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ABSTRACT

My dissertation contributes to the accountabilitgrature in international
relations by examining the role constituents’ prefiees can potentially play in
fomenting or constraining coercive foreign policieslemocracies. In times of
international crises, domestic audiences have Bpeociercive foreign policy
preferences and will support executives who reprtetbem when selecting coercive
foreign policies. Executive actions will increasspplar support or generate audience
costs depending on whether these actions are temsvgith the specific policy
preferences that domestic audiences have givethithat a crisis poses to national
security. To determine when audiences prefer ecanommilitary coercion and how
these preferences affect their evaluation of trezettve | conduct three experiments,
including a survey experiment conducted with a@sentative sample of Americans and
an experiment conducted with a convenience samgleei United Kingdom. The results
show interesting similarities and differences b&mthe cross-national samples
regarding foreign policy preferences and the ptgficopensity to support and punish
leaders during times of international conflict. Migi | find that (1) the concept of
audience costs can be expanded to cases of econoenaon, (2) under certain
circumstances audience costs operate even in thigeare not very salient and (3)
when there is a mismatch between public prefereacdshreats issued by the

executive, audience costs do not operate at all.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As of January 2012, U.S. sanctions against Iraludecblocking access to the
international financial system and undermininglta@ian gas and oil industry (Cooper
2012). President Obama has stated that these@ametere implemented to protect the
national security interests of United States amdwbrld community (Goldberg 2012).
In an election year, it would be difficult to argtat this escalation of economic
sanctions has nothing to do with the preferencésadrican citizens. Fifty-eight
percent of Americans agree that the United Stadtesld prevent Iran from developing
nuclear weapons, even if it involves military anti®@opular preferences are not static
and have changed as Iran’s nuclear program hasaedtto develop. Domestic
audiences are starting to perceive economic caeagainst Iran as ineffective. As of
February of 2012, 64% of Americans declare thatletiag sanctions will not deter Iran
(up from 56% in October 2009)Presidential hopefuls seem to be taking noteal&aof
military action against Iran has become a popukarce in GOP debates in 2012.

In this dissertation, | examine under what circilanses democratic constituents
will support or punish executives for their foreigolicy behaviors in times of
international crise$. specify the role public policy preferences ardautive

inconsistencies play in generating support for eiees and their coercive foreign

! Pew Research Center poll, February 15, 2012, ablailat; http://www.people-
press.org/2012/02/15/public-takes-strong-stancéiai@ans-nuclear-prograrréccessed March 5 2012.

“ This material is based upon work supported byN&gonal Science Foundation under Grant No.
1123291. Any opinions, findings, and conclusionssmommendations expressed in this material asetho
of the author and do not necessarily reflect tlegvgiof the National Science Foundation.




policies. | first theorize about what affects pualgreferences for military and economic
coercion. | then examine how these policy prefeesncfluence when democratic
leaders will be punished for not following through threats of military or economic
coercion. My dissertation contributes to the actahility literature in international
relations by examining the role constituents’ prefiees can potentially play in
fomenting or constraining coercive foreign policiegslemocracies.

Theories of democratic accountability have hadyaiBtcant impact in the field
of international relations. However, no consensaste as to the specific role
constituents’ preferences play when it comes toefoing or restraining the initiation of
coercive foreign policies. At present two unconedajroups of accountability theories
exist in international relations literature. A figroup of theories emphasizes how
citizens hold leaders accountable if they do nptasent their policy preferences. A
second group of theories has emerged from gameettiead models of domestic
audience costs. In these models the relevant issueether leaders act consistently
between what they promise they will do and theigpreolicies they actually
implement. It is assumed that people invariantBfgr consistent leaders and that this
preference constrains the public commitments atidrecmade by democratic leaders in
international crises.

Audience costs have played a paramount role imnat@nal relations in the past
decades (Levendusky and Horowitz 2012; Downes aatiser 2012). Even limited
audience costs have been shown to affect crisgabvang (Tarar and Leventoglu 2012).

However, prominent international relations scholaage recently questioned the



usefulness of the concept (Snyder and Borghard;Zldthtenberg 2012; Downes and
Sechser 2012). In this dissertation | address tbesgues and show that specifying how
executive actions in times of crises interact witiblic expectations refines the concept
of audience costs, making it applicable to typesrses not considered by previous
literature.

This study bridges the gap that exists betweerettves types of accountability
theories. By empirically identifying the preferesad domestic audiences for coercive
action in times of international crises, | proval®e of the first systematic tests of how
both public policy preferences and preferencesdnmsistent leaders affect democratic
accountability. The coercive foreign policies | exae are the threat of military action
and the imposition of economic sanctions. Thus, tbsearch also helps connect
literature that highlights the role of domestic dgrics in military and economic
coercion. The theory | set forth in this disseaatihus brings together two previously
unconnected strands of accountability literature @xpands the applicability of the
concept of audience costs to cases of economicionesind to crises that do not pose a
significant threat to national security.

The objective of this dissertation is to examindemwhat circumstances
democratic audiences can potentially pressure li@ilers into engaging in certain
coercive foreign policy responses while constrajrime implementation of others. The
role played by domestic audiences in fomenting@werforeign policies has been the

subject of less empirical research than the roteektic audiences play in constraining

% The concept of audience costs was created tozmbBrgaining behavior in highly salient crises had
been applied primarily to militarized disputes.



democratic leader’s aggressive actidihis dissertation will incorporate both ‘push’
and ‘pull’ forces into a theoretical framework ifieh constituents have different
foreign policy preferences depending on how salieey perceive a crisis to be. In my
model, citizens’ foreign policy preferences areafale, in contrast to many international
relations theories regarding the role of domestaoantability that assume that domestic
audiences are intrinsically less inclined to aggjkesforeign policies than their leaders
(Levy 1998). Leaders’ approval can increase orebesa following foreign policy
responses they either enact or fail to enact (eghblicly committing to a given course
of foreign policy action or actually implementirtyy. i

The dissertation proceeds as follows. In this sacti describe the role of public
foreign policy preferencésn theories of international relations and clatifyw | define
democratic accountability. | then present recemicsms that have been made about
audience cost theory and mention how my reseastives these issues. The following
section outlines my theoretical framework. It déses how public preferences for
certain coercive foreign policies vary dependinghow salient they perceive an
international crisis to be and addresses how theferences affect the likelihood of

audience costs being paid. The methods sectiomidesthe experiments by which my

4 There is however, historical evidence of domestidiences ‘pushing’ their representatives into tngc
costly foreign policies. President McKinley, fostance, felt tremendous popular pressure to gato w
with Spain in the 1890s (Levy 1998:152).

® The terms “preference” and “attitude” are ofteedimdistinguishably in studies of international
relations. Preferences have been defined as “theriog of choices according to desirability” (Buet®
Mesquita 2006:704). In his famous book of foreigfiqy decision-making Vertzberger defines attitudes
as “an ideological formation having affective amdjaitive dimensions that create a disposition for a
particular pattern of behavior toward specific @lgeor categories of objects and social situat@rsome
combination thereof” (1990:127-8). Attitudes hel@mpe preferences and both attitudes and preferences
influence behavior.



theory was tested with a representative samplenoérican adults, and also cross-
nationally with convenience samples in the Unitéatés and the United Kingdom. |
conclude with a summary of the findings and thaiplications for accountability

research.

1.1. The Public as a Unit of Analysis in InternagbRelations

Are democratic leaders held accountable for for@igiicy promises and actions?
Political scientists in general and internatiorehtions scholars in particular, have
underscored the central role accountability playdemocracies. It has been posited that
democratic leaders will be motivated to pursue oudpdods instead of private ones in
order to build as wide a support-base as possitildlaus enhance their possibilities of
re-election (Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siversod 8mith 2004; Chiozza and
Goemans 2003; Goemans 2000). The most common foporbdic goods is national
policies. Democratic accountability mechanisms hsagelections— motivate leaders to
adopt political stances believed to best repretbenpreferences of their constituents, not
just their personal preferences. This feature appb both domestic and foreign
policies, and in itself would make democratic reggna normatively desirable form of
government. Democratic accountability also makesatzacies proceed more
cautiously when selecting conflicts to engageetative to autocracies. Democratic
leaders, in order to remain in power, are consthinom waging war when domestic
audiences do not perceive such a course of actioepresenting their own personal

preferences.



International relations theories are increasimgtprporating domestic factors to
further understanding of international phenomeree fealist paradigm that viewed
international politics as the product of interan@mong states acting as unitary
entities, driven exclusively by exterior influenclss not been able to account for
important variations in conflict behavior. Focusimgthe domestic dynamics that
motivate leaders to initiate and maintain foreigfigees allows scholars to view the end
product of a set of these actions (inter-state @@wnomic sanctions, etc.) while
analyzing the strategic considerations that leatdése outcomes. As Bueno de
Mesquita states bluntly, “International relatioassimply put, a venue for politicians to
gain or lose domestic political advantage. From teéwpoint, concepts such as the
national interest, grand strategy, and internatipodtics as a domain distinct from
foreign and domestic calculations are troublingd(2:8).

The prevalent theoretical perspective in intermatiogelations today highlights
the importance of strategic interactions acrodewint political realms. Theories
pertaining to the initiation of military inter-seatonflict, as well as theories that focus on
public reactions to economic sanctions have inaafed the logic of Putnam’s ‘two-
level games’ (1988) in which actions at an inteiora! level cannot be fully understood
without considering domestic political factors. Mgsearch will build on these models

and fill theoretical gaps regarding executive-pubdlations.



1.2. Do Audiences Even Have Foreign Policy Prefegsfl

For decades the overarching consensus in intenatielations was that public
opinion was too volatile and lacking in structurelaoherence to possibly have any
impact on foreign policy (Holsti 1992). The popukldmond-Lippmann thesis posited
that people did not possess sufficient knowledgriaimternational affairs to have any
type of preferences on foreign issues (Lippmanr212925; Almond 1950). This view
started changing after the Vietham War, and totlayptevailing consensus is that
democratic leaders consider public opinion wherdoeting foreign policy. Even
Walter Lippmann changed his mind and started ta/\VAenerican citizens as possibly
more enlightened than the American governmentraggi(Holsti 1992).

Scholars began challenging the Almond-Lippmannishieg showing that not
only do Americans have foreign policy preferentbst also that changes in these
preferences were rationally tied to internationadrgs (Caspary 1970; Mueller 1973;
Page and Shapiro 1988; Peffley and Hurwitz 1992tldson 1992; Page and Shapiro
1992; Popkin 1994; but see Zaller 1992), as opptséeing random. Even if citizens
do not have a thorough knowledge of internatioffairs (Delli-Carpini and Keeter
1996; Holsti 2004), they can form preferences basedhat information is available to
them. This corresponds with the famous argumernitggbby Anthony Downs (1957),
namely that acquiring political information is astly endeavor, and the rational choice

is most frequently to consume information indirgdétbm a designated source like a

® | summarize the literature addressing the spetifies of foreign policy preferences citizens hawvthe
theoretical section of this dissertation. Here lyamish to highlight that citizens do have foreigolicy
preferences and that these can impact foreignypwlidemocratic states.



media spokesperson. As noted by Holsti, “even énaiisence of much factual
knowledge, members of the mass public use somdesirperhaps even simplistic—
heuristics in order to make sense of an increagiominplex world; a few salient criteria
rather than complete information may serve as #sestof judgment” (1992:450). The
use of informational shortcuts can thus allow esedatively uninformed citizens to form
general foreign policy preferences (Fiske and Tay8i84; Hurwitz and Peffley 1987,
Sniderman, Brody and Tetlock 1991; Popkin 1993)s Tinplies that relatively
uninformed voters who rely on heuristics can mdideesame political choice they would
have made had they been in a knowledgeable posgiteanand Redlawsk 1997; Lupia
and McCubbins 1998; Aldrich, Gelpi, Feaver, Reifled Sharp 2006).

Aldrich, Sullivan and Borgida (1989) and Vavre@0(9) find that the public
frequently considers foreign issues as one of thst important problems faced by the
United States and that foreign policy attitudes loarconsequential in presidential
elections. Anand and Krosnick (2003) also find ttiazens’ foreign policy attitudes
affect candidate evaluation. Voters prefer canéslatith whom they share foreign

policy goals. This is particularly the case whendidates take a clear foreign policy

" Some research in the American political behavitfield questions the usefulness of heuristics and
political knowledge. Lau & Redlawsk (1997) find thvehen people with low sophistication use heursstic
as information shortcuts in political decision-makiprocesses, their choices are more effectiveh®n
other hand, they find that political sophisticades worse off when they employ heuristics. Othedists
show that possessing information is not a relefestor in making political decisions. Lodge et 2995)
experimentally demonstrate that memory-based madelhich political information must be stored in
order to affect vote choice are flawed. They prepms on-line process, where an affective evaluatfon
incoming information takes place instantly. Theutiésg “affective tally” is what determines voteahbe.
Employing this mechanism would be rational, foriunduals do not have to expend scarce cognitive
resources storing bundles of political facts.



stance. When this does not occur audiences cam iofer a candidate’s position by
relying on heuristics such as political ideologyparty affiliation.

How do people form foreign policy preferences?witr and Peffley (1987) and
Peffley and Hurwitz (1993) propose that individuag® informational shortcuts or
cognitive heuristics following a hierarchical sttuie in which higher-level beliefs
influence responses to lower-level stimuli. Whepased to specific foreign policies an
individual may not know much about (such as nucéars policy or international
trade), these are interpreted guided by generedfbehat can ameliorate the effect of
missing or ambiguous information with default vas® the person can reach a
conjectural judgment (Taylor and Crocker 1981; Bkgrand Kahneman 1981; Hurwitz
and Peffley 1987). For instance, a citizen mayakerhether to favor U.S. military
intervention in Yemen depending on whether his gdrposture is isolationist or
interventionist or by relying on core values sustparsonal views on ethnocentrism or
on the morality of forceful coercion (1987:1105).

Herrmann, Tetlock and Visser (1991) draw fromnatgionist models popular in
social psychology and posit that the decision fapsut military interventions is made
based on both personal dispositional beliefs aadttimsideration of objective
geopolitical calculations. They conduct a seriesaifonal experiments and find that
individuals’ levels of assertiveness and internaism interact with strategic
considerations such as whether American interestatestake in a crises, the relative

power of an adversary, and whether the crisis vasintra-state or inter-state borders.



Domestic audiences are more likely to acquire mfatton of foreign affairs in times of
international crises. Previous studies have focosetthe role American public opinion
has played in specific foreign policies such asaikigua (Sobel 2001) or Somalia
(Klarevas 2002). Baum and Potter note that mostares distinguishes between public
foreign policy opinion in times of crises and irsahce of a crisis. They note that,
“whereas the public is typically not closely attdrte the details of international politics,
crises often appear to attract public attentiol@0@44). Consequently, studying
domestic public opinion of coercive foreign polgi@ times of international crises, as |

do in this project, is of particular importanced®mocratic accountability.

1.3. Public Opinion and Coercive Foreign Policypmocracies

A democracy is by definition the rule of the mapriAs highlighted by the
strategic approach to international relations, deeocracy leaders wish to stay in
power, and the primary way to achieve this goalisepresenting the preferences of the
mass public when designing and implementing pdi¢Bueno de Mesquita 2006). As
discussed above, numerous studies show that pleapéeforeign policy preferences.
However, exactly how these preferences affect theahimplementation of foreign
policies is not as clear (Holsti 1992). We knowt thiabic preferences and foreign
policies tend to correlate with one another (seenfstance Kusnitz 1984; Monroe 1979,
1998). What we don’t know is the direction of tfausal arrow here. Some scholars
propose that foreign policy elites frame their fgrepolicy decisions in a way that

makes them amenable to the public and thus gaialgogupport for them. Others posit

10



that public opinion has the power to influence pglieither by audiences punishing
foreign policy failures and rewarding successefydnaving leaders select foreign

policies in anticipation of public opinion. Prevetesearch supports both points of
view.

On the one hand, research has highlighted theopdgpant role elites play in
framing national involvement in international affgiparticularly in times of
international crises. These theories emphasizprbeess via which individuals learn
about the implementation of coercive foreign pelsciUnlike other policy arenas in
which individuals have access to different inforimatsources, foreign policy is an area
in which they necessarily ‘hold the short end @& stick’ information-wise, at least in
the initial stages of intervention (Campbell, Corseg Miller, and Stokes 1960; lyengar
and Simon 1993; Baum 2004b; Baum and Potter 20@8de Baum 2002; Aldrich,
Gelpi, Feaver, Reifler and Sharp 2006; Baum ancel@rg 2010). Individuals learn
about the costs associated with coercive foreidicips in a highly politicized domestic
context. Communicating issues necessarily involkases; otherwise, people would
turn on their television sets and see nothing awtdata. Framing implies “that leaders
introduce organizing themes into the policy deblase affect how the public views a
political issue” (Geva, Astorino-Courtois and Mirit296:361). Governments can
influence media frames in an attempt to draw papaug@port for their policy objectives
(Mermin 1997; Robinson 2000; Entman 2003; Berinsig Kinder 2006; but see
Roberts 1993; Mandelbaum 1996). Some have positgcketite framing can push voters

to support certain policies by changing their attés even if their underlying beliefs

11



remain intact (Boettcher and Cobb 2009:682). Othax® taken matters further, stating
that the U.S. executive “lead members of the publiassume false beliefs in support of
his position” (Kull, Ramsay and Lewis 2004: 596Y)idg the Iraq war.

However, there is a limit to the effect elite friagncan have on domestic
audiences. Boettcher and Cobb (2009) concludeotiigtthose initially willing to
support military intervention in Iraq became moidimg to incur increasing casualties
when elites framed these as investments. Longatasiegs like partisanship can
outweigh the effects new information about casesltir the achievement of wartime
goals can have on individuals’ support for war areiiess of how they are framed
(Berinsky 2007). Jordan and Page (1992) find thét popular presidents can sway the
public into supporting their foreign policies.

On the other hand, numerous studies support themibtat the casual arrow can
be reversed: the public does influence policy-mgkBaum and Potter (2008) note that
scholars have recently begun to consider publiniopias a constraint for foreign policy
that politicians need to consider. Studies havevshithat candidates who campaign on
foreign policy issues can gain votes by represgrimpular preferences. Aldrich,
Sullivan and Borgida (1989) show that foreign ppigsues had a significant effect on
more than half the U.S. Presidential elections betw1952 and 1984. Bartels (1991)
finds that public opinion has a significant effeata broad array of national defense
spending matters. Page and Shapiro (1983) shove#atof the time public opinion has
an effect on subsequent changes in foreign pofitdrich, Gelpi, Feaver, Reifler and

Sharp (2006) claim that people’s foreign policyferences influence how they vote in

12



democratic elections, and this forces policy-makerske into account how the public
will react to proposed foreign policies before iepkenting them. Evidence of foreign
policies affecting Presidential approval and vdteice in Presidential elections was
found after the American bombing of Libya in 198&ffley, Langley and Goidel 1995)
and during the Iraq war (Gelpi, Reifler and Fea@0d7; Campbell 2004; Karol and
Miguel 2007).

