Same Left/Right Ideologies × Both Countries Democracies 0.019
(0.020)

Geopolitical Affinity -0.127∗∗∗ -0.129∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗∗
(0.008) (0.024) (0.009) (0.008)

Alliance -0.026 -0.049 -0.025 -0.026
(0.020) (0.048) (0.021) (0.020)

Arms (Target to Reviewer) -0.086∗ -0.027 -0.077 -0.085∗
(0.045) (0.062) (0.048) (0.045)

Arms (Reviewer to Target) -0.018 0.005 -0.035 -0.018
(0.037) (0.048) (0.041) (0.037)

Aid (Target to Reviewer) -0.397∗∗ -0.441∗ -0.442∗∗ -0.400∗∗
(0.184) (0.234) (0.200) (0.184)

Aid (Reviewer to Target) -0.994∗∗∗ -2.397∗∗ -0.991∗∗∗ -0.994∗∗∗
(0.224) (1.102) (0.226) (0.224)

Human Rights Council Member (Target) -0.012 0.015 -0.013 -0.012
(0.018) (0.047) (0.019) (0.018)

UPR Review (Reviewer) -0.012 -0.053∗ -0.009 -0.012
(0.011) (0.031) (0.011) (0.011)

Same Region -0.044∗∗∗ -0.020 -0.043∗∗ -0.043∗∗∗
(0.016) (0.033) (0.017) (0.016)

Physical Integrity Rights Protections (Sender minus Target) 0.044∗ 0.051 0.045∗ 0.044∗
(0.023) (0.055) (0.023) (0.023)

Constant 2.773∗∗∗ 2.662∗∗∗ 2.410∗∗∗ 2.779∗∗∗
(0.108) (0.214) (0.078) (0.108)

Observations 42096 3288 41659 42096
All Observations ✓ ✕ ✕ ✓

Only Politically Relevant Dyads ✕ ✓ ✕ ✕

Excluding the US ✕ ✕ ✓ ✕

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *p<0.10; **p< 0.05; ***p<0.01.
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