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Research Questions
I Do foreign-influenced leadership changes affect the subse-

quent peace between influencer and protege states?
I Does any peace effect extend to relations between proteges

linked by common influencing states?

Anecdotes
1. Napoleonic France: The Six and Seventh Coalitions (1812-14,

1815) defeat Napoleon and replace him with Louis XVIII and
successors, moderate leadership that served as a cornerstone
of 19th peace; and

2. Cuban Revolution (1956-9): American decision to impose
arms embargo on Batista regime leads, in part, to the regime’s
defeat by Castro-led revolutionaries, and thereafter a USA-
CUB relationship rife with conflict.

States motivated to seek leadership changes in proteges to im-
prove interstate, and in some cases, international, security, a well
as achieve domestic outcomes (e.g., ideology.) Yet, analyses of for-
eign policy suggest that leadership changes can exacerbate conflict
between the influencing state(s) and proteges.

Prior Research
Focus on leader survival central to explanations of foreign policy
behavior by states, most notably the selectorate theory (Bueno de
Mesquita et al., 2003). Therein, small W regimes rely on the provi-
sion of private goods to remain in office, and the nature this provi-
sion shapes foreign policy choices. Diplomatic histories (Albrecht-
Carrié, 1958) underscore that capable states rely on the installation
and support of leaders in other states to achieve and maintain in-
terstate security. This strategy is more cost effective and nimble
relative to wholesale regime changes and institution-building; it
most often takes place within the context of small W regimes.
Although current research examines the implications of foreign in-
fluenced regime changes (FIRCs) on domestic outcomes(Downes
and Monten, 2013; Peic and Reiter, 2011), there is scant empha-
sis on foreign influence leadership change and maintenance as it
affects the relationship between influencer and protege states. Do-
ing so will facilitate an understanding of a chief security-seeking
mechanism in IR.

Theory

Counter Effects of Foreign-Influenced Leader Changes
1. Foreign-influenced leadership changes increase security be-

tween influencer & protege, because the influenced leader is
selected based on its match with security interests of the in-
fluencer. Influencer provides private goods to the new leader,
thereby cementing congruence between the foreign policy of
the influencer and protege state and deterring deviations by
the latter. The influencer state uses inducements to knit a
network of cooperating protege states; and

2. Foreign-influenced leadership changes decrease interstate se-
curity between influencer and protege, because foreign influ-
ence disturbs the latter’s organic domestic political forces and
interests. The protege’s leader has little or no domestic sup-
port, and as a result the leader has an incentive to conflict
with the influencer with the influencing state to rally the pub-
lic and neutralize domestic threats.

Research Design

Sample & Key IVs
ARCHIGOS data (v2009, 1874–2004) (Goemans et al., 2009),
under-codes foreign-influenced leader changes (e.g., Diem in SVN,
1963). Code foreign-influenced entrance and exits (N= 200)
leader-tenures in protege states & identify influencing state(s). Use
COW state-system (Singer and Small, 1994) to create non-directed
dyad-year sample, and operationalize variables for full and relevant
dyad samples: Influencer-Protege (1/0) (.3%, 1.9%) & Protege-
Protege (1/0) (.43%, .5%).

DV
Ongoing Fatal Militarized Interstate Disputes (DYADMID 2.0)
(1/0) (Maoz, 2005).

Controls & Method
Joint Regimes & Mixed (Marshall et al., 2014); Alliance Similar-
ity (ATOP) (Leeds, 2005; Sweeney and Keshk, 2005); Contiguity
(Stinnett et al., 2002) & Distance; Shared IOs (Pevehouse et al.,
2004); Larger CINC & p of Winning (Singer et al., 1972; Dafoe
et al., 2013); and Democratic System Power (Kadera et al., 2003).
Logit with peace-years and splines (Beck et al., 1998). Clarify
(Tomz et al., 2001) for post-estimation.

Results
Table 1 : Foreign-influenced Leaders & Fatal MIDs.

Variable All ∆p(%) Relevant ∆p(%)
Influencer-Protege 0.8814*** 251 0.8889*** 246

(0.2340) (0.1493)
Protege-Protege 0.9974** 289 0.8565* 155

(0.3546) (0.3800)
Joint Democracy -1.3180*** -28 -1.1777*** -33

(0.3648) (0.3401)
Joint Autocracy 0.0612 -0.0342

(0.1548) (0.1638)
Mixed Dyad 0.6300*** 188 0.5039*** 65

(0.1332) (0.1248)
S-score -0.7382** -84 -0.5519* -141

(0.2294) (0.2216)
Contiguity 1.8182*** 628

(0.1927)
Distance -0.6018*** -62 -0.4623*** -95

(0.0629) (0.0461)
Common IOs 0.2019*** 120 0.1449* 91

(0.0580) (0.0563)
Larger Capability 12.8467*** 159 5.3333*** 140

(0.7600) (0.6753)
p Win Dispute -2.3668*** -70 -3.0469*** -111

(0.3529) (0.3402)
DemComm -0.0868** -88 -0.0677* -149

(0.0287) (0.0284)
N 624,015 83,008
χ2 3089 1944
log-likelihood(null) -4927 -3292
log-likelihood -2945 -2174
p < 0.000 0.000
Note: Robust Std. Errors.

Conclusions
Changes increase conflict between influencing state and protege,
as well as between proteges. Future: (1) differentiate conditions
under which leadership changes occur (e.g., war); (2) post-leader
effect on protege foreign policy; (3) in recurrent conflict dyads; and
(4) differentiate types of imposers (democratic vs. autocratic.)
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