Exactly how might public foreign policy preferencamstrain actual policies?
One option has been proposed by Nincic and Hincilé91). They study the
discrepancy between political science theorieschwvposit that foreign policy stances do
not affect vote choice, and the empirical regwatitat candidates do devote
considerable time and effort to making their forepplicy preferences known (with
speeches and also by seemingly timing foreign p@lations right before an election)
(Nincic 1990). They suggest a two-step procesautiiravhich public preferences and
democratic candidates’ foreign policy stances affeting behavior. In the first step,
“the voters’ evaluations of a candidate’s perforoear position on external affairs
influence theoverall impression that the public has of the candidate $econd stage,
the voters'electoraldecisions are guided by the overall impressionnéva direct link
between policies and vote is not easily establi&h@®91: 335). This two-stage process
would explain why previous studies have failedital fa direct link between foreign

policy stances and vote choice.

8 Italics in the original text.
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Some evidence supports the constraining effecti@obinion can have on
coercive foreign policies. Public opinion can imfhce when interventionist policies are
implemented (Sobel 2001). As noted by Baum in th&ia crisis, preoccupation with
a possible public backlash prior to the presidéetection “inhibited President Bush
from launching a large-scale U.S. intervention ptecoNovember 1992, while reduced
public scrutiny after the November election remothad important barrier to
intervention” (2004b: 189). Nincic (1988), RussE290), and Trager and Vavreck
(2011) find that public opinion can help keep coexdoreign policies in balance
because domestic audiences prefer hawkish polidies the executive is dovish and
conservative ones when the President is a libaral yice-versa). For Aldrich, Gelpi,
Feaver, Reifler and Sharp (2006), the way foreigiicp was conducted in Lebanon and
Somalia shows that, “the elite perception of pubfpion can have a profound impact
on foreign policy. The widespread assumption ofligutasualty aversion that flowed
from these experiences also shaped American fopgoy in Rwanda, Bosnia, and
Kosovo” (2006: 492).

Finding conclusive evidence of public opinion priog and actually influencing
foreign policy is no easy task. While analyzingds#s addressing President Reagan’s
covert intervention in Nicaragua, Holsti (1992) emthat foreign policy elites tried to
foment public support for an intervention aimedaiaing the rebels, but such efforts
were unsuccessful (Sobel 1989). He asks, “wouldRi@gan administration have
intervened more directly or more massively in Nagara or El Salvador in the absence

of such attitudes?” (1992: 453). Analyses of corfatduals can of course not provide
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robust evidence of public opinion influencing whaatlforeign policy actions are carried
out covertly or overtly. However, such an analysesms logically plausible.

Before concluding this section | must note that s@tholars of international
relations posit that no relationship exists betweelnlic foreign policy preferences and
elections or actual foreign policy decisichBvidence exists supporting the notion that
public opinion has no effect in constraining foregplicy (Lipset 1966; Cohen 1973;
LaFeber 1977; Levering 1978; Paterson 1979; Grael&8; Holsti 1992). Miller and
Stokes (1963) find that although public opinionuehced Congress’s civil rights
positions, a comparable effect of public foreigtigopreferences was lacking. Others
find that foreign policy preferences affect vot@ide only when foreign affairs have
unusually prevalent domestic effects (Hess anddwel®85). Arena (2008) argues that
the role of democratic accountability in militaigréign policies has been overstated, as
leaders will only be held accountable when domesilitical opposition exists. Jacobs
and Page (2005) question previous research linkitdic opinion and foreign policy by
noting that, “in our analyses, a very strong biairelationship between public opinion
and the preferences of policy makers crumbled aalmpst completely when we
included data on organized interests and expertaiitivariate regressions” (2005:

121).

® For realists and neorealists responsiveness tiicpagiinion should normatively be avoided as it ten
detrimental for national security (Lippmann 1955%d#ch, Gelpi, Feaver, Reifler and Sharp 2006; baco
and Shapiro 1999).
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1.4. Executive Approval and Accountability in Demaaes

Accountability refers to the link between constittge(their preferences) and
their representatives (their actions). Accountgbitiechanisms present in democracies
imply that political leaders who act in ways thatribt represent constituents’
preferences can be punished. How exactly do doonastliences punish leaders?
Traditionally, international relations theories bdecused on the most dramatic form of
punishment —voting a leader out of office (Ander2007)*° However, recent empirical
studies have lowered this threshold, both for phingg democratic leaders in general, as
well as for the particular case of audience cadsty. substantive decline in executive
approval can constitute a case of a leader beingsped. Snyder and Borghard (2011)
note that a substantive decline in executive apgdrggnerated by a leader backing down
from a threat can undermine her political effeatiees and consequently should count as
a case of audience costs. Voeten and Brewer (2086 )elieve that approval ratings are
important beyond elections in their study of treglwar. They highlight that democratic
executives require public support not only to beggimar but also to continue fighting it.

Quantitative studies have demonstrated that afgignt correlation exists
between approval for an incumbent executive andlhare of the presidential vote
(Sigelman 1979) and also between executive appendivotes for the incumbent’s
political party (Lewis-Beck and Rice 1982; BrodydaBigelman 1983; Nincic and
Hinckley 1991). Nincic and Hinckley find that, “fevery 2% increase in a president’s

approval, one can expect a nearly 1% increaseciptsidential vote” (1991:337).

19| must note that accountability in studies of canapgive politics usually refers to continuous podit
representation, not being reduced to electionsl¢F&obinson 2010).
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In this study, | measure executive approval andrassa decline in approval for
the executive indicates that domestic audiencepurishing their leader. Assuming that
an increase in executive approval corresponds hdigghtened popular support and that
a decrease in approval is equivalent to punishiegikecutive (or to holding her
accountable) has become customary in experimenidies of audience costs (Tomz

2007; Trager and Vavreck 2011; Levendusky and Hiizo2012).

1.5. Addressing Recent Audience Costs Critiques

Audience costs constitute an important elementariyntheories of
accountability in international relations. A vasetature has highlighted that democratic
leaders have a bargaining advantage in interndtwises because when they make a
military threat it is credible as backing down ¢agger a loss of domestic support
denominated audience costs. In the words of DowndsSechser, audience costs are
“one of the most widely accepted theoretical prapmss in international relations
scholarship” (2012:41). However, the concept hasnmily been the target of serious
critiques issued by prominent scholars of inteoral relations.

Downes and Sechser (2012) claim that audience tlumtsy has been
predominantly tested with data that is inadequatetdich purpose. A disconnect has
occurred because a theory about the effects ahatienal threats has been principally
tested with the Militarized Interstate Disputes llnd the International Crisis
Behavior (ICB) datasets. According to their estiorad, inter-state threats constitute

approximately 9% of the MID data and 15% of the I@8a (2012:13). They correctly
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note that, “to test audience cost theory, one thezeeeds a dataset of coercive threats
so that threats issued by democracies and non-demes can be compared. While this
may seem obvious, it actually implies that manyhipgofile international conflicts
should be excluded when testing the theory” (201E%amples of international
episodes that were not preceded by demands inbigtestakes conflicts such as North
Korea invading South Korea in 1950, as well as deas low-level cross-border raids
and minor troop movements. They highlight that,gbtheses about the outcomes of
threats cannot be evaluated with historical eventghich no threats were issued”
(2012:5). They replicate influential analyses castdd by Schultz (2001) and Gelpi and
Griesdorf (2001) with a new dataset of 194 inteestampellent threats issued between
1918 and 2001. Results do not support audiences tusbry.

They conclude their study by asking, “If votersiddeed frown upon democratic
leaders who renege on threats, as several stuaesfbund (Tomz 2007; Levendusky
and Horowitz 2102), why do they not appear to n@@ocratic threats more
effective?” (2012:41). They list several possibiswaers to this puzzle, suggesting that
perhaps audience costs are not unique to demosractaat audience costs can be
minimized by employing certain elite frames (as émdusky and Horowitz 2012
effectively confirm). My dissertation answers tpiszzle differently: | propose that
audience costs are alive and well but predict thilyonly operate when leaders’ threats
represent the foreign policy preferences of themstituents.

Other scholars have posited similar arguments, neasintly Trachtenberg

(2012) and Snyder and Borghard (2011). These authighlight the importance of

18



considering that audience costs might or mighto@opaid depending on other domestic
considerations and illustrate their claims usingecstudies. Trachtenberg notes that
there is at least one clear historical case in whmmestic audiences would have
punished their governments foot backing down on a threat. Given the general
reluctance of Europeans to risk going to war, & Enench and the British governments
would have followed through on threats to takeactigainst Germany if Hitler
remilitarized the Rhineland in March of 1936, tiveyuld have probably lost upcoming
elections (2012:47).

Snyder and Borghard (2011) claim that audiencescargt rare among other
things because “domestic audiences understandatdyncore about policy substance
than about consistency between the leader’'s waordsleeds. Where these criteria are in
conflict, punishment is more likely to be doled éutan unpopular policy than for a
failure to carry out a threat” (2011:455). Theyildhat, “audience costs are most likely
to arise as a second-order complication when puwiplicion already has hawkish
preferences and pushes the democratic leader te amedmmitting threat(2011:452-

3).

| complement these findings with the research prteskin this dissertation. |
provide a theory that specifies when domestic awadie will prefer economic or military
coercion and posit that we can predict when audieosts will be paid by examining
the salience of an international crises and popmxpectations for national action. |
conduct the first experimental test of a propositizat integrates public preferences and

reactions to executive inconsistency in democradigs following section presents my
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theoretical framework and the hypotheses derivexh fit that | tested nationally and

cross-nationally.
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2. THEORY

In this section | present my theoretical framewalle, assumptions it builds on,
and the hypotheses derived from it. These assungéice grounded on existing
literature. Therefore, before describing my framekyb present three brief literature
reviews. These reviews show that public foreignqygbreferences and the reactions of
domestic audiences to executive inconsistency glafe in democratic accountability.
The first review summarizes work on domestic actabitity that examines the
representation of constituents’ policy preferenoasilitary confrontations. The second
review also addresses how constituents’ preferenflegnce international affairs, but
this time regarding supporting or opposing econoroircion. The third literature
review describes the international relations liiera that posits that citizens prefer
consistent leaders and make inconsistent onesyshgrece costs. After concluding this
review, | present my theoretical framework.

My framework includes two sets of novel hypothedesved from my theory as
well as one hypothesis that replicates of Tomz@728udience costs argument. My
framework provides a general explanation of puslipport (or lack thereof) in times of
international crises by focusing on the interactioat occurs between public policy
preferences and the executive’s consistent or sistant actions. Before evaluating the

interaction that occurs between these variablall bssess the role of each one
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individually both here as well as in the subseq@empirical sections. This is the reason
why | include a replication of Tomz’'s hypothesis.

The theoretical problem this dissertation addiesséhe lack of consensus that
exists in the field regarding the specific role stinents’ preferences can potentially
play in fomenting or constraining coercive foregplicies in democracies. The
objective of the theory presented here is to speb# role public policy preferences and
executive inconsistencies play in democratic actatility regarding coercive foreign
policies. That is, | seek to examine under whatdwmns domestic audiences will
reward or punish democratic leaders for their fgmgpolicy behavior in times of
international crises. To answer this questionst fineorize about what affects public
preferences for military and economic coerciotelit examine how these policy
preferences influence when approval for democta#iders will increase or decrease for
not following through on threats of military or emmic coercion.

My theory is a parsimonious alternative to previthenries of accountability
because it is not constrained to salient criseth@wies of audience costs inherently
are) or to cases of military or economic coerclononstitutes one of the first systematic
attempts to examine public preferences for two comigpes of policies enacted in
times of international crises: military intervem#and economic sanctions. My theory
thereby addresses current criticisms of the audiensts concept (Trachtenberg 2012;
Synder and Borghard 2011). These criticisms queshie usefulness of a concept that
ignores how the compatibility between public preferes and the coercive threats made

by the executive can influence when executive isstancy will be punished.
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The theory presented here brings together theofiascountability that focus on
the public’s policy preferences and theories ofi@uck costs. In doing so, | expand the
applicability of the concept of audience costsasas of economic coercion. My unique
contribution is to present a theory that predidewdomestic audiences will prefer
economic or military coercion and when audiencescad| be paid or avoided

following executive inconsistency in these poli@nains.

2.1. Literature Review
2.1.1. The Public’s Policy Preferences in Militnyerventions

The realist paradigm, in which states were the arinunit of analysis, has given
way to a growing scholarly focus on the influenoédomestic political factors on the
onset and duration of international conflict. Mogernational relations research
examining the causes of war and peace currentlydecvariables assessing domestic
factors such as regime type, political instituti@ns! popular preferences. Scholars
initially developed diversionary theory models acltiog to which unpopular leaders
would initiate inter-state conflicts in order tamease their popularity at home (the so-
called ‘rally-around-the-flag’ phenomenon). “Theehature suggests that leaders adopt
scapegoating as a rational instrument of policgdeance their interests, while publics
respond on the basis of symbolic and emotional @ppas explained by the in-
group/out-group hypothesis” (Levy 1998:155). Engaltisupport for these theories has

been mixed (Levy 1998; Chiozza and Goemans 2003).

23



Scholars have studied whether democratic accouryabechanisms like
elections provide leaders with a motivation toia@ccordance to constituents’ interests.
When a political leader is acting in a way thatsloet reflect the preferences of those
she supposedly represents, domestic constituemtsatd her accountable and
potentially vote her out of office (Anderson 2003tholars in this group focus on the
effects political regime type could have in fomagtor constraining the initiation of
warfare (Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995; Buendesquita, Morrow, Siverson
and Smith 1999). It has been posited that demadesdders, due to their motivation to
remain in office, enact foreign policies (includimgging war) that they anticipate broad
sectors of the population will support.

While Bueno de Mesquita and his collaborators $omn the effects institutional
elements have on the onset of military conflichestscholars interested in the
accountability constraints present in democraceges&underlined the importance of
normative factors. These arguments can be trackdriband claim that “political
culture [democratic] and political norms constititeages that a state transmits to its
external environment” (Maoz and Russett 1993:62bgse models assume that
democratic values, such as tolerance and a higlrddgr peace, inhibit the escalation of
crises between pairs of democratic nations intefliiediged warfare. Observational
empirical studies support both the role of norm&tnd institutional factors in
preventing war in democratic dyads (Maoz and Rud$83; Oneal, Russett and

Berbaum 2003).
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Scholars have also studied the public’s tendengyeter supporting specific
military objectives. Jentleson (1992) and Jentlesmmh Britton’s (1998) theory
highlights how domestic audiences have a tendempyetfer supporting certain types of
military interventions while opposing others, thaffering a comprehensive theory of
citizen reaction in times of armed conflict. Inth@odel, public support for U.S.
military interventions abroad is influenced by fhécipal policy objective for which
military might is being employed. They pose thatlanitarian interventions (designed
to provide relief after widespread disasters, agthe U.S. intervention in Somalia) and
foreign policy restraint objectives (designed terme an opponent who was aggressively
acting against U.S. national interests or citizeeg). most Cold War era interventions)
receive higher levels of support than military actseeking internal political change.
However, they posit that for every crisis the pipat policy objective will not
monotonically affect public opinion, highlightingpv audiences and leaders interact. In
his 1992 paper (before humanitarian interventioasevadded as a foreign policy
objective), Jentleson comments that, “Public supywdl not necessarily just be there; it
must be cultivated and evoked through effectivesigiential leadership. But this evoking
is far more likely to succeed when the principdigyoobjective is foreign policy
restraint, even in the face of significant risk$992:71).

Research that examines the effects of specificlpogpreferences on state
behavior in ongoing disputes also includes Koch @ultivan (2010) and Huth and Alle
(2002). Koch and Sullivan focus on how institutibsettings within democracies can

affect political leaders’ decision to end a miltaonflict. Democratic citizens are
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generally considered as being casualty adversegmapitical evidence tends to support
this claim (Nincic and Nincic 1995; Gartner, Seganal Wilkening 1997; Gartner,
Segura and Barratt 2004; Gartner and Segura 1998, Koch and Gartner 2005; Karol
and Miguel 2007; Kriner and Shen 2007; Gartner 200&ers have stated that while
democratic citizens are casualty adverse, how magrant this preference will be in
determining support for military interventions isnditioned by policy objectives being
met (Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler 2005). The quedtoriKoch and Gartner (2005)
becomes under which circumstances institutionalng@ments, such as district
separation and the number of political partiesaffegislators’ actions in anticipation
of being held accountable by constituents if thaalytb oppose a costly war.

Huth and Alle’s (2002) political accountability mhel is unique in that they
consider specific crises in which domestic audishpeeferences could actually push
democratic leaders into war. They claim that, met conflicts “democratic leaders
will face particularly strong pressures from donespposition groups and public
opinion to take forceful initiatives to challendeetstatus quo and support their ethnic
conationals” (2002:761). They later add that, ‘dlemocratic leaders, the domestic
political costs of diplomatic and military inactiam such circumstances are greater, and
thus they are actually more likely to consideriating and escalating military threats
and to adopt unyielding positions in negotiatio(®&J02:762). In my model | build upon
this notion of the public’s expectations playingranordial role in motivating
democratic representatives into coercive foreigicpoptions and therefore in the onset

of armed conflict.
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Thus far accountability theories regarding audi&npelicy preferences have
generally been tested with observational empiacalyzes?! Research has focused
primarily on studying the behavior of nation-staaesl individual leaders. What is
missing is an examination of when constituents pridifer specific coercive policy
options such as military action or the impositidreconomic sanctions in times of
international crises. | now discuss the role domestpport for economic sanctions can

play in fomenting or constraining the implementataf economic coercion.

2.1.2. The Public’s Policy Preferences in Econo@uoercion

Economic sanctions are defined as a foreign palation that seeks “to lower
the aggregate economic welfare of a target statediycing international trade in order
to coerce the target government to change itsigalibehavior” (Pape 1997:93-4). The
puzzle regarding economic sanctions is that thearhas risen exponentially since
World War | (Bienen and Gilpin 1980; Pape 1997;1pr2001) while a growing
consensus in the international relations literaisitbat they are not effective in
modifying state behavior (Hufbauer, Schott, Ellemd Oegg 2008; Pape 1997).
According to Pape, “sanctions have been succelesisithan 5 percent of the time”
(1997:106).

Scholars have solved this puzzle by shifting tagention from whether
economic sanctions are instrumentally effectivat(th, do they achieve policy changes

in the target state) to whether they provide sothergositive benefit for the leaders

™ A noteworthy exemption is Gartner (2008), who ekpentally examines the role of mounting
casualties in public support for armed conflict.
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enacting them. One such benefit is the symboliction of sanctions (Galtung 1967;
Barber 1979; Daoudi and Dajani 1983; Nincic and [é/alteen 1983; Eland 1995;
Whang 2011). According to this view, the impositafreconomic sanctions functions as
a signal of disapproval for policies being carmed by the target state. Economic
sanctions are thus frequently employed when tatgées are engaging in policies that
general audiences in the sender state might dighkledisapprove of.

Sanction signals can be aimed at either internakiondomestic audiences. As
noted by Dorussen and Mo, “sanctions are at thegame tools in international
bargaining and part of domestic politics” (2001:389&hang (2011) studies how
domestic audiences react to sanction signals add that, “the initiation of sanctions
tends to improve future public opinion regarding thcumbent leader’s job
performance. On average, the imposition of sanstiends to result in a 3.301%
increase in the approval rating in the followingntid (2011:18).

Audiences can either constrain or compel stateelesaitd employ economic
sanctions. An example of the latter is when “tHeaee been public outcries for action,
one of the most notable being the demand for haetenomic sanctions against
apartheid South Africa” (Drury 2001:490). When dateeaudiences have such clear
preferences, more likely than not it will be in th&erest of national leaders to act
accordingly, particularly democratic ones. “Demaicréeaders know they hold a
precarious and competitive position, requiring ¢anseffort to curry public favor”

(Allen 2005:118).
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For Allen (2005) both military and economic foreigalicy actions are two-level
games in which domestic constraints influence gtealior of state leaders at the
international level. She applies the bargainingasyits commonly employed in the
militarized literature to better understand intets behavior regarding economic
sanctions. Two or more actors are disputing a ggeod, which can be a tangible good
such as territory or an intangible one such adliaypdhe target state has enacted that
the sender state disapproves of. Although each actold prefer to avoid the costs
associated with economic sanctions, if these apps®d it is because the sender state
believes her opponent will have to pay higher ctsis she and will therefore yield to
her demands regarding the distribution of the desghgood. If this is the case and the
opponent yields, the use of economic sanctionsswesessful. However, if this does not
occur and after a determined period of time thelsestate decides she is no longer
willing to pay the costs she herself is paying fmposing sanctions, these will be lifted
and their use would be considered a failure. FterAihe key determinant that leads to a
successful or a failed outcome relates to the domgslitics of both the sender and the
target states. Regarding the sender state, donaestaintability links between the
executive and those she represents determine vdo@omic sanctions are to be lifted:
“leadership change in the sender state will in@ehs likelihood that sanctions will end
in concession by the sender state. New leaderstwahioose policies that will enhance
their ability to stay in power. Those policies shlbbe in line with their supporters. A

different coalition of supporters will likely supgalifferent policies” (2005:126).
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Thus, accountability mechanisms can play an importze in the termination of
economic sanctions that have already been enastedrding to Drury (2001),
domestic factors also influence the decision tol@ment these sanctions: The president
seems to prefer starting a sanctioning policy wiisrapproval is high. Since sanctions
can have a negative effect, especially on busitnadsg with the target country, the
president will be more at ease employing them wieehas the political capacity to
withstand a domestic backlash (2001:504).

Economic sanctions may not only increase presideapproval ratings, they
may also decrease them. Dorussen and Mo (200 theit accountability mechanisms
can contribute to make economic sanctions a mafilisargaining tool. Since
democratic leaders have to respond to domestitunishs, it will not be in their best
interest to impose sanctions in the internationaha (which will necessarily have
domestic effects) without due consideration ofdffects these sanctions will have at
home. The two-level game democratic leaders aragadyin therefore implies that they
will only commit to imposing sanctions when theg aelatively certain they will stick to
them for a determined period of time. Ending samdiis a bargaining situation where
actors, “have taken actions that partially comimén to a bargaining position. Audience
costs can make revoking the commitment costly [ivé¢ig the audience costs, the
sender prefers to remain with sanctions for dora@stisons as long as the target refuses
to yield sufficiently on the disputed policy” (20@D3).

When scholars of economic coercion use the termiémee costs’ they are

frequently not referring to the same phenomenartestin studies of militarized
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disputes. In military literature the term is usedléscribe domestic dynamics that occur
at a threat level, whereas in studies of econoamctsons it is usually employed to
describe domestic political costs a leader maywgasgn lifting sanctions that have
actually been implemented. One notable exceptidaigin (1993). She highlights the
role audience costs play when a state is imposingt®ns and wishes to encourage
other states to cooperate by imposing sanctionsistghe same target. She notes that,
“one mechanism by which the leading sender carbksitaa commitment involves
increasing the audience costs that it will bearémeging on their threats or promises.
The leading sender can increase audience cosithen @omestic or international level
by building a collation in support of stringent saans” (1993: 431).

Before concluding this section, | must mention #@nhe authors have warned
against the potential pitfalls of studying the etéeof economic sanctions employing
natural variance data. Lacy and Niou (2004) poutttbat studies of sanctions that
examine the cases in which these were actuallyamehted are omitting the most
successful cases in which the threfasanctions was enough to modify the policies of
another state. “Economic sanctions are likely tinlggosed when they are not likely to
succeed in changing the target’s behavior. Sarctioat are likely to succeed will do so
at the mere threat of sanctions” (2004:25).

In sum, international scholars have addressed lemodratic leaders employing
economic sanctions will likely consider the preferes of their domestic audiences

before implementing sanctions, as well as whenidenag terminating them. They
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have also made theoretical distinctions betweematheal implementation of sanctions

and the threat to use them.

2.1.3. The Public’s Preference for Consistent LeadgeMilitary Interventions

International relations scholars have proposedahan international level
leaders engaging in pre-war bargaining processesihaentives to appear highly
resolved about not backing down if their claims moemet. Both strong and weak types
of states will be motivated to signal to their oppot that they are strong, that is, that
engaging in war is not excessively costly for theemd that they are resolved to follow
through (Fearon 1995). This motivates them to glhpptommit to harsh courses of
action, including waging war, if their opponent da®t yield. Committing publicly
makes leader’s threats credible because interratapponents know that when a
politician breaks a public promise she faces pa@Ehacklash at home. This
accountability link existent in democratic reginmakes their threats more credible than
the ones made by autocracies.

Putman’s two-level games and (1988) and Schellingdear deterrence studies
(1960, 1966) provided some of the strategic insigfgaron later incorporated into his
theory. Putman’s logic of two-level games implikeattthe classical realist/neorealist
‘state as a unitary actor’ assumption can be ab@didaking instead strategic
interactions as the unit of analyses (Lake and Rd®89). One level of the ‘game’
corresponds to international politics, whereasotier corresponds to domestic level

politics. Understanding that the actions of statalers occur at both levels implies that
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behavior that could have previously been labelédrasional,” can now be seen as
beneficial for national representatives. As notgdPbtnam, “the unusual complexity of
this two-level game is that moves that are ratidmiah player at one board (such as
raising energy prices, conceding territory, or ting auto imports) may be impolitic for
that same player at the other board” (1988:434).

Schelling set out to explain how weapons as deasliyuclear ones could be
used in international confrontations. Nuclear tkseae hardly credible when one’s
opponent also has nuclear capacity, for mutualralation is at stake. Schelling’s
revolutionary work tackled how to make a credilblieetait out of an incredible one.
Counter-intuitively, he advocated limiting the nuenlof actions one’s nation could
incur in. This would make it clear to the oppontrat the bargaining range no longer
included their preferred sets of outcomes. Thenalsaf ways in which options could be
surrendered included making executive public conmitts that could “tie one’s hands”
at the negotiating table. This consists of creatabargaining position by public
statements, statements calculated to arouse acmhion that permits no concessions
to be made. If a binding public opinion can beigated and made evident to the other
side, the initial position can thereby be madebWsifinal™ (1960:28).

International relations scholars have conductech&i(Fearon 1997; Smith
1998; Guisinger and Smith 2002) and observatiomgiecal studies (Partell and
Palmer 1999; Schultz 1999, 2001; Gelpi and Grids2lad1; Eyerman and Hart 1996;
Gaubatz 1996) highlighting the beneficial positioiesnocratic states would have

relative to autocratic ones when it comes to cigdilgnaling resolve in an international
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dispute. Experimental studies assessing the effé@secutive inconsistency on
presidential approval ratings have also been engplojomz’s (2007) experiment
demonstrates that democratic constituents punahldaders for backing down mostly
out of concern for national reputation, as welfashe personal credibility of their
leader abroad. Trager and Vavreck (2011) find ¢élvah when experimental participants
learn that U.S. involvement in an inter-state wiatded 4,000 military casualties and
furthermore, that the U.S. ditbt achieve the objective that motivated it to interén
the first place, audiences will punish backing dowthe pre-war stage. In their
experiment the president’s approval rating aftginting an unsuccessful war stays at
40%, whereas the ratings of a president that pyldmmmits to war then backs down
plummet to 24%. Levendusky and Horowitz (2012) ®oon domestic factors,
examining the effects partisanship, partisan ete$ executive justifications have on
“audience costs.” They find that inconsistencyas punished when the action is framed
as being a consequence of new information and bgdown is presented as being in
the national interest.

Clare (2007) and Baum (2004a) have underscorennbertance the salience of
a conflict has in determining whether a leader paly audience costs for being
inconsistent. Clare posits that the public willyoplnish inconsistent leaders when an
international conflict is salient enough and téssstheory by observing whether intra-
dyad threat reciprocation took place in salient aoa-salient crises (he does not include
any measure of public opinion). For Baum the prsidietermines if a crisis is salient.

He advises executives to avoid making an internatissue salient by issuing a foreign
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policy threat that would make otherwise inattenwueliences pay attention to a crisis
they would have otherwise ignored. If the presidamtids making a crisis salient,
audience costs can be avoided were the executivactodown after delivering a threat.
Executives will almost certainly have more to Itis@n to gain by making international
threats as audiences tend to assume presidentshiowwo conduct foreign policy.
They can either display competency people a-passumed they had or destroy that
competent image. Baum concludes that U.S. presdetitgenerally only benefit by
“going public” and making their military interveot intentions known when significant
national interests are at stake in an internatioaaflict (as does Clare 2007).
Otherwise, U.S. leaders will have more to lose tivagain by publicly committing to a
course of action.

Although presidential statements can undoubtedisegse an issue’s saliency,
and at times effectively trigger public attentivesemy framework is more in line with
the current debate regarding the so-called “CNKaff** The “CNN effect” states that
although governmental signals are very importantitizens, media outlets can also
motivate individuals to follow a given conflict atttively. | relax the assumption that
audiences rely exclusively on executive cues, whitdws domestic audiences to have
expectations regarding national foreign policy withbeing cued by the executive

(Slantchev 2006).

12 Researchers that study the relationship betweetlianegposure of humanitarian crises and foreign
policy interventions use the label ‘CNN effect'rfer to cases in which “emotive news coverage of
suffering people appeared to drive interventiondlfiRison 2000:613).
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In sum, existing literature suggests that publefgnrences exist regarding both
military action and the imposition of economic damts. These preferences can play an
important role in constraining or fomenting the Ierpentation of these coercive foreign
policies. Additionally, we know that executive orsistency matters. Its effect on
domestic support has been studied primarily intaryidisputes and has been limited to
salient crises.

What is missing regarding public preferences intary and economic coercion
is predicting when audiences will support the impatation of these policies, as well
as specifying how these preferences influenceffeeteacting consistently or
inconsistently has on support for the executivdalieyolicy preferences are not static;
they vary according to how salient domestic audesmerceive an international crisis to
be. The theory | present here specifies the effecperceived salience of an
international crisis has in determining public prehces and predicts how these
preferences will affect support for democratic exe@s. By identifying how public
policy preferences and preferences for consistegttigives interact in times of

international crises | am contributing to accouiliigtresearch.

2.2. A Framework of Domestic Accountability in Imt@tional Relations
2.2.1. Assumptions

Accountability refers to the link between constiitege preferences and the
actions of their representatives (Anderson 200fis & the focus of my theory. Similar

to the theories presented in the literature re\abawve, my theory rejects the
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realist/neorealist assumption that states aremyratetors. Instead, my theory rests on
two assumptions pertaining to the connection thet® between public opinion and

foreign policies in democracies. These assump@oass follows:

(A) Public Preferences play a role in the Foreidtolicies of Democratic States
Previous studies have shown that members of thiecphdwve preferences, and that these
preferences can affect how leaders conduct foneadjoy. As evidenced in the literature
review, public preferences for military and econowoercion, as well as for consistent
leaders, can play an important role in democraéiteough there is no consensus
regarding the extent to which democratic leadensicler public opinion when

designing and implementing policies, research enfigld suggests this assumption is a

tenable one to make.

(B) Executive Approval Matters in DemocracielSxecutive approval matters due to the
accountability mechanisms present in democraci@ssuime that executive approval
matters in democracies, even beyond electionsunas that democratic leaders care
about approval lasting through their tenure ina&ffias it facilitates dealings with
Congress and can help keep strong challengeryaRleaearch in the field suggests this
assumption is a tenable one to make, as endogemadels of international relations

find that constituents can decrease approval faxacutive over a broad array of

policies.
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2.2.2. Theory

The objective of the theory presented here is éui§pthe role constituents’
preferences can potentially play in fomenting anstaaining coercive foreign policies in
democracies. My theory builds on the assumptioasgnted above. If one assumes that
public preferences play a role in the foreign pebBaf democratic states we can
investigate what influences preferences for coertiveign policies in times of
international crises. In my first hypothesis (prasd below) | propose that the perceived
salience of an international crisis will determpblic policy preferences. In turn, these
public preferences will affect support for demoratxecutives in times of crises.

Regarding my second assumption, if one assumesxkatitive approval matters
beyond immediate elections, it becomes necessayamine how approval can
increase or decrease in times as trying as inferatcrises. In democracies
accountability mechanisms such as elections int@y ¢itizens’ approval or disapproval
of the executive plays an important role. The tiseti of hypotheses presented here
specifies how public policy preferences will aff@diether executive inconsistency

leads to a drop in executive approval in timesrses.

2.2.2.1. The Role of Salience

The public’s general preference for active exe@stithat issue threats is
qualified by an important factor: the salienceld international crisis at hand. | propose
that the salience of an international crisis wdtefmine domestic audiences’ preferences

for national action. The importance of the salieatynternational events has been
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previously noted in the audience costs literatBaum 2004a, Clare 2007). However,
the field lacks a shared definition clarifying wltainstitutes a salient crisis. Most
scholars of international relations do not provadeonceptual definition of the term in
their work, even when it is pivotal to their thexsj as is the case of Baum (2004a) and
Clare (2007).

| define an international crisis as salient whehieatens national security.
Ullman provides a definition of a national secutityeat that highlights the effects such
a threat will have at an individual-level. His defion of a national security threat,
which emphasizes the ability of an event to afteetlives of individuals, is appropriate
for this study as | am focusing on individual-levehctions to foreign policy matters.
Ullman defines a national security threat as, “etioa or a sequence of events that (1)
threatens drastically and over a relatively briefigpd of time to degrade the quality of
life for the inhabitants of a state, or (2) threatsignificantly to narrow the range of
policy choices available to a state or to privata)-governmental entities (persons,
groups, corporations) within the state” (1983:133)n my framework, domestic
audiences will consider an inter-state crisis thkes place abroad as salient when

national security or economic interests are threst&*

13 This is only one of many different definitionsrudtional security threats. As noted by Levy, thentes
“flexible enough to mean almost anything one wist{@895:37). Many definitions are narrower.
Haftendorn for instance, limits her definition tdlitary threats or to the possibility of a natioaibg
overthrown or attacked (1991). Although Ullman’didigion is not regularly used in mainstream seturi
studies (Levy 1995), it has been employed in stitliat examine the links between security and t&oad
issues such as the environment (Gleick 1991; Hddmesn 1991; Myers 1993; Romm 1993).

14 As noted in the “Introduction to Empirics” sectjaghe experiments conducted with student samples in
the U.S. and the U.K. mention that national ecomoemid security interests are at stake in saliés¢sr
(following Tomz 2007). The experiment conductedhwitie representative sample of American adults
does not mention a threat to the national econonsglient scenarios. | believe this new manipufatio
improved the experiment even if it differs from yimus experiments of audience costs. As noted by a
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Unless an international crisis directly threatarstate’s territory, there is often a
considerable divergence of opinion regarding therexto which a crisis presents a
threat to the nation’s security. Variation can e tesult of how broadly individuals
construe the notion of national security; for ex&mpis increasingly common to hear
environmental or resource issues defined as matterational security (Ullman 1983,
Levy 1995). Leaders and political elites can infloe media frames in an attempt to
draw popular support for their policy objectivesdivhin 1997; Robinson 2000; Entman
2003; Kull, Ramsay and Lewis 2004; Berinsky andd€n2006; Boettcher and Cobb
2009; Perla 2011; but see Roberts 1993; Mandelld96). What both of these factors
highlight is the fundamentally perceptual natursafence. There is no single, shared
concept of national interest, or of what makessane or a crisis event salient. Rather,
individuals’ prior beliefs, combined with the framg of an issue by leaders and the
media, play a role in determining whether a crgisbe perceived as salient or not.

While questions of how individuals perceive nagibsecurity, or determine the
salience of international crises are intriguingytido not pertain to my theory. My
theory focuses on whether the public will suppbet éxecutive or indicate they
disapprove of her performance in the context aisisperceived by them as either
salient or not salient. That is, my theory appl@esases where the salience of a crisis
has already been determined. The salience ofia affects whether individuals feel
threatened. This state has both emotional and tegmmnplications. Emotionally,

individuals will be more likely to prefer policieésey would have not preferred in

committee member, confounding a threat to natisaalrity with a threat to national economic inteses
was problematic as they could work in oppositeddioms.
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absence of a threat if they feel these policiesicarease their personal security (Davis
and Silver 2004). Cognitively, issue salience deitees whether an international crisis
will become prominent to an individual, influencihgw much attention is paid to it.
The more attention we pay to something, the greatieience it will have in our
judgment (Taylor and Fiske 1975, 1978; Vertzbed$®0; Kunda 1999). Davis and
Silver (2004) and Huddy, Feldman, Taber and LaR&@%) find that threat levels can
make domestic audiences support harsh policiesviioeyd otherwise find unacceptable.
For the specific case of terrorism, they state, tlaaheightened sense of threat releases
people from standing decisions, habits, and idecégredispositions, then people may
rely less on social norms protective civil libest@nd come to favor increased
governmental efforts to combat terrorism” (2004:30)us, when answering the
guestion—under which circumstances will domestdiences reward or penalize
leaders accountable for foreign policies— it isgpal to consider how salient a crisis is
for the public. The salience of a crisis will detéme audiences’ preferences for military
or economic coerciol?,

When an executive acts in a way that does not septgopular preferences,
executive approval will decrease. Democratic aumisrcan thus constrain and also
foment coercive foreign policies. Although thedathas been the subject of little

empirical research, there is historical evidencdarhestic audiences “pushing” their

15 The scope of this study encompasses the subsdtitairy actions and economic sanctions that are
publicly announced by the executive and subsequeatried out (or not carried out). This of coudees
not include all military or economic foreign poliegtions. For instance, President Reagan’s covert
funding of Nicaraguan counter-revolutionary movetrfaghting against the communist Sandinistas was
not publicly announced.
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representatives into enacting costly foreign pe8ciPresident McKinley, for instance,
felt tremendous popular pressure to go to war ®jhin in the 1890s (Levy 1998:152).
For some scholars, a natural progression of coefoireign policies exists when
leaders select actions to carry out against stites.means that leaders will first attempt
to modify another nation’s behavior by the useipfamacy, then economic coercion,
and only begin to consider military interventiorthe previous steps have failed
(Baldwin 1985). | take an alternative approach emkider that foreign policies are not
considered sequentially. What constitutes an ap@i@pcoercive foreign policy will not
depend on what previous steps were attempted ,btlteosalience of a crisis. The public
can support military measures in the face of ird@omal crises that threaten national
security, even if these actions will be costlyemts of resources and lives lost. When
facing international crises they perceive as lefisrst, audiences will prefer leaders to
engage in less costly foreign policies such asnip®sition of economic sanctions. This

theoretical expectation is summarized in the follmphypothesis:

(H1) Preferences for coercive foreign policies are maction of the salience of a crisis.
In a salient crisis domestic audiences will suppgaking action —either military or
economic coercion. In a crisis that is not salidomestic audiences will support

economic coercion and not military coercion.
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2.2.2.2. Expanding the Concept of Audience Costs

The concept of audience costs was created to anaignaling behavior and has
been applied primarily to militarized disputes.ute has been inherently limited to
crises that are salient. However, the “two-levehgalogic behind the concept can be
applied to non-military inter-state disputes argbdb less salient crises. Scholars of
economic coercion have recently begun to focuserdbomestic dynamics associated
with the imposition of economic sanctions. Somdiarg have applied the concept of
audience costs to the economic arena (Martin 1D88jssen and Mo 2001). On the
practical front, as citizens we have witnessed daimand European leaders threatening
militarized and economic coercion directed agastates that arguably do not pose an
imminent threat to national security, such as Liby&yria® As has been noted by
numerous scholars of international relations, trecept of audience costs constitutes a
useful tool for understanding national action. Astf this study | wish to assess
whether it can de expanded to cases of economiciooeand also to conflicts that are
not necessarily salient in order to subsequentiyreme how executive’s consistent or
inconsistent behavior interacts with public polprgferences in determining support in

times of crises.

(H2) Approval for executives that commit to a courseoafrcive foreign policy and

consistently implement it will be higher than tb&executives who act inconsistently.

16 Although these nations are significant oil prodacgvhether domestic turmoil there constitutesraatli
threat to national security can be questioned.

43



H2 is not a novel hypothesis but is an expansfoiomz’s (2007) work. His
experiments show that audience costs exist inanigd disputes. In this study, |
expand the concept to cases of economic coercidmoacrises that are not salient.
Directly comparing loss of executive approval afteonsistent behavior in both
military and economic coercion will clarify if isithe type of foreign policy action, or
executive inconsistencies in general, that detegminether domestic audiences will

disapprove of executives that display inconsistbefiavior in times of conflict.

2.2.2.3. Interaction between Public Policy Prefeesnand Executive Inconsistency

| propose that executive inconsistency will nota lead to a drop in executive
approval. Even if constituents do not have spe&ificwledge of foreign affairs, they do
have general expectations about what their ledd®=rld do. Citizens are not blank slates
reacting to what their representative announcéigeais have a set of expectations their
representative can fulfill or fail to fulfill. Thpublic might not fully comprehend specific
foreign policy options such as what constitutesha fly zone” in Libya, but they do
have opinions about pursuing coercive action.dfekecutive publicly commits to a
foreign policy action and subsequently backs dowemdomestic audiences did not
prefer the action that was threatened, audiends wol not necessarily be paid, as
executive approval might not drop. The effect afisietent/inconsistent behavior on
executive approval depends on audience’s policieraces given the salience of a

crisis.
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(H3.a) In salient crises, approval for executives thakmanilitary or economic threats
will increase if these are consistently enacted dedrease if the executive is

inconsistent and backs down.

(H3.b) In crises that are not salient, approval for exiges that make economic threats
will increase if these are consistently enacted dedrease if the executive is

inconsistent and backs down.

(H3.c) In crises that are not salient, approval for extéoes that make military threats

will not decrease if the executive is inconsisterd backs down.

In sum, my theory suggests that, in times of irdeamal crises, democratic
constituents have certain preferences and will suggxecutives who represent them
when selecting coercive foreign policies. Publieferences are affected by the salience
of the international crisis at hand. When a ciissisalient, the public will support an
executive who takes an active role and commitstb@emilitary or economic coercion.
On the other hand, when a crisis is not salienptli#ic is more selective about what
kind of action they will support, i.e., a less ¢pgtolicy like imposing sanctions is
preferred.

In democracies, domestic audiences will penaliaddes who back down after
threatening military or economic coercion becalsy prefer that these actions be

implemented. However, when an executive backs doewn a threat that did not

45



represent the policy preferences of her constiyjesnich baking down from military
action in a non-salient crisis, she will not be gdeaed. That is, executive inconsistency
leads to audience costs only when the unfulfille@at is not in line with the preferences
of constituents.

The empirical section that follows describes iradeéhe procedures via which

the hypotheses presented here were tested.
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3. INTRODUCTION TO EMPIRICS

This section provides a roadmap to the experimiatswill be described in the
following sections. | first address the generasfiths and weaknesses of experimental
methodology in studies of democratic accountabifitgntioning the strategies |
employed to counter the weaknesses of the methtbdnlpresent the experiments |

conducted.

3.1. Strengths and Weaknesses of Experiments inuktability Research

The main objective of the experiments in this disgmn is to examine the
specific circumstances under which the public sulpport leaders in times of
international conflict or penalize them. Many foillrbargaining models currently
employed in security studies are based on the gagumthat audiences hold leaders
accountable for inconsistent behavior by removirertapproval. As in behavioral
economics, experiments in international relaticas prove to be a useful tool through
which to test the assumptions on which formal aotahility models are based (Ostrom
2000).

Experiments are especially useful tools in accduihityaresearch. First and
foremost, given that political leaders strategicablect their behavior in anticipation of
public reactions, inferring the importance of exesuapproval and of democratic

accountability mechanisms by analyzing observetéps becomes problematic. As
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Schultz notes regarding military crises, “to thée@x that leaders value holding office,
they are unlikely to make choices that lead to @ues with high domestic political
costs. If we can observe only the domestic cosiislfaders choose to pay, then we will
generally miss the cases in which these costsaagge” (2001:33). Second, analyzing
naturally occurring data might prove problematicewlstudying coercive foreign
policies. As highlighted by Lacy and Niou (2004)dies of sanctions that examine
cases in which these were actually implemented thraitmost successful cases: the ones
in which the threaalone was enough to modify the policies of anothete. The same
can be said of military coercion. Studying accobility experimentally can

complement observational empirical studies by algwis to carefully assess the casual
links between political variables and citizen’spesses.

Of course experimental research has importantdimons, particularly regarding
external validity. As noted by Levendusky and Hoitawn their study of audience costs
(2012) one issue is the generalizability of a tlgg¢ested only with American
respondents. They tackle this hurdle by highligiptime role the United States plays in
the international system and by mentioning thabkos find similar results using
international samples (Tomz 2007 in Argentina). $trategy | employ to counter this
limitation is to conduct an experiment in the Uditeingdom. | selected the United
Kingdom for two reasons. First, the U.S. and th€.ldhare important similarities. They
are both relatively powerful democratic nationshe international system. This means
that they are a good sample with which to test nepty because (a) domestic audiences

in these states might expect their nation to gedlired in an international crisis, and (b)
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these nations are powerful enough that when thaddrs publicly state they will
implement costly foreign policies people believerth Second, the U.S. and the U.K.
differ regarding their democratic institutions. &ivthat my theory pertains to the role of
domestic audiences in democratic nations, it wesesting to test it on both a
presidential and a parliamentary democracy.

A second issue is the generalizability of resulttamed in a web-based
experiment that lacks the complexities of realtprdl environments. However, as noted
by Trager and Vavreck, in an experiment “the gtgrdf the design helps to clarify the
mechanisms at work in a way that observational odgltannot” (2011:533).
Levendusky and Horowitz (2012) emphasize the ingmme of experimental realism. If
an experiment has experimental realism it engdgesdme decision-making processes
real world politics do. Although no one study cagfiitely ascertain external validity, |
employ two strategies designed to strengthen exyatial realism and maximize the
applicability of results. First, participants wengposed to scenarios that mentioned real
countries. Although participants knew they wouldréading hypothetical scenarios (i.e.,
there was no deception), | used specific countrgggfrom Asia as part of the
description of the crises to increase the authigntié the scenarios! While it may be
argued that by using real country names | incréasesusceptibility for contamination
by existing biases, | assumed that participanteerstudy would be unfamiliar with the

political realties of Kazakhstan and Uzbekistathey have not been prominently

7 In this sense my experiments differ from thos&@afz (2007), Trager and Vavreck (2011), and
Levendusky and Horowitz (2012). In their audienosts experiments participants read abstract sa@nari
in which one country invades another.
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mentioned in American news outlets recently. Secbtested my hypotheses using
alternative dependent variable measures (one ,saéabther capturing changes in
approval for the executive). In addition to helpegluate the robustness of the results,
according to McDermott (2011) this significantlyh@mces the external validity of
experiments.

A third issue regarding generalizability is whetkg&periments conducted with
university students can be extrapolated to thedmoadult population. Some scholars
have emphasized the differences that exist betsterients and the general adult
population (Sears 1986; Mintz, Redd and Vedl|itz&0Uhe strategy | employ to
counter this potential limitation is to conduct thain experiment on a nationally
representative sample of American adults. | do Im@tyvever, replicate the main
experiment using a representative sample of Bradiits. Theoretically, | do not expect
that individual characteristics that differ amomgdent and non-student populations to
change the general pattern of the findings. Ongabist, | refer skeptics to Mook (1983).
Mook argues that what researchers are generabdtagconducting an experiment is
the theory being tested, not the findings. If ekpental evidence supports a theory and
this theory applies to the general population, ltesian be considered a test of the
theory. Previous studies of audience costs that eayployed both national and student
samples do not suggest any significant differehedseen these two groups (Trager and
Vavreck 2011; Levendusky and Horowitz 2012). Neitheve studies that
experimentally examine the public’s reaction touedises (Gartner 2008). Furthermore,

when analyzing the results of student samples lpaoenthe dependent variable means
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across experimental conditions and assess whiclesalf the independent variables
lead to higher or lower dependent variable meads.rot claim that these means are
indicative of the true population means. | only sider the means obtained in the
nationally representative sample of American adolt®flect the true population
parameters.

Following Tomz (2007), Trager and Vavreck (2011 devendusky and
Horowitz (2012), the experiments | conducted habetaveen-groups factorial design.
In a between-groups design participants make chamcenly one state of the world and
responses made by those in different groups argaed. Participants in the
experiments were exposed to only one crisis scenahis design was chosen to avoid
over-sensitizing respondents to the experimentabfa. Exposure to different scenarios
would have allowed participants to identify whas gxperimental variables were and
would have most likely triggered a comparison betwtem that might artificially
increase the differences in the dependent variaklesures.

The risk commonly associated with between-grougsyds is that subject-
specific observable and unobservable charactexistight affect participants’ responses
(Morton and Williams 2010). This has the potenttatindermine the internal validity of
the experiment, as measures for the dependenblesimight be an effect of individual
differences and not be causally linked to exposuspecific values of the independent
variables. Although it is usually argued that inedrvalidity is the greatest advantage of
experimentation, this is only true when the redearrbas effectively controlled the

manipulation of the independent variables and @ubstirat what is being measured is
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caused by these variables (McDermott 2002). In Rpeements, random assignment of
participants into experimental scenarios assumsttie internal validity of the study is
not threatened by using a between-groups designst note that using a between-
groups design means that participants were eittjgosed to a case of economic or
military coercion (and not to a scenario in whihkyt could select one over the other).
This means that while | can compare approval ratingindividuals exposed to military
or economic coercive | cannot infer how particiganbuld have responded if they had

to select between both coercive foreign policies.

3.2. General Overview of Experiments in This Study

The following sections present the experimentsnideted as part of my
dissertation. The section immediately followingstbne describes the experiments |
conducted with students sample in the United S{atgk Texas A&M undergraduates)
and in the United Kingdom (with undergraduatedatWniversity of Manchester and
graduate students at University College Londong @bjective of these experiments
was to test my hypotheses cross-nationally. Theosethat follows describes the
procedures and results for the experiment | corduch a nationally representative
sample of American adults. The objective of conihgcthat experiment was to enhance
the external validity of this study.

The three experiments test the same hypothesabamrdperimental design
employed in these studies is identical. The sceagrarticipants were exposed to and

the items with which | measured the dependent blasadiffer slightly across samples.

52



In this section | present the general researchmaieised to test my theory. When
introducing each individual theory-testing expenirhkewill mention any modifications
made to the materials described here.

Following Tomz (2007), Trager and Vavreck (20X)¢d Levendusky and
Horowitz (2012) | conduct all my dissertation expents online. Participants were told
they were going to participate in a study of foregplicy. The instructions participants
read are practically identical to the ones empldyedomz (2007) and Trager and
Vavreck (2011). These stated participants would edsout U.S. relations (U.K.
relations for the British sample) with other couggraround the world, about a situation

our country has faced in the past and will probdate again in the futurg.

3.3. Research Materials

A first experiment was conducted on a sample okugidduate students at
Texas A&M University in October and November of ROA second experiment
conducted in the United Kingdom was implementednduthree different time periods
(November of 2010 and March of 2011 with undergedés at the University of
Manchester; November of 2011 with graduate studantiniversity College London).
The third experiment, that tested my theory onteonal sample of American adults,

was conducted in December of 2011. Table 1 shovexperimental design:

18 For the exact text for this and all research niateplease see the Appendix.
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Table 1 Experimental Scenarios

Threat of Economic Sanctions Threat of Military et
Consistent Inconsistent Consistent Inconsistent
Executive Executive Executive Executive
Salient I Il i v
Crisis
Non-Salient \Y VI Vil VIl
Crisis

3.3.1. Experimental Manipulations

The salience of a crisis was initially introducetldwing what Tomz had done in
his 2007 experiment. He manipulated national istelog having participants read that
the safety and the economy of the United States aestake. In the experiments |
conducted on the student samples | followed Tonsznaanipulated salience by stating
that,“If Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over thbale country, Asia’s regional
balance of power will shift drasticallyrhis will significantly affect U.S. economic and
security interests in AsiaKazakh authorities have time after time demonstréhey
are very hostile against the U.SFarticipants exposed to the non-salient scenagias r
that, ‘1f Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over thegighbor,neither the safety nor
the economy of the United States will be affected.”

By the time | conducted the experiment on theamati sample of American
adults, I had changed the manipulation of the sedéieof a crisis. The new manipulation
differed from previous experiments of audience sdstit | believe it improved the
experiment. It augmented the experimental realitheoprocedure as it made the
scenarios more concise, concrete and authenticn@lWwamanipulation of salience does

not mention threats to economic interests. As nbted committee member,
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confounding a threat to national security with e#t to national economic interests was
problematic as they could work in opposite diretsioln the national sample, a salient
crisis was introduced a¥Jzbekistan, the country that has been invaded, dlasdant
mines of high quality uranium that can be usedlifierdevelopment of nuclear weapons.
Kazakhstan, the invading country has a historyupip®rting anti-Western and anti-U.S.
terrorist groups A victory by the attacking country would constitusesevere risk to

U.S. national security Non-salient crises were presented“dKazakhstan’s military
forces do take over their neighbdarwill pose no threat to U.S. national security.
However, these actions constitute a clear violabdbmternational law as chartered by
the United Nations.”

The type of coercive policy threat was introduttegl same way in all
experiments. Half the participants read th&hortly after the attack, the U.S. president
in a public statement in the media said that thé&&¢hStates would impose economic
sanctions on the government of Kazakhstainé other half of respondents read that,
“Shortly after the attack, the U.S. president ipwblic statement in the media said that
the United States would send U.S. troops to detfemaveaker country from its
invaders.”

Following Tomz 2007, neutral language was usadttoduce executive
consistency/inconsistency. Stating that the exeetibacked down,” “contradicted
previous commitments,” or “was inconsistent” hasaclnegative connotations that can
bias results in favor of supporting audience cOBtsnz 2007: 825). The manipulation |

employed was almost identical to that used by Tddeenarios in which the executive
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was consistent were presented“Bszakhstan has continued its invasidrhe
President of the U.S. has sent troops that are rf@kting against Kazakhstan.’For
the inconsistent conditions, participants learied:tKazakhstan has continued its

invasion. In the end, the President of the U.Sndidsend troops.”

3.3.2. Dependent Variable Measures

The main dependent variable, approval, was gaugedking participants how
much they approved of the executive’s actions @nititernational crisis scenario they
were exposed to. Approval was measured in two wWHys first measure is approval
after the implementation of a foreign policy threafter reading summary bullet points,
participants were asketln the crisis you just read about, do you appraféenow the
President acted?and had to mark their responses on a scale rafrgimgO (definitely
disapprove) to 10 (definitely approve). This valealwas used to compare how
participants exposed to different types of crisedieated the actions of the executive.
The second measure is the difference in execupipeo&al after a coercive foreign
policy threat was made and after the executiveeeithplemented this threat or reneged.
This variableA, captures the change in approval for each indaligarticipant’
Employing alternative measures enables me to agsesdfects of the three
experimental factors across experimental groupsaésalfor each individual.

Additionally, as mentioned above, using two meastiedps evaluate the robustness of

19 Each participant answered the questitmthe crisis you just read about, do you apprafehow the
President acted?twice, on an 11-point scale. The item was preskfatethe first time after a threat was
issued (before the executive followed through arkied down) and for the second time after the exesut
followed through or backed dowa.is the difference between these responses. Surbaliey points
were presented before measuring approval both times
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the results while enhancing the external validityhe study (McDermott 2011). H1
(which predicts the effect of the salience of aisron public policy preferences) is
tested using the first measure. H2 (which claina$ é&xecutive inconsistency will be
generally punished) and H3 (which predicts thaigygbreferences will affect
accountability) are tested employing both measures.

As has become customary in experimental studiesidence costs (Tomz 2007,
Trager and Vavreck 2011; Levendusky and Horowitk220l assume that an increase in
executive approval corresponds with heightened laopupport and that a decrease in
approval is equivalent to holding the executivecactable. Tomz (2007) uses a 7-point
scale to measure approval for the executive; Lewskyand Horowitz (2012) use a 5-
point one. | employ an 11-point scale, ranging fi@to 10, as | think it more closely
mimics approval questions and “political thermom&teommon in the U.S. The items
used to measure the other dependent variablesacelokd in the experimental sections,
and the exact wording of all scenarios and itenmsb&aseen in the Appendix.

The following sections describe the experimentatpdures in more detail. The
final sub-section of each section summarizes the firadings. The cross-national test
of theory section includes a comparison of redolisd in the student samples in the
U.S. and the U.K. In the concluding section of tissertation | offer a general
summary of the experimental findings and suggesst tmplications for international

relations theory.
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4. CROSS-NATIONAL STUDENT SAMPLES

In this section | test the hypotheses presentéoeinheory section by conducting
an experiment with two cross-national student sasmplhe first study was conducted
with a student sample in the United States (witkaBeA&M undergraduates) in October
and November of 2010. The second study was condluctthe United Kingdom in three
different time periods (November of 2010 and Mas€R011 with undergraduates at the
University of Manchester; November of 2011 withdyrate students at University
College London). Conducting an experiment with iBnitparticipants strengthens the
external validity of my dissertation. Experimengtidies of audience costs have
typically been conducted in the United States (T@®@7; Trager and Vavreck 2011,
Levendusky and Horowitz 2012). However, Levenduskg Horowitz (2012) note that
the generalizability of a theory tested only witm@érican respondents can be
guestioned.

Comparing accountability mechanisms in the Unitedes and in the United
Kingdom has two important advantages. First, btdtes are relatively powerful
democratic nations. The U.S. is obviously more péui¢han the U.K., but both are
powerful enough that their citizens may expectrtegecutives to get involved in
international crises, even if their national setyuor economic interests are not at stake.
Both states have a history of intervening in indiamal crises, employing both

economic and military coercion.
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Second, the U.S. and the U.K. have different deatmcmnstitutions, and it will
be interesting to compare accountability mechan@ongss presidential and
parliamentary regimes. Both states are represeatdémocracies. Representative
democracies have a chain of delegation and acdailitytéan which agents act on behalf
of principals (Stram 2000). The main differencéhist in presidential regimes voters
(principals) elect the executive (agent) direcliyparliamentary regimes, voters
(principals) elect members of parliament. Membénsasliament are at the same time
both agents (of the voters) and principals (ofcleinet)?® In both systems government
representatives, including the President and thmeeP¥inister, are ultimately
accountable to the public.

American Presidents and British Prime Ministersamesidered responsible for
most national foreign policies. In the U.S. thedrtent is the commander in chief, and
since the Second World War constitutional procesigtating that Congress has to
approve of military interventions have been bypdstethe U.K. the Prime Minister is
generally considered the most powerful agent ircthentry?! This is particularly so in
the foreign policy realm. According to Wren,

Although much parliamentary oversight of other arebpolicy derive

from legislation passed through due democraticesses (debates in the

Parliament, votes, etc), there is no similar predesforeign affairs due to

the continued existence of the Royal Prerogativés fiangover from the
time of the absolute monarch who could take Britaivar over a

?™n a pure form of parliamentary democracy, voiersach district elect a single representative in a
unicameral legislature. Members of parliament im elegate to a prime minister overseeing an
executive branch of ministries with non-overlappjagsdictions. In contrast, voters in a presidehti
system typically elect multiple competing agentisugd, parliamentary democracy means a particularly
simple form of delegation” (Strgm 2000:268-69, dixsig cases without a coalition government).

2L Fifty-eight percent of Britons surveyed namedRmine Minister as the pressure group who holds most
power in the Survey of officials of business, |lakard campaign groups (Baggott 1992).
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marriage proposal, gives the power to the Primeid¢ento carry out

many of the acts that make a foreign policy —frasing to war to signing

treaties. So broad are the powers conferred biRtyal Prerogative that

even attempts to enumerate them are resisted yabmet Office (2005:

42).

If the executive is generally responsible for castahg foreign policy in the U.S.
and the U.K., it follows that domestic audienceB old them accountable if they
implement policies that do not represent theirgn@&ices. The objective of this section
is to examine whether American and British citiZeaactions to the executive’s
handling of international crises are influencedhry same factors.

| described the experimental design and reseaathrrals in the section
introducing the empirics section of this dissea@tand will not repeat them here. | will
first present the results for the experiment cotetlion the sample of American

students, then for the British ones. | concludesieion by summarizing the results and

offering a cross-national comparison.

4.1. American Student Sample
Four hundred and fifty one undergraduate studeats Texas A&M University
enrolled in political science classes participatethe experiment. Before presenting the

results, | address the analyses of the manipulatiecks.
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4.1.1. Internal Validity of the Experimental Proceel

Overall, analyses show that the majority of papits understood the values of
the independent variables as intended. The efééa&ach independent variable on the
pertinent manipulation check are statistically gigant (each with a p-value of .000).
The data on each individual experimental factor are

(a) Salience of the International Crisesfhe first manipulation check asked
participants if the crisis they read about wasesdl(coded as 1) or not salient
(coded as 0). The mean value for this manipulatleck for those exposed to
salient crises scenarios was .877, while the meathbse exposed to crises that
were not salient was .179. If all participants aderstood this manipulation
check correctly the mean for those exposed torgatieses scenarios would be 1,
while the mean for those exposed to crises tha¢ wet salient would be O.

(b) Foreign Policy Threat:Participants were asked what the President sarbise
going to do in the report they had read. They coefghond that he announced he
was going to implement economic sanctions (coded) as that he had
announced that the U.S. was going to send troog®othe aggressors (coded
as 1). The mean value for participants that reacettonomic coercion scenario
was .031. The mean for participants exposed tditanyicoercion scenario was
.973. If 100% of participants had comprehendedriasipulation check the
mean value for participants who read the econowecaon scenario would have

been 0 and the mean for those exposed to a mittaycion would be 1.

61



(c) Executive ConsistencyThe final item in the questionnaire asked what the
President ended up doing in the report they jusd sbout. Participants could
answer that the President had implemented sangBens U.S. troops or done
nothing. Responses were later recoded into a bmagsure where 1 =
consistently implemented the promised coerciveidgoreolicy, and 0 = no
policy was implemented, and therefore the execuwtias inconsistent. The mean
value for participants that where exposed to aister# executive was .976. The
mean value for those exposed to a scenario wherexiécutive acted
inconsistently was .070. If every participant hadierstood this manipulation
check correctly the mean for those who read abo@xacutive being consistent

would be 1, whereas the mean for an inconsistesttigive would be 0.

4.1.2. Results

The general pattern of findings shows that theetleogperimental factors (the
salience of a crisis, the type of foreign policyetit made by the executive, and whether
the executive was consistent or inconsistent) aftden the public will reward or
punish American Presidents for foreign policiese@fically, the salience of a crisis
determines constituents’ preferences for econommilitary coercive foreign policies
in times of international crisé8.These policy preferences in turn affect whether

inconsistent leader’ approval increases or decseds$ied that constituents privilege

2 The objective of this study is to identify wherdinces will reward or punish leaders. Individualigy
preferences are measured indirectly through meastfirexecutive approval after the executive has
committed to economic or military coercive foreigplicies.
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executives that act according to their policy prefiees and do not always punish

inconsistency.

(H1) Does the Salience of an International Crisis Affeglicy Preferences?

To assess whether participants’ evaluation of etkezsiwho threatened and
implemented economic or military coercion was aaogeint on the salience of an
international crisis, a 2 x 2 between-groups ANOWas conducted on executive

approval after the President had implemented eébenomic or military coerciof.

Table 2 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Foreighdy Threat on Approval for American Students

Observations: 191 R-Squared = .855 Adj R-Squared = .851
Source Partial SS| df MS F Prob. > F
Model 7386.089 | 4 1846.522 | 274.721 .000
Salience of Crisis 301.362 1 301.362 44.836 .000
Foreign Policy Threat 6.319 1 6.319 .940 .334
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat  55.679 1| 5.699 8.284 .004
Residual 1256.911 | 187| 6.721

Total 8643.000 | 191

Table 2 shows the significant effect the indepengariableSalience of Crisis
on has domestic support for the executive [F(1,29H#).836, p=.000]. When an
international crisis is salient citizens are prpdsed to approve of executives who
implement military or economic threats. Executippmval is higher (M=7.24) when an

international crisis is salient compared to appkava crisis that is not salient (M=4.72).

% H1 tests policy preferences only, and not reastiorexecutive inconsistency. Therefore responses
provided to experimental conditions in which theextive was inconsistent, i.e. when a coerciveidore
policy was threatened but not implemented, weranwtided in this analyses. These conditions were
included in the sample with which H2 and H3 ard¢eigs
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This lends support for the popular ‘rally ‘rounckthiag’ thesis popular in international
relations and in American political behavior.

The analyses show no significant main effedtofeign Policy ThreatThat is,
whether the executive implements economic or nylitmercion does not directly
influence approval. The effect Bbreign Policy Threabn approval is contingent on the
salience of the crisis at hand. In line with H1 #malyses show a significant two-way
interaction betweeBalience of Crisisind the~oreign Policy ThreafF(1,191)= 8.284,
p=.004]. Figure 1 shows that in a salient criggproval for the executive is high after a
commitment to send troops is made (M=7.60) and\alsen economic sanctions are
threatened (M=6.88). On the other hand, when &sdasot salient approval following a
military threat is low (M=4.00). Executive approadter a threat is made to impose

economic sanctions is significantly higher (M=5.45)

# sanctions Etroops

Approval
O NWAUON ®O
[ .

non-salient salient

Figure 1 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Ford®gicy Threat on Approval for American Students
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(H2) Is Executive Inconsistency Punished Across thedar

To assess whether approval for consistent exeauigveigher than approval for
inconsistent ones, two 2 x 2 x 2 between-groups XN®were conducted. The first
was conducted on executive approval measuredtaftd?resident had either followed
through or backed down on threats of military avremmic coercion. The second was
conducted om, the difference in executive approval that allmsgo examine whether
executive approval increased or decreased foriedohdual participantA is calculated
by subtracting participants’ approval of the exe®uafter she acted consistently or
inconsistently from the approval they had previgastarded her after a coercive
foreign policy threat had been made.

Before presenting the analyses | will briefly déserthe data. The highest mean
for the first approval measure is observed in saleises when the executive
consistently intervened militarily (M=7.55). TheAest means are observed when the
executive reneges after making a commitment tauaseoof coercive foreign policy in a
salient crisis (M=2.50 for a military threat, M=3.@r economic coercion).

The second variable with which approval is measigéd Interestingly, mosA
values are negative, implying that executives Haghker approval when making an
initial foreign policy threat than after having hidm® chance to implement or renege on
it. The highest means farare observed after the executive acts consistantly
imposes the economic sanctions she had threat®tre®b in non-salient crises, M=
.22 in salient ones). The largest dropd iaccur when the executive is inconsistent in

salient crises (M= -4.18 for military coercion, M3.26 for economic coercion).
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Tables 3 and 4 show the different main and intera@ffects the experimental
factors have on both approval measures. The miantefofExecutive Consistenand
the interactions between this variable &adience of CrisisandForeign Policy Threat
address H2, as they assess the effect of exeaansastency/inconsistency on approval.

The three-way interaction among the three indepangiiables tests H3, as it examines

the effects particular policy preferences have aidihg the executive accountable for

inconsistent behavior and will therefore be addrdss the following section. The effect

of Salience of Crisis, Foreign Policy Threatd the interaction between them, refers

exclusively to holding the executive accountablenfot implementing public policy

preferences and were already discussed in théoteidtl >

Table 3 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreign Bplrhreat, and Executive Consistency on Approval fo
American Students

Observations: 451 R-Squared =.772| Adj R-Squared = .768
Source Partial SS | df MS F Prob. > F
Model 11299.808 | 8 1412.476 | 187.895 .000
Salience of Crisis 36.995 1 36.995 4.921 .027
Foreign Policy Threat 1.074 1 1.074 143 .706
Executive Consistency 856.303 1 856.303 113.910 0 .00
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat 6.207 1 204. .826 .364
Salience of Crisis* Executive Consistency  288.897 1| 288.897 38.431 .000
Forelgn Policy Threat* Executive 299 1 299 030 864
Consistency

3-way interaction 58.010 1 58.010 7.717 .006
Residual 3330.192 443 | 7.517

Total 14630.000| 451

% The p-values for this interaction in Table 2 arabl 3 differ slightly as the results in Table & ar
limited to only those cases in which the execusigted consistently.
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Table 4 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreign &plThreat, and Executive Consistency/ofor American

Students
Observations: 451 R-Squared = .287 Adj R-Squared = .274
Source Partial SS| df MS F Prob. > F
Model 1822.055 | 8 227.757 22.308 .000
Salience of Crisis 100.240 1 100.240 9.818 .002
Foreign Policy Threat 1.144 1 1.144 112 .738
Executive Consistency 880.757 1 880.757 86.266 .000
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat 24.334 1| 4.334 2.383 .123
Salience of Crisis* Executive Consistency 118.015 1 118.015 11.559 .001
Foreign Policy Threat* Executive 6.110 1 6.110 .598 440
Consistency
3-way interaction 37.945 1 37.945 3.717 .055
Residual 4522.945 | 443| 10.210
Total 6345.000 | 451

Table 3 shows th&xecutive Consistendas a significant main effect on

approval [F(1,451)=113.91 p=.008]As highlighted by scholars that stress the

importance of a president consistently implementiagforeign policy promises in

times of international crises, executives that bdmkn are held accountable. When the

executive consistently follows through on any & toercive foreign policy threats, in

both salient and non-salient crises, approvalgiér (M=6.05) than when she backs

down after making a public statement committing¢onomic or military coercion (M=

3.29). Table 4 shows thEixecutive Consisten@jso has a significant main effect An

[F(1,451)=86.266 p=.000h for consistent executives is positive (M= .07)] aregative

for inconsistent ones (M= -2.74). This providesdevice for the notion that people

generally have a tendency to punish inconsistattdes, and that audience costs can be

% salience of Crisiglso has a significant main effect on approval [#%1)=4.921, p=.027] and @n
[F(1,451)=9.818, p=.002]. The means suggest thatvehcrisis is salient approval is higher than wéen
crisis is not salient. | do not discuss these tegulther here, as they test H1.
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paid in both military and economic crises. Althoubgha concept of audience costs was
originally developed to understand the initiatidmolitary conflicts, these results
support H2 and suggest that the scope of the cboaede expanded to explain the
imposition of sanctions. | must note however, tha effect is qualified by an important
interaction.

The two-way interaction betwe&alience of CrisisndExecutive Consistency
significantly affects executive approval [F(1,453843, p=.000]. This means that
although domestic audiences tend to prefer comsiktaders to inconsistent ones, this
main effect does not influence approval similadyoss crises that are salient and those
that are not. As we can see in Figure 2 executigensistency following an economic or
military threat is much more severely punishedalnesit crises. When an international
crisis is salient, approval following the consigdtaations of a president is significantly
higher (M=7.14) than approval after the executigeks down from her coercive foreign
policy threats (M=2.77). The same trend can bermksean crises that are not salient,
but the differences in approval means are muchidMe3.80 for inconsistent

executives compared to M= 4.96 for consistent offes)

% A t-test shows that the two means for non-salieises, 3.80 and 4.96 are significantly differenni
each other (p-value= .000).
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Figure 2 Effects of Salience of Crisis and ExeautBonsistency on Approval for American Students

The interaction betweeBalience of CrisiandExecutive Consisten@}so affects
A [F(1,451)=11.559, p=.001A values are positive when the executive followstiigh
on her threats (M= .109 in salient crises, M= .028on-salient onesh values are
negative whenever the President reneges, and tae im@articularly low in salient
crises (M= -1.75 for non-salient crises, M= -3.62 $alient ones). Figure 3 shows that
the decline in approval for inconsistent executivesalient crises more than doubles the
decline in crises that are not salient. The conoéptidience costs was designed to help
explain inter-state signaling behavior in salieges. It is precisely in those crises
where inconsistent executives can expect to payehigudience costs. However, the
audience cost logic is applicable to lesser intiwnal incidents as well. Even if the
magnitude of domestic political audience costeveer when the executive backs down
in a crisis that does not threaten national secorieconomic interests, losing domestic

support in times of internal crises can be detritalen
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Figure 3 Effects of Salience of Crisis and ExeautBonsistency oA for American Students

(H3) How do Policy Preferences Affect Accountability?

This section tests H3, that is, here | examine hdrethe preferences for specific
coercive foreign policies given the salience ofisig affect the likelihood that executive
consistency will be rewarded or that executive msistency will be punished. The
three-way interactions betwe8&alience of Crisig~oreign Policy ThregtandExecutive
Consistencyresented in Tables 3 and 4 show that these falbtore a significant joint
effect on executive approval [F(1,451)=7.72, p=]0&l also o, [F(1,451)=3.717,

p=.055]. These interactions are illustrated in Feégut and 5.
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Figure 5 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreigni®oThreat and Executive Consistency/®for
American Students

The results support H3.a. In salient crises appriovaxecutives that enact
military or economic coercion is high. The highestan for executive approval is for
presidents that consistently enact military actiosalient crises (M=7.55). The mean
for economic coercion is lower than that of mitaoercion (M=6.73), but remains
high. Although military action receives more popugapport when a crisis threatens
national security, threatening economic coercioghhprovide the executive with

enough popular support in times of conflict. Indetency is punished for both military
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(M=2.5) and economic coercion (M=3.03). An examm@abf changes in executive
approval also supports H3.a. In salient crisedawest values foA are for executives
who renege on their threats (M= -4.18 in casesibfany coercion, M= -3.30 in cases of
economic coercion). On the other handpr executives that act consistently are not
negative (M= 0 in cases of military coercion, M22in cases of economic coercion).

Approval results support H3.b. In non-salient giapproval for executives that
consistently implement economic threats will riseeneas approval for executives that
renege on economic threats will be low. In crises aire not salient executive approval
is high after sanctions are implemented (M=5.51).afalysis oA confirms these
findings. When an international crisis is not satljexecutives who commit to imposing
sanctions will see their approval increase whewy iimpose them (M= .25). In non-
salient crises, executives who commit to imposargcions and subsequently renege
pay audience costs (M= 3.59) for executives that are inconsistent after thraatg
sanctions is negative and large (M= -2.34).

As predicted in H3.c, executive inconsistency wit always be punished. When
an executive threatens military action in a nomesdicrisis and subsequently backs
down, her approval will be indistinguishable (M=2)@rom the approval she would
have had she followed through on her threat (M=4Malues forA also suggest that
executive inconsistency is not punished when myligection is threatened but not
implemented in crises that are not saliantor consistent and inconsistent executives is
negative in both cases (M= -1.16 for inconsisteesients, M= -.20 for consistent

ones) when military coercion is threatened in arid@t are not salient. Executives that
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commit to military intervention when national ingésts are not at stake will lose support
when this commitment is madeand also when the threat is actually implementiésd {

20).

4.1.3. Summary of Results for the American Stu&arhple

American audiences evaluate the executive in tioh@sernational crises by
comparing the type of foreign policy threats shé&asaand the actions she implements,
to their own personal policy preferences. Thesdippbeferences for military or
economic coercion are determined by the salienteeotrisis at hand. When an
international crisis is salient, American audienadkprefer that the executive threaten
military or economic coercion. However, when areinational crisis is not salient,
Americans will prefer to engage in economic coar@ad will not support executives
that commit to military action. American Presidethtat implement coercive foreign
policies that do not represent the preferencegptbnstituents see their approval

decline.

4.2. British Student Sample

One hundred and fourteen undergraduate and grastuakents from the
University of Manchester and from University Cokelgondon enrolled in economics
and/or political science classes patrticipated enetkperiment. Participants were

randomly assigned to one of eight experimental tmms. Before presenting the results,

27 As discussed in the results section examiningiiia,non-salient crisis, executive approval is kigh
following economic coercion (M=5.57) than after ditary threat is issued (M=4.91).
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| describe the changes made to the research msitanic present the analyses of the

manipulation checks.

Changes Made to the Research Matdridhe web-based experiment was framed as a

study of British foreign policy. The instructionscamaterials were almost identical to
those used in the experiment conducted with Tex&lel Atudents. Differences include:
(1) mentioning foreign policy threats and actioasied out by the Prime Minister
(instead of by the President), and (2) describimegcrises as relevant for British national
security and economic interests. Additionally, givkat both the University of
Manchester and University College London tend teeldiverse student samples, after

the manipulation checks participants were askéueif were British citizen$

4.2.1. Internal Validity of the Experimental Proceel
Overall, analyses show that most participants wstded the values of the
independent variables as intended. The effectadf exdependent variable on the
pertinent manipulation check are statistically gigant (each with a p-value of .000).
The data on each individual experimental factor are
(a) Salience of the International CrisesFhe first manipulation check asked
participants if the crisis they read about wasesdl(coded as 1) or not salient

(coded as 0). The mean value for this manipulatlweck for those exposed to

2875.44% of the total respondents are British aitizeResults that are significant in the sample that
includes citizens and non-citizens are also sigaift in the sample made up exclusively of citizens,
although p-values differ slightly.
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salient crises scenarios was .689, while the meathbse exposed to crises that
were not salient was .020. If all participants aderstood this manipulation
check correctly the mean for those exposed torgatieses scenarios would be 1,
while the mean for those exposed to crises tha¢ wet salient would be O.

(b) Foreign Policy Threat:Participants were asked what the Prime Ministet lsa
was going to do in the report they had read. Tioeyccrespond that he
announced he was going to implement economic sarsc{coded as 0) or that he
had announced that he was going to send Britisiptr¢o stop the aggressors
(coded as 1). The mean value for participantsréfead the economic coercion
scenario was .018. Every single participant undestvhen military coercion
was employed, as the mean for participants exptsadnilitary coercion
scenario was 1.000. If 100% of participants hadm@inended the manipulation
of cases of economic coercion the mean value femtilanipulation check in
cases of economic coercion would have been 0.

(c) Prime Minister ConsistencyThe final item in the questionnaire asked what the
Prime Minister ended up doing in the report thest jgad about. Participants
could answer that the Prime Minister had imposedtsans, sent British troops
or done nothing. Responses were later recodeaibtoary measure where 1 =
consistently implemented the promised coerciveidgoreolicy, and 0 = no
policy was implemented, and therefore the Primeidtien was inconsistent. The
mean value for participants that where exposedctunaistent Prime Minister

was 1.000. The mean value for those exposed tereso where the Prime
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Minister acted inconsistently was .000. This maaas 100% of participants

comprehended the manipulation of this experimdatabr as | had intended.

4.2.2. Results

This experiment was designed to assess whethestBatidiences reward and
punish their Prime Ministers for coercive foreigolipy threats and actions in a manner
comparable to American audiencatbeit some interesting differences, | find thag th

concept of audience costs travels well from AmeriaBritish constituencies.

(H1) Does the Salience of an International Crisis Affeglicy Preferences?

After being exposed to scenarios in which the Pivin@ster threatened
economic or military coercion in a salient or a fsatient crisis, participants decided
whether they approved of the threat their repredirmet made (before they learn of her
consistency or inconsistency)This subsection examines which independent vasabl
influence this initial approval measure and thuggmes to British audiences’ foreign
policy preferences. Approval for the Prime Ministeas measured on an 11-point scale,

and a 2 x 2 between groups ANOVA was conducted.

#n the analyses conducted with the American stus@mple and with the representative sample of
American adults H1 is tested after the executiveimplemented a foreign policy threat. This procedu
cannot be executed with the British student sarnpleever, as limiting the sample exclusively to sase
which the Prime Minister was consistent bringsshmple size down to 54.
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Table 5 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Foreighdy Threat on Approval for British Students

Observations: 114 R-Squared = .872  Adj R-Square36%
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. >|F
Model 4777.503 4 1194.379 187.020 .000
Salience of Crisis 1.051 1 1.051 .165 .686
Foreign Policy Threat 21.016 1 21.016 3.291 .072
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy 4.439 1 4.439 .000 .406
Threat
Residual 702.497 110 6.386
Total 5480.000 114

Table 5 indicates th&oreign Policy ThreafF(1,114)=3.291, p=.072] is on the
verge of statistical significance. Participantshegval for the Prime Minister was higher
(M=6.882) when she committed to imposing econoraiectons than when she
promised military action (M=6.015). T-test resudt®ow (p=.052) that when a crisis is
not salient and the Prime Minister promises ecoraroercion her approval is
significantly higher (M=7.719) than when she conswd military coercion
(M=5.913)3° On the other hand, when a crisis is salient tleen® such difference. A
Prime Minister that commits to imposing sanctiond ane that promises to send troops
receives similar approval ratings (M=6.586 and M4@. respectively). These results

provide some support for H1 and are illustrateBigure 6:

% The reason this t-test is statistically significant the interaction between the variatfedience of
Crisis andForeign Policy Threats not is that there is an area of overlap betvikertower confidence
interval (6.232; set at 95%) for the mean apprav#he non-salient condition where the Prime Migist
commits to economic sanctions and the upper comfiglinterval (6.957; set at 95%) for the mean
approval for the non-salient condition in which #xme Minister promises military action.
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Figure 6 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Fordgicy Threat on Approval for British Students

(H2) Is the Prime Minister’s Inconsistency Punished Asrthe Board?

After being exposed to scenarios in which the Pivin@ster consistently carried
out a coercive foreign policy threat or backed d@fter making such a threat, approval
was measured for a second time. Two 2 x 2 x 2 Erivggoups ANOVAs were
conducted. The first was conducted on approval oredsafter the Prime Minister had
either followed through or backed down on thredtsititary or economic coercion.

The second was conducted drthe difference in approval that allows us to exsm
whether executive approval increased or decreasezhth individual participant. As in
the American student sampkejs calculated by subtracting participants’ appt@fahe
Prime Minister after she acted consistently or nsistently from the approval they had
previously awarded her after a coercive foreigngyahreat had been madetakes on
positive values if a participant’s approval ratofghe Prime Minister increases after
learning if he followed through or backed down.ehftatively, aA value will be

negative if approval ratings for the Prime Ministieccrease after learning if she followed

through or backed down.
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MostA values are negative, which indicates that apprimrahe Prime Minister
tends to be higher before she implements or ren@gesforeign policy threat.
Descriptively, the highest means foare observed in salient crises when the Prime
Minister implements the coercive threat she hadmited to (M= .91 for economic
sanctions, M= .37 for military intervention). Thigfers from the highest means
observed in the sample of American students, aoapbfor the executive in that
sample had the biggest jump after she imposedisasdh non-salient crises (M= .25)
and following troop deployment in salient crises{\22). For Americans the main
factor in rewarding executives is that foreign pplihreats be contingent on the salience
of an international crisis, while for Britons tltae Prime Minister fulfills her promises
when a crisis is salient takes center stage.

A similar contrast between American and Britiskliances can be observed
when comparing the largest drops in approval. FdisB subjects, the largest drops
occur when the Prime Minister reneges on a coetbingat in non-salient crises (M= -
6.31 for sanctions; M= -4.27 for military actiofor American citizens, the largest
drops in approval are observed in non-salient sradter the executive does not carry out
the economic sanctions she had promised (M= -2a8%)in salient crises when the

executive backs down after issuing a military th{éé= -4.18).
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Table 6 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreign Eplrhreat and Prime Minister Consistency on Applova
for British Students

Observations: 114 R-Squared = .800 Adj R-SquaretB4
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. > F
Model 2791.342 8 348.918 52.862 .000
Salience of Crisis 67.281 1 67.281L  10.1P3 .002
Foreign Policy Threat .301 1 .301 .046 .831
Prime Minister Consistency 438.218 1 438.218 66.391 .000
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy 1.658 1 1.658 .251 .617
Threat
Salience of Crisis* Prime Minister 1.746 1 1.746 .264 .608
Consistency
Foreign Policy Threat* Prime Minister  10.359 1 10.359 1.569 213
Consistency
3-way interaction 3.305 1 3.305 .501 481
Residual 702.497 699.658 6.601
Total 3491.000 114

Table 7 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreign &plrhreat and Prime Minister Consistency/ofor
British Students

Observations: 114 R-Squared = .587 Adj R-Squareéi2
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. >|F
Model 1136.634 8 142.079 15.362 .000
Salience of Crisis 78.452 1 78.452 8.48p .004
Foreign Policy Threat 26.173 1 26.173 2.830 .094
Prime Minister Consistency 490.185 1 490.185 53.0J00 .000
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy 6.808 1 6.808 736 303
Threat
Salience of Crls_|s* Prime Minister 19.629 1 19.629 2122 148
Consistency
Foreign Policy Th_reat* Prime Minister 17.086 1 17.086 1.847 177
Consistency
3-way interaction 1.437 1 1.437 .155 .694
Residual 980.366 106 9.249
Total 2117.000 114

Tables 6 and 7 show that two experimental factffectadomestic audiences’

propensity to approve of the Prime Minister in tevté international crises. First, the

analyses show that regardless of the type of thiheaPrime Minister makes or whether

such policies are implemented there is a signifieffiect ofSalience of Crisi®n

approval [F(1,114)=10.193, p=.002] and®fF(1,114)=8.482, p=.004]. When an
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international crisis is salient approval for thenk& Minister is higher (M=5.32) than
when a crisis is not salient (M=3.7%alience of Crisiglso affecta\. Although
approval for the Prime Minister is always highemediately following a foreign policy
threat than when she implements her promise ogemnen it, the drop is significantly
steeper when the crisis at hand is not salient {84%5 for non-salient crises, M= -1.06
for salient ones). Interestingly, the oppositegratis observed with American
audiences. In a salient crisis the difference iecetive approval just after a threat is
issued and after it is implemented or reneged omuch steeper (M= -1.81) than when a
crisis is not salient (M= -.86).

The question that emerges at this point is whystience of a crisis has a main
effect on this approval measure but not on apprbg#fire the implementation of a
threat (the measure used to test H1). It is egtpllusible that British audiences do not
consider an international crisis as being salisnmeadily as American audiences do due
to their non-hegemonic world role. The United Stgikays a pivotal role in the
preservation of the international system and isemiaterconnected with nations around
the globe than the United Kingdom. This positionidd make it easier for Americans to
believe that an international crisis in Asia care#tten national security or economic
interests. For Britons the threshold to consideinggrnational crisis as salient is higher.
When the Prime Minister makes an initial threalitifn citizens are not very likely to
consider a crisis as salient, even if they are itdlireatens national security and

economic interests. Only in a second phase in wiielPrime Minister is actually
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enacting a coercive foreign policy (or when shadkscto back down on her threat) will
a crisis be considered salient.

| find support for H2, aBrime Minister’s Consistendyas a significant effect on
approval [F(1,114)=66.391 p=.000]. As highlightgddgholars that stress the
importance of leaders consistently implementingitpm policy promises in times of
international crises, Prime Ministers that back d@se their approval decrease. When
the Prime Minister consistently follows througha@wgoercive foreign policy threat
approval is higher (M=6.54) than when she backsrd(M~ 2.53). This provides
evidence for the notion that people generally hatendency to punish inconsistent
leaders, and that audience costs can be paid linnbiitary and economic crises on both
sides of the Atlantid’rime Minister Consistenggiso affecta\ [F(1,114)= 53.000,
p=.000]. As in the American sample, Prime Ministia consistently deliver on their
foreign policies threats see approval ratings (fi4e.22) compared to approval for
Prime Ministers who back down (M= -4.02).

It is interesting to note that British participanislike American ones, do not
punish executive inconsistency more in salienesti$ did not anticipate this difference
between samples and do not have a theoreticalreadpda for it. It is feasible that
British history plays a role in this predilectiaor ffulfilling commitments without
considering if doing so is necessarily in one’'st l@grest. Kesselman, Krieger and
Joseph note the effects lacking a formal writtemstitution have had on British reliance
on political customs, “the structure and princippésnany areas of government have

been accepted by constitutional authorities fdosg that appeal to convention has

82



enormous cultural force. Thus, widely agreed-oeswf conduct, rather than law or
U.S.-style checks and balances, set the limitogégimental power” (2004:49). It is
also possible that cultural characteristics ofighititizens play a role in explaining the
pivotal rolePrime Minister Consistengylays in determining executive approval.
Americans will not always punish executive incotesisy because what matters is not
only whether the President was consistent but venethe was going to implement a
policy they agreed with in the first place. This\@ the case across the pond. British
citizens will punish Prime Ministers who back dowaifiter having threatened a policy no
matter what, even if they did not favor the polatye reneged upon. As noted by
Almond and Verba (1963), British political cultusecharacterized by deference to
authority. It is possible that this motivates Bmnisao rely excessively on the actions of

the Prime Minister, disregarding their own persgrd@icy preferences.

(H3) How do Policy Preferences Affect Accountability?

In the sample of American students | test H3 byyarrag the effects the three-
way interactions amon8alience of Crisig-oreign Policy ThregtandExecutive
Consistencyave on approval and @n In the British student sample these interactions
are not significant. This means that I find no dasive support for H3. However, an
evaluation ofA values offers suggests support for H3.a and H&bmentioned above,

A values are at their highest in salient crises wherPrime Minister implements a
coercive foreign policy threat (M= .91 for econommanctions, M= .37 for military

intervention). Likewise, the largest drops in apg@laccur when the Prime Minister is
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inconsistent in non-salient crisesfas a mean of -6.31 for sanctions and a mean of -
4.27 for military action). This is in line with tHé3.a as it suggests that in salient crises
approval increases when military or economic coercs implemented and decreases
after a Prime Minister reneges on a threat to ilm@@®nomic sanctions. The fact that
single largest drop in approval occurs following #rime Minister reneging on
economic coerciorA has a mean of -6.31 for sanctions) lends someosufy H3.b.
There is no support for H3.c, as inconsistencyisighed across the board in the British

sample.

4.2.3. Summary of Results for the British Studearhle

The concept of audience costs travels well actos#tlantic. Britons tend to
prefer the implementation of economic sanctiong emgaging in military action more
than Americans. The approval the Prime Ministemsrded in times of international
crises depends on how salient the crisis is (stimgothe notion of a rally ‘round the

flag phenomenon) and on whether she acts condistent

4.3. Summary of Results and Cross-National Compiaris

| find important similarities across the AmericardaBritish student samples as
inconsistent Presidents and Prime Ministers arslabf paying audience costs when
they back down on their foreign policy threatslsi&ind an interesting difference —the
role played by the public’s foreign policy prefeces in attenuating the effect executive

inconsistency can have on popular support durmediof crises. When evaluating the
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cost an executive should pay for inconsistent bieinasmericans consider whether they
agreed with the policy that was not enacted in g tvat Britons don't. If the executive
committed to sending American troops in a non-saleisis and then backs down her
approval is not affected. On the other hand, inisbest British Prime Ministers will
always pay a cost. Even considering that British citizens clearlyfprehe imposition

of economic sanctions to the use of military fofeame Ministers that do not send
national troops after having promised to do so gk popular support (even in non-
salient crises). Table 8 summarizes the suppoewdence for each hypothesis

evidenced in each sample:

Table 8 Cross-National Support for Hypotheses

H1. Salient crisis— support for American Student Sample British Student Sample
military or economic coercion. | SupportedAdditionally find | SupportedAdditionally find that
Non- salient>support economic that approval is generally approval is generally higher
coercion. higher in salient crises. following economic coercion.
H2. Higher support for consistent|  Supportedespecially in Supported.
executives. salient crises.
H3.a. Salient crisis— approvalf if Supported. Some suppddighestAs are after
military or economic coercion are| consistent military and economig
consistently enacted; and action in salient crises and lowest
following inconsistency. As are after backing down in non-
salient crises.
H3.b. Non- salient— approvalf if Supported. Some suppofhe lowest value fo
economic coercion is consistently A occurs after failing to carry out
enacted; and following an economic threat in a non-salient
inconsistency. crisis.
H3.c. Non- salient- approval| if Supported. Not Supportelhconsistency is
military coercion is consistently always punished.
enacted.

31 Of course the consequences of a loss in poputarcstiare different in presidential and parliamenta
systems.
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5. NATIONAL SAMPLE

The hypotheses presented in the theory section tested by conducting an
experiment with three different samples. The tiwa studies were conducted with
student samples in the United States and in theediiingdom; the third was
conducted with a sample of representative Ameraguits. In this section | present the
results for the study conducted with the natiomaahgle. The experimental design is the
same as the one presented in the cross-nationgaron section, thus, | will not
repeat it here. The research materials are sitmianot identical. | first describe the
modifications done to the research materials fier study, and then present the results. |
conclude the section by summarizing the findings @escribing the effect participants’

political affiliation has on the resulfs.

Changes Made to the Research Matdridhe web-based experiment was framed as a

study of American foreign policy The three experiments designed to test my thefory o
accountability in international relations test #ame hypotheses and therefore have
equivalent designs. However, | introduced some gésiin the research material

members of the national sample were exposed tmdésavere implemented to

32 Whether participants identify with the Democratiche Republican does not significantly change the
effects the three experimental factors have onwkexapproval.
3 For full text of the experimental scenarios plesse the Appendix.
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improve on the previous materials and strengthereperiment. The changes and the
rationale behind them are:

(1) The most important modification was that | no longeentioned if national
economic interests were at stake when introdudiagtlience of a crisis. This
change was introduced as a realization that ndtemmnomic interests and
security interests will not necessarily move ind@am. Salient scenarios were
introduced by mentioning thdt)zbekistan, the country that has been invaded,
has abundant mines of high quality uranium that barused for the development
of nuclear weapons. Kazakhstan, the invading cqumdis a history of
supporting anti-Western and anti-U.S. terrorist gps.A victory by the
attacking country would constitute a severe riskWoS. national security
Participants exposed to non salient-crises read"th&azakhstan’s military
forces do take over their neighhdtrwill pose no threat to U.S. national
security. However, these actions constitute a clear violabf international law
as chartered by the United Nations.”

(2) The analyses of the manipulation checks for theerpents conducted with
student samples shows that participants generatlgnstood the independent
variables as intended. However, the manipulatiecklior the experimental
factor “Salience of Crisis” was not as well competied as the other two
experimental factors. | believe that the way theimalation check was
measured contributed to the relatively higher miteustanding of this

manipulation. Given this possibility, in the natadly representative sample |
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measured this item using an 11-point scale, insbéaging the binary measure |
employ in the previous studies.

(3) Given the importance the salience of crises hasyitheory, | decided to include
a second manipulation check designed to functicamaaternative measure. If
respondent’s answers to both manipulation cheeks@rect, that provides
further reassurance that the salience of criseantiagluced convincingly in the
experimental scenarios. Participants responddaketguestion, Mow threatening
is the situation described to the U.Sgh an 11-point scale ranging from O (not

threatening at all) to 10 (very threatenifig).

5.1. The Experiment

Six hundred and fifty seven American adults pgoated in the experiment,
fielded by Knowledge Networks in November of 202 Knowledge Networks is an
online survey source used in both government aadeaic research. They routinely
conduct web-based experiments on a probabilitysbpaeel that is representative of the
American population. Participants are recruiteanfi@ published sample frame of

residential addresses that covers approximately @8&tnerican household$.

3 Given the similarity this item shares with the ripaiation check that asks whether the crisis wéersa
or not, it was placed near the beginning of thé-paperimental questionnaire to avoid the answean®
item influencing the answer of the other. The datien between both variables is .583, p-value=.000

% The experiment was funded by the National Sci¢tmendation grant number SES-1123291, as well as
by the Program of International Conflict and Coagien (PICC) at Texas A&M University.

% Members of the Knowledge Networks panel are ijtisent a letter informing them that they haverbee
selected to participate. They then have a telephecreiitment interview, where they are informed tha
they have been selected to participate in the Kedgé Networks panel. They are also informed thiueif
household does not have internet Knowledge Netwaikgrovide them with a webTV set-top box with
free access to internet in return for answeringkiyesurveys. Panel members then provide Knowledge
Networks with their email accounts and receive Mieslrveys via email.
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Participants were randomly assigned to one of egperimental conditions. |
ensure that randomization truly took place by catidg a multinomial logistic
regression checking whether demographic charatitsrsuch as age, gender, ethnicity,
education, income and political affiliation predidtthe assignment of participants to
experimental condition¥. The results support the notion that randomizagitectively
occurred and the different values obtained fordygendent variables are causally

linked to the experimental factofs.

5.2. Internal Validity of the Experimental Proceelur
Overall, analyzes of the main study show that tlagonty of participants understood
the values of the independent variables as interidesl effects of each independent
variable on the pertinent manipulation check aa@idtcally significant (each with a p-
value of .000). The data on each individual expental factor are:
(a) Salience of the International CrisesA first manipulation check asked
participants to rate the salience of the crisiy tlead about on an 11-point scale.
The mean value for this manipulation check for éhesposed to salient crises
scenarios was 6.91, while the mean for those exbpimseon-salient crises was
4.99. A second item was designed to measure tferethice between crises that
were salient and those that were not in a lesstdivay. Participants were asked

how threatening the situation described was tdJ$, also on an 11-point

3" This is the same procedure conducted by LevendasélyHorowitz (2012).

¥ The only factor that is statistically significaatethnicity in the likelihood of being assignedte
eighth experimental condition (there are less vghitethis condition). See Appendix 4 for the resolt
the randomization check.
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scale. As with the other manipulation checks, pgudints responses to this item
were also determined by the scenario they readtgpexalue=.000). The mean

value for those exposed to salient crises scenaass6.86, while the mean for

those exposed to crises that were not salient was 3

(b) Foreign Policy Threat:Participants were asked what the President sarbise
going to do in the report they had read. They coefghond that he announced he
was going to implement economic sanctions (coded) as that he had
announced that the U.S. was going to send troog®othe aggressors (coded
as 1). The mean value for the economic coercion.f&slhe mean value for the
military coercion scenario was .92. If 100% of paptants had comprehended
this manipulation check the mean value for paréinis who read the economic
coercion scenario would have been 0 and the meahdse exposed to a
military coercion would be 1.

(c) Executive ConsistencyThe final item in the questionnaire asked what the
President ended up doing in the report they jusd sbout. Participants could
answer the President had implemented sanctionsUs8ntroops or done
nothing. Responses were later recoded into a bmagsure where 1 =
consistently implemented the promised coerciveidgoreolicy, and 0 = no
policy was implemented, and therefore the execuwtias inconsistent. The mean
for scenarios in which participants were exposea tonsistent executive was
.89. The mean value for scenarios where the execatted inconsistently

was.13. If every participant had understood thisipiation check correctly the
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mean for those who read about an executive beingistent would be 1,

whereas the mean for an inconsistent executivedvo®lO.

5.3. Results

The general pattern of findings shows that theesak of an international crisis
affects constituents’ preferences for coerciveifprgolicies>® These policy preferences
in turn affect whether inconsistent leaders rewdiepunished. | find that executives
who act in accordance to the policy preferencdbaf constituents receive more
support in times of international crises and thacative inconsistency is not always

punished.

(H1) Does the Salience of an International Crisis Affealicy Preferences?

To assess whether participants’ evaluation of exezsiwho threatened and
implemented economic or military coercion was aogeint to the salience of an
international crisis, a 2 x 2 between-groups ANOWa&s conducted on executive

approval after the President had implemented eéhenomic or military coerciofl.

% Individual policy preferences are measured indiyethrough measures of executive approval after th
executive has committed to economic or militaryrcoe foreign policies.

*OH1 tests policy preferences only, and not reastiorexecutive inconsistency. Therefore responses
provided to cases in which the executive was inisterst, i.e. when a coercive foreign policy was
threatened but not implemented, were not includetié analyses presented in this section. Thess cas
are included in the sample with which H2 and H3tasted.
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Table 9 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Foreighdy Threat on Approval for National Sample

Observations: 318 R-Squared =.836  Adj R-Squaré384
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. >|F
Model 14450.667 4 3612.667 399.804 .000
Salience of Crisis 85.541 1 85.541 9.46) .002
Foreign Policy Threat 27.645 1 27.645 3.059 .081
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy 143.521 1 143.521 15.883 .000
Threat
Residual 2837.333 314 9.036
Total 17288.000 318

Table 9 shows a main effect of b&@hlience of CrisisndForeign Policy Threat
on domestic support for the executive in timestdrinational conflict. Executive
approval is higher (M=7.23) when an internatiorréis is salient, when compared to
approval in a non-salient crisis (M=6.19) [F(1,348)67, p=.002]. When an
international crisis threatens national securitlyzens are predisposed to approve of the
President regardless of her actual response torihis. This lends support to the “rally
‘round the flag” thesis (Mueller 1971). In the werdf one participant, “I do not wish to
see the US entering into another war or intervemranother country. However, when
the US and other countries’ security are threatdryet@rrorists and/or their supporters, |
believe the US must get involvélAnother claimed that, “the US does not need to
have these idiots develop a nuclear weapon. Stopritblem before one develops,
instead of acting in (self) defense. The week intlerit nothing’*”

The type ofForeign Policy Threamade by the executive is on the verge of
statistical significance [F(1,318)=3.059, p=.08%gnerally speaking, when the

President engages in economic coercion approvdstenbe higher (M=7.01) than when

*IAs is standard practice in survey experiments coredlby Knowledge Networks, after answering the
experimental items participants can voice theinmm about the survey.
“2 This last sentence was written in capital letters.
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using military might (M=6.42). This main effectgsialified by the significant
interaction between both experimental factors. @spondent notes that, “It was a good
idea to use economic sanctions instead of senthogd right away.”

In line with H1 the analyses show a significant tway interaction between
Salience of Crisisind the~oreign Policy ThreafF(1,318)=15.883, p=.000]. That is,
although people generally prefer the implementatibless costly coercive foreign
policies such as imposing economic sanctions, anylialternatives are supported when
national security is at stake. In the words of tegpondent, “sanctions on all levels are
ineffective. It's like smacking the person on thestvand it will not prevent that person
or country from doing what they want to do. If y@ant to stop a country from doing
something you don’t want it to do you must wage.Wwas seen in Figure 7, approval
for the president is high after a commitment todseaops is made (M=7.61) and when
sanctions are threatened (M=6.86) in salient cri@esthe other hand, when a crisis is
not salient, domestic audiences prefer the impléatiem of sanctions (M=7.16) to

sending troops (M=5.23}

“3 T-test results show that the difference of meastween executive approval following economic and
military coercion in salient crises is not statatly significant (a two-tailed test has a p-vatiie193).
The difference between both types of coercionatistically significant in non-salient crises (eottailed
t-test has a p-value of .002). This means thasthigstical significance of the two-way interactiogtween
Salience of Crisiand theForeign Policy Threais driven by the differences in non-salient crisaky.
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Figure 7 Effects of Salience of Crisis and Fordagticy Threat on Approval for National Sample

(H2) Is Executive Inconsistency Punished Across thedvar

To assess whether approval for consistent exeauiiveigher than approval for
inconsistent ones, | conducted two 2 x 2 x 2 betagr@ups ANOVASs. The first was
conducted on executive approval measured aftdPtbsident had either followed
through or backed down on threats of military avremmic coercion. The second was
conducted on a measure called\ is the difference in executive approval that aow
me to examine whether executive approval increaseécreased for each individual
participant. This measure is calculated by sulitrygd¢he executive approval each
participant awarded the executive after she aavedistently or inconsistently from the
approval they had previously awarded her aftereaciee foreign policy threat was first
issued.

Descriptively, the highest means for the first @wat measure are observed in
salient crises when the executive consistentlywetged militarily (M=7.61) and in non-

salient crises when the executive consistently sedsanctions (M=7.16). The lowest
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means are observed when the executive threatensragocoercion and subsequently

reneges (M=3.80 in salient crises, M=4.12 in ndiesiones).

Interestingly, mosA values are negative, implying that executives Hagber

approval when making an initial foreign policy tatéhan after having had the chance to

implement or renege on it. As was the case fofiteeapproval variable, the highest

means for\ are observed in salient crises when the execatusistently intervened

militarily (M=.68) and in crises that are not sali@vhen the executive consistently

imposed sanctions (M=.30). This indicates that aiee approval increases in these

cases after participants learn that the executiveed out the coercive foreign policies

she had threatened. That is, the largest increéagesccur when the executive

consistently implemented policies that are pretélbye the public given the salience of a

crisis. The largest drops moccur when the executive is inconsistent in sakeises

(M= -2.28 for military coercion, M= -3.73 for ecom@c coercion).

Table 10 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreigni@ol hreat, and Executive Consistency on Approeal f
National Sample

Observations: 639 R-Squared =. 784 Adj R-Squared8i
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. > F
Model 21055.473 8 2631.934 286.458 .000
Salience of Crisis 17.289 1 17.289 1.882 A71
Foreign Policy Threat 13.770 1 13.770 1.499 221
Executive Consistency 741.249 1 741.249 80.677 .000
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat 66.052 1 6.062 7.189 .008
Salience of Crisis* Executive Consistency 79.630 1 79.630 8.667 .003
Foreign Policy Threat* Executive Consisten¢y 127.26| 1 124.267 13.525 .000
Three-way interaction 77.747 1 77.747 8.462 .004
Residual 5797.527 631 9.188
Total 26853.000 639
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Table 11 Effects of Salience of Crisis, Foreigni®oT hreat, and Executive Consistency/for National

Sample
Observations: 632 R-Squared =.2(07 Adj R-Squarg®6
Source Partial SS df MS F Prob. >
Model 2054.719 8 256.840, 20.310 .000
Salience of Crisis 141.969 1 141.969 11.226 .001
Foreign Policy Threat 200.521 1 200.521 15.856 .000
Executive Consistency 774.686 1 774.686 61.258 .00(
Salience of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat .872 1 287 .069 .793
Salience of Crisis* Executive Consistency 151.959 1 151.959 12.016 .001
Foreign Policy Threat* Executive Consisten¢y 96.639 1 96.639 7.642 .006
Three-way interaction 45.208 1 45.208 3.575 .059
Residual 7891.281 624 12.646
Total 9946.000 632

Table 10 and Table 11 show the different effectsetkperimental factors have
on both approval measures. The main effectxefcutive Consistenand the
interactions between this variable @aience of CrisiandForeign Policy Threatest
H2 as they assess the effect of executive consigianonsistency on approval. The
interaction betweeBalience of CrisiandForeign Policy Threatefers to rewarding or
punishing the executive for not implementing pulpldicy preferences and was already
discussed in the test for H1The three-way interaction among the independent
variables tests H3, as it examines the effectsqodait policy preferences have on
executive approval following inconsistent behavard will therefore be addressed in
the following section.

Table 10 and Table 11 show a main effedErécutive Consistenon domestic
support for the executive in analyses run with tagiproval measures. The results

indicate that executives who act consistently amglement the coercive foreign policies

** The p-values for this interaction in Table 10 diadble 9 differ slightly as the results in Tablerg a
limited to only those cases in which the execusigted consistently.
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they threaten have higher approval ratings (M=6tfah those who back down on such
threats (M=4.55) [F(1,639)=80.677, p=.000]. A sfgraint number of respondents noted
angry comments when exposed to inconsistent exesutOne noted that, “you can’t
say one thing and then change your mind. The wgad@ple were counting on the
troops the President said he would send. Then &eggld his mind. This means to me
that anything he says is a lie.” Another claimesle ‘must follow through on what we
say. If we say we’ll send troops we must. Thus wstbe careful not to say something
we don’t really mean. Never should our country sag thing and then do the opposite.
It makes America appear weak and indecisive, jisttwur enemies want& values are
also higher for consistent executives (M= .19) tfmnnconsistent ones (M= -2.04)
[F(1,632)=61.258, p=.000]. That is, inconsistergaxives are punished for backing
down after issuing economic or military threatgiises that are salient and that are not
salient. These main effects support H2 and ardfepehby two important interactions.
First, the interaction betwe&ualience of CrisiandExecutive Consistency
significantly affects executive approval andThat is, although executive inconsistency
is punished across the board, the salience ofrtbis at hand influences how much of an
audience cost will be paid. As can be seen in Ei@yin a salient crisis the difference in
approval for consistent (M=7.23) and inconsistaeskRlents (M=4.36) is twice the
difference than in non-salient ones (M=6.19 forsistent executives, M=4.74 for
inconsistent ones) [F(1,639)=8.667, p=.003]. Indase ofA we find that approval
increases when executives act consistently in galient and non-salient scenarios (M=

.20 for salient crises, .17 for ones that are abést) and diminishes when executives
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back down (M= -3.01 for salient crises, - 1.07 does that are not salient). The decline
in approval for inconsistent executives is apprately three times larger when a crisis

threatens national security.

"backed down Efollowed through

7.23

Approval
N WA U1 O N

non-salient salient

Figure 8 Effects of Salience of Crisis and ExeaitBonsistency on Approval for National Sample

The second interaction that qualifies how domeaiidiences punish inconsistent
leaders in times of international crises is thaweenForeign Policy Threaand
Executive Consisten¢l(1,639)=13.525, p=.000]. Results for the first@entability
measure show that executive inconsistency is padighore severely in cases of
economic coercion than in militarized disput&s.illustrated by Figure 9, in these cases
the difference in approval for consistent Presigéht=7.01) and for those that renege
on sanctions (M=3.96) more than doubles the diffeeebetween consistent (M=6.42)
and inconsistent leaders (M=5.14) in cases of anjlitoercionA results are very
similar [F(1,632)=7.642, p=.006]. The differenceapproval for cases of economic

coercion is 300% steeper (M= .01 for consistentetees, M= -3.00 for inconsistent

98



ones) than the difference for consistent (M= .3&) sconsistent Presidents (M= -1.08)
engaging in military coercion.

There are two plausible explanations for the figdimat may, at first glance,
seem counterintuitive. On the one hand, it is fdaghat the lower the execution costs
associated with a coercive foreign policy are,higher the domestic political costs will
be for reneging. Reneging after committing to r@iign policy that will be costly in
terms of lives and treasure can be perceived aasdnawositive effect, as these costs
will be avoided. However, reneging after threatgrtime imposition of sanctions, which
is relatively less costly than military actionnst accompanied by this positive
externality. On the other hand, people prefer ttexetive to impose sanctions than to
intervene militarily (as described in the sectiesting H1). In this sense this interaction
supports my theoretical argument as constitueritgunish executive inconsistency
considering whether the action the executive faitetnplement is something they

wanted to see implemented in the first place.

= backed down mfollowed through

7.01

sanctions troops

Figure 9 Effects of Foreign Policy Threat and ExteeuConsistency on Approval for National Sample
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(H3) How do Policy Preferences Affect Accountability?

In this section | examine whether the preferenoesibecific coercive foreign
policies given the salience of a crisis affectltkelihood that executive consistency will
be rewarded or that executive inconsistency wilpbrished. The three-way interactions
betweerSalience of Crisig-oreign Policy ThregtandExecutive Consisteng@resented
in Tables 10 and 1 show that these factors hawgn#isant joint effect on executive
approval [F(1,639)=8.462, p=.004] and dF(1,632)=3.575, p=.059]. These

interactions are graphed in Figures 10 and 11.

= backed down Hfollowed through
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Figure 10 Effects of Salience of Crisis, ForeigidoT hreat, and Executive Consistency on Apprdoal
National Sample
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Figure 11 Effects of Salience of Crisis, ForeigtidoT hreat, and Executive Consistency®for
National Sample
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The results support H3.a. In salient crises appriavaxecutives that enact
military or economic coercion is high. The highestan for executive approval is for
presidents that consistently enact military actrosalient crises (M=7.61). The mean
for economic coercion (M=6.86) is statistically istthguishable from the military
coercion meafl> Although military action receives marginally higtopular support
when a crisis threatens national security, threateaconomic coercion provides the
executive with enough popular support in timeséinational crises. Inconsistency is
punished for both military (M=4.93) and economiexmon (M=3.80). When a crisis
affects national security constituents expect ttexative to take action. Says one
respondent exposed to a salient scenario in whelexecutive backed down, “the
leader of a country is supposed to represent theesamorals and ethics of its citizens.
The leader represented here lied, sold out theegadnd ethics of the people he
represented.”

In salient crises the highestalso is for presidents that intervene militarily
(M=.68). On the other hand, for executives that impose sanctions in salieistris
low (M= -.28). However, this result should be imested considering that executives
who threaten economic coercion see their appraos@lsignificantly at the time the
threat is made (recall there was a main effe¢iaseign Policy Threabn executive
approval in the section testing H1 as participgetserally preferred sanctions over
sending troops). Specifically, executive approwaraged 7.01 when a threat to

implement sanctions was made so in this particztdae a low negative digit implies that

> T —test results show that these means are nitistally different (p-value = .883).
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approval dropped somewhat but remains quite highwas the case for executive
approval, analyses af also show that Presidents that are inconsistdhpay audience
costs if they renege on military and economic ttwr@aade in salient crises.values are
negative and large following executive inconsisyeinccases of military (M= -2.20) and
economic coercion (M=-3.73).

Results also support H3.b. In crises that are algrg executive approval is high
after sanctions are implemented (M=7.16)s low but positive (M= .03). Executives
who commit to imposing sanctions and subsequeatigge pay audience costs (M=
4.12).A for executives that are inconsistent after thr@atgsanctions is negative and
large (M= -2.26).

Figure 10 and Figure 11 show that, as predicteglcu@ive inconsistency will not
always be punished. When an executive threateop tteployment in a crisis that does
not pose a direct threat to national security arsequently backs down, her approval
will be slightly higher (M=5.36) than it would habeen had she followed through on
her threat (M=5.23), which supports H3.c. ValuasA@lso suggest that executive
inconsistency is not punished when military aci®threatened but not implemented in
crises that are not saliest.for consistent and inconsistent executives istppaty
indistinguishable (M= .12 for inconsistent PresideiM=.04 for consistent ones) when
military coercion is threatened in crises that dothreaten national security. When the
executive commits to military action in a crisig lsenstituents perceive as not being
salient and backs down she will not be held acahlatfor being inconsistent, as her

actions would be representing popular prefererggsioted by participants exposed to
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such scenarios, “the President was quick withifhd hssume his bark was to curtail the
aggressor, but in failing he backed off, thankffillym sure he had reasons for what

was done, sometimes things are done behind clasad that we don’t see.”

5.4. Summary of Results

When an international crisis poses a threat tmnatisecurity, the public will
support executives that intervene militarily or msp economic sanctions. When a crisis
does not pose such a threat, economic coercionaedive higher levels of public
support. Inconsistent executives will pay highestsdor backing down in salient crises,
but the loss in popular support following inconsigtactions in crises that are not salient
can also be detrimental come election time. Reggréconomic coercion, executives
who commit to imposing sanctions and do not delwdrbe punished, even when a
crisis does not affect national security.

The salience of a crisis also affects whether exezactions will be rewarded.
Issuing foreign policy threats can be costly burt aso increase popular support in
times of international conflict. Executives who reatoercive foreign policy threats in
salient crises (particularly those who commit tditany action) and those who impose
sanctions in non-salient ones will see their apakoatings surge, as these actions
represent the policy preferences of their congtituie

| find that inconsistent executives will not alwagyesy audience costs for being
inconsistent. When the executive reneges on agioq@olicy threat that domestic

audiences do not consider an adequate responadritemational crisis, domestic
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political costs may not exist. Unlike research thasg highlighted the preponderant role
executive and elite cues have in times of confliihd that domestic audiences are not
blank slates. If the executive commits to militagtion and subsequently backs down in
a crisis that does not pose a direct threat t@nalisecurity, her approval will remain
untarnished.

| would like to address the role of political afifion. First and foremost, the
multinomial logistic regression | conducted to enestlhat participants were randomly
assigned to the different experimental scenariosvstthat Democrats and Republicans
were evenly distributed across conditions. Sectireinclusion of political affiliation
does not significantly change the effects the ietelent variables have on executive
approval. However, although participants know thegybeing exposed to hypothetical
scenarios, | find that Democrats tend to approvh@iexecutive more (M=5.93
compared to M=5.14 for Republicans) [F(1,635)=9,#68002]. As can be seen in
Figure 12, | also find that political affiliatiorals an interactive effect withxecutive
ConsistencyF(1,635)=4.315, p=.038]. Although both Demociatsl Republicans
punish executive inconsistency, Republican’s apglror the executive decreases more

when the President does not follow through on berave policy threats.

104



r.backed down Efollowed through

6-.57
O/

6.31

Approval
o = N W » U o ~N
T .

republicans democrats

Figure 12 Effects of Political Affiliation and Satice of Crisis on Approval

The three-way interaction amoRgreign Policy ThreagtExecutive Consistency
and Political Affiliation also affects approval [E635)=3.733, p=.054]. Figure 13 shows
that inconsistent executives pay audience costsathe board. As mentioned above,
Democratic executive approval ratings tend to lgiadni than Republican ones. Also,
Democrats tend to favor executives who consistemthose sanctions (M=6.67),

whereas Republicans prefer executives that follmeugh on military threats (M=6.53).

# backed down mfollowed through
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Figure 13 Effects of Political Affiliation, ForeigiRolicy Threat and Salience of Crisis on Approval
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6. CONCLUSION

In times of crises, executives do not make forggiicy threats in a vacuum.
When answering the question, “Under which circums¢s will domestic audiences
reward or penalize leaders for their coercive fymepolicies behavior?” we must
consider not only what the executive threatenedhawdshe acted, but also what
constituents’ preferences are. The findings preseint this dissertation show that the
salience of an international crisis determines wth@mestic audiences will prefer
military or economic coercion and that they wilpport executives who act in
accordance to these preferences. Executives whtagibehavior that is incongruent
with constituents’ preferences will be penalizechaff an international crisis poses a
threat to national security, the public will suppexecutives that intervene militarily or
impose economic sanctions because both policy mptaoe congruent with public
preferences. When a crisis does not pose sucleat tfldtomestic audiences prefer
economic coercion, and thus economic threats eakive higher levels of public
support.

The theoretical problem this dissertation addresstee lack of consensus that
exists in the field regarding the specific role stinients’ preferences can potentially
play in fomenting or constraining coercive forefplicies in democracies. By
specifying the role public policy preferences ardaitive inconsistencies can play in

coercive foreign policies this dissertation brimggether two previously unconnected
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types of accountability theories in internatiorehtions. On the one hand, a group of
theories emphasizes how citizens hold leaders atable if they do not represent their
policy preferences. On the other hand, theoriesidience costs emphasize whether
leaders act consistently between what they prothesgwill do and the foreign policies
they actually implement. Bridging these areas séagch allowed me to expand the
concept of audience costs to crises that are hiehsand to cases of economic coercion.
Thus, the theory | set forth in this dissertatiotegrates two approaches to
accountability and expands the applicability of tb@cept of audience costs to cases
that go beyond the original scope outlined by Feandhe mid 90s. This is a timely
expansion of the concept for both theoretical aadtral reasons.

Theoretically, prominent scholars of internatioredations have recently
guestioned that audience costs will operate whernlieat a leader backs down from is
not in line with the preferences of domestic audésn(Snyder and Borghard 2011;
Trachtenberg 2012). Some qualitative evidence sigwiat leaders backing down from
militarized threats are not punished when domestaiences do not have hawkish
tendencies have been presented, but to the best khowledge this dissertation is the
first systematic quantitative study to examinedbenections between public
expectations and leaders’ actions. | present aytbat specifies when domestic
audiences will prefer economic or military coercenmd posit that we can predict when
audience costs will be paid by examining the irteoa between popular expectations
for national action and the actions of the exeeutBy adding public expectations to the

equation, my theory predicts there will be caseshich leaders’ inconsistent behavior
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in times of crises will not lead to audience cotan American executive commits to
military action and subsequently backs down inisicthat does not pose a direct threat
to national security, her approval will remain untahed. This finding has important
implications for conflict literature in internatiahrelations. If the potential for incurring
audience costs may not exist for democratic leagiegaged in militarized disputes over
issues that do not threaten national security ethesders lose the bargaining advantage
conflict scholars have assumed they have over ettoones.

From a policy point of view, expanding the concefpaudience costs to crises
that do not pose a direct threat to national sgcand to cases of economic coercion is
timely because such cases play an important rdlediay’s post-Cold War world. Many
of the international conflicts the United Stated &uropean states like the United
Kingdom currently deal with pose no imminent threahational security and economic
coercion has risen exponentially since World W@dpe 1997; Drury 2001).

Identifying when audience costs will and will nqgievate can help us understand why
threats made by democratic leaders have varyingede@®f effectiveness. Military
threats made by western leaders against LibyarymaurSauthorities might not be as
credible as previously thougfft.

In what follows | summarize the tests of assumgiand of the theory that rests

on these assumptions. | then proceed to brieflggrefindings suggesting that

“6While it is plausible that a lack of credibilityight help explain Gaddafi and al-Assad’s resistance
make significant concessions in order to avoidteni§i intervention, | am not claiming this is thelyar
even the most relevant explanation for their bedraivi these crises. | cannot do justice here to the
literature dedicated to understanding how incendivectures in personalistic autocratic regimesivage
leaders to try to retain power for as long as fdegHuntington 1991; Geddes 1999) and how dictator
that make concessions risk losing office.
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constituents’ concern for national reputation ieflaes executive approval across
samples. After describing how this dissertationtgbuates to the accountability and

audience costs literature, | identify areas of feitresearch.

6.1. Summary of Results

| initially tested the hypothesis derived from nmgory on a sample of 451
American students and 114 British students andddhat domestic audiences reward
and punish leaders both in the U.S. and the U.&onsistent executives are at risk of
paying audience costs when they back down on thegign policy threats. This is
particularly the case in the U.K. as executive ngistency is always punished,
regardless of the salience of a crisis and of taeeimor mismatch between public
expectations and the actions of the Prime Minisdren evaluating whether to punish
inconsistent behavior, Americans consider whethey aigreed with the policy that was
not enacted in a manner consistent with my thdgoyvever, British citizens do not. If
an American President threatened to send Amerrcaps$ in a non-salient crisis and
then backs down she will not pay audience costss iSmot the case in Britain. Even if
British citizens generally prefer not to employ itaity coercion, Prime Ministers that do
not send national troops after having promiseditbbe held accountable, even if the
crisis poses no threat to national security. OVeréihd support for my three hypotheses
amongst American students, but support only for yeotheses in the British sample.

Table 12 lists the hypotheses and shows whethgntbee supported in each sample.
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Table 12 Support for Hypotheses across Samples

H1. Salient crisis— support
for military or economic
coercion.

Non- salient>support
economic coercion.

American National
Sample

American Student
Sample

British Student
Sample

SupportedAdditionally
find that approval is
generally higher in

salient crises and
following economic
coercion.

SupportedAdditionally

find that approval is
generally higher in
salient crises.

Supported.
Additionally find that
approval is generally

higher following
economic coercion.

H2. Higher support for
consistent executives.

Supportedgespecially in
salient crises and in case¢s
of economic coercion.

Supportedespecially in

salient crises.

Supportedregardless
of type of coercion or
salience of crisis.

—

D

H3.a. Salient crisis—» Supported. Supported. Some suppdighest
approvalf if military or As are after consisten
economic coercion are military and economig
consistently enacted; and action in salient crises
following inconsistency. and lowests are after
backing down in non-
salient crises.

H3.b. Non- salient—» Supported. Supported. Some suppbine

approvalt if economic lowest value forA
coercion is consistently occurs after failing to
enacted; and following carry out an economi
inconsistency. threat in a non-salien

crisis.

H3.c. Non- salient—> Supported. Supported. Not Supported.

approval| if military
coercion is consistently
enacted.

Inconsistency is
always punished.

The findings of a national experiment conductedhwitrepresentative sample of

657 American adults also support my theory. Nomlst Americans tended to behave

similarly to Americans in the student sample regaydhe interaction between popular

preferences and the actions of the President. &wutiples evaluated the actions of the

executive taking into consideration their own pplceferences. Thus, executive

inconsistency did not always lead to audience c¥¥ten the President reneged on a

foreign policy threat that domestic audiences daitlagree with, she was spared
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audience costs. If the executive committed to amjitaction and subsequently backed
down in a non-salient crisis her approval remaimetrnished.

There was however, a slight difference betweenestudnd non-student
Americans regarding policy preferences. This défee does not counter my theory but
might be of interest. | find that in the nationahgple, American adults tend to prefer the
use of economic sanctions to military interventmnoss the board (as did British
students), whereas participants in the Americadestusample did not generally prefer
one type of coercive foreign policy to the otheowéver, in both samples Americans
preferred using either economic or military coenciio salient crises while privileging
the use of economic coercion in crises that didim@&aten national security as predicted
by my theory.

The objective of the theory set forth in this digation is to answer four
guestions: (1) Are democratic leaders rewardedpamished for acting in ways that do
not represent constituents’ coercive foreign popogferences? (2) What determines
popular preferences for military and economic cweréoreign policies in times of
international crises? (3) Are leaders rewardedpmrdshed for backing down after
threatening military and economic coercive foreugficies in times of international
crises, even if a crisis does not threaten natisealirity? (4) Do public coercive foreign
policy preferences affect whether democratic lemdee rewarded and punished for
backing down after issuing threats in times ofrimétional crises? The answer to the
second question was the same across the threeesawifh which | tested my theory,

which totaled 1,222 participants overall. | finctlthe salience of an international crisis
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determines whether the public will support the ofseither economic or military
coercion or will only prefer the imposition of ea@mic sanctions. The answers to the
other questions were the same amongst Americahgsobtor British citizens.
Regarding questions (1) and (3) I find that Ameri€aesidents are rewarded and
punished for acting in ways that do not represenstituents’ coercive foreign policy
preferences and executive inconsistency will baghad in non-salient crises when
economic sanctions had been threatened. Regatdirfgurth question, | find that if the
President backs down after making a threat thahdidepresent popular preferences,
she will not pay audience costs as domestic audgwidl be relieved that a policy they
did not favor was avoided. British Prime Ministerg, the other hand, will pay audience

costs across the board, even if this means implengean unpopular coercive foreign

policy.

6.2. Contribution to Accountability Literature

After the Vietham War, scholars of internationdatiens challenged the
Almond-Lippmann thesis, claiming that Americans &&vwreign policy preferences and
that changes in these preferences were rationatlytd international events (Caspary
1970; Mueller 1973; Page and Shapiro 1988; Pe#flrey Hurwitz 1992; Jentleson 1992;
Page and Shapiro 1992; Popkin 1994). My dissertatioroborates this claim: in times
of international crises domestic audiences willsider whether national security is at

stake when forming a preference for economic oitaml coercion. The coercive foreign
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policy statements and actions of the executive lvdlevaluated in light of their
correspondence to public preferences.

It has been posited that even if citizens do @aeeha nuanced understanding of
international affairs, reliance on heuristics doimational shortcuts can enable the
formation of general foreign policy preferencesskéi and Taylor 1984; Hurwitz and
Peffley 1987; Sniderman, Brody and Tetlock 1991pkpo 1993; Delli-Carpini and
Keeter 1996; Lau and Redlawsk 1997; Lupia and M&thg1998; Holsti 2004,

Aldrich, Gelpi, Feaver, Reifler and Sharp 2006gritifying an international crisis as
salient can operate as such a heuristic. In thenglesof more detailed information this
cue guides the process of public foreign policyigmence formation. One important
caveat is that in my experiments participants vigi@med about the salience of a crisis
without discussing who had categorized the crisesalient. That is, my research does
not address the current debate regarding the atireot the casual arrow between public
opinion and policy-making. Some scholars emphasieggoredominant role of elites in
framing public opinion (Mermin 1997; Robinson 20@ntman 2003; Kull, Ramsay and
Lewis 2004; Berinsky and Kinder 2006; Boettcher @wtbb 2009). On the other hand,
numerous studies support the notion that the castal can be reversed: the public
does influence policy-making (Page and Shapiro 18&3cic 1988; Aldrich, Sullivan
and Borgida 1989; Russet 1990; Bartels 1991; Niantt Hinckley 1991; Roberts 1993;
Mandelbaum 1996; Baum 2004b; Aldrich, Gelpi, FeaRaifler and Sharp 2006). My

dissertation does not contribute to either perspect
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My findings corroborate those of Anand and Krosr(2B03) regarding the role
public preferences play in evaluating politicaluiigs. My unique contribution is
highlighting how these popular preferences intevatit preferences for consistent
executives. As noted by Levendusky and Horowitadfance costs have a distinguished
intellectual pedigree in international relationsearch over the past two decades”
(2012:323) and have been used as the foundatiarufaerous bargaining models of
international crises. However, like Levendusky &fmtowitz, I, too, find that
inconsistent executives will not always pay audéecasts for being inconsisteft.

When the executive reneges on a foreign policyathifeat domestic audiences do not
consider an adequate response to an internatioss, domestic political costs may not
exist. Unlike research that has highlighted thgopnelerant role executive and elite cues
have in times of conflict, | find that domestic @&mtes are not blank slates.

Previous research in international relations hgkllghted the role democratic
accountability plays in constraining inter-statemmon (Nincic 1988; Russet 1990;
Holsti 1992; Sobel 2001; Baum 2004b; Aldrich, Gekeaver, Reifler and Sharp 2006).
This study shows that the accountability link tbaists between constituents and
executives can constrain coercive foreign polibessalso foment them, particularly if
citizens perceive a crisis as threatening natieaalrity. As highlighted previously by
Baum (2004a) and Clare (2007), the saliency ohgarmational conflict, or whether
significant national interests are at stake, infltess domestic reactions to presidential

inconsistencies. The findings described in thiselition help us understand the

" Levendusky and Horowitz (2012) find that incoresigty is not punished when the action is framed as
being a consequence of new information and badkawgn is presented as being in the national interest
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mechanisms through which the perceived salieneecokis affects these distinct public
reactions. The salience of an international caffiscts constituents’ foreign policy
preferences, and executives’ consistent and instamibehavior in times of
international crises will be punished or rewardedsidering these preferences.

Finally, my dissertation addresses recent critiqagsulated by Trachtenberg (2012)
and Snyder and Borghard (2011) claiming that awdie@®sts might not be paid when a
democratic leader backs down from a military thiedomestic audiences do not have
hawkish preferences. The theory and experiment®rhtin this dissertation

complement the qualitative evidence provided bgehscholars.

6.3. Areas of Future Research

This dissertation contributes to existing theoaédemocratic accountability in
international relations by bridging previously unoected areas of study and by
proposing novel connections between public prefegemnd evaluations of the
executive in times of international crises. Befooacluding this section, | would like to
address five areas of future study that would cemeint the research presented here.
The first three are conceptual issues, wherealsttee two are methodological ones.

First and foremost, an area that elicits futureaesh is trying to answer the
guestion, “Why would constituents disapprove obmsistent executives or leaders that
do not act in accordance to their preferencesavelalready begun to investigate this
issue. It has been posited that concern for ndti@patation is a micro-mechanism

behind audience costs and that inconsistent exesulbse approval not out of moral or
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ethical concerns, but due to citizens’ instrumeptabccupation with national reputation
(Tomz 2007). In addition to examining the role acermcwith national reputation plays in
rewarding or punishing the executive, | have alsgum studying the effects the
perceived competence of the executive and varimgaiens elicited by international
crises play in the evaluation of the executivesomns.

Second, further specification of the relationghigit exists between a systemic
definition of salience and an individual-level dgfiion is warranted. In the theory
section | specified that a salient crisis was dra tonstituted a threat to national
security. However, who defines when national ségusithreatened? Do individual-
level characteristics such as political knowledfjech the perception of a crisis as
salient? When an international crisis breaks oeretlis often a considerable degree of
discrepancy about whether it threatens nationalrggcHow does an objective
international threat impact the assessment indaliditizens make regarding national
security? How prevalent is the role of foreign pyplelites in influencing citizens’
perception of the salience of an internationalig?igrager and Vavreck (2011) find that
elite framing plays a role in determining when a&mtie costs will be paid or avoided. Is
there a limit to how far elite frames can go in @ting support for coercive foreign
policies? As mentioned above, in this project pgréints were informed of the salience
of a crisis without knowing who had made such agatization. Experimental research
manipulating different sources of information coslted light on the role of elite

framing in coercive foreign policy.
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A third area where conceptual clarification is reg e regarding the role
specific political dynamics play in determining wha@emocratic leaders will be held
accountable for foreign policy choices. There are types of relevant dynamics that
can affect accountability: domestic and internatloScholars have recently begun to
integrate audience costs theories with theorieafestic political behavior. Trager and
Vavreck (2011) find that the political affiliatiosf an executive affects democratic
accountability. Hawkish executives will receive maupport than dovish ones when
enacting peaceful foreign policies, and converselyill be easier for dovish executives
to foment support for military action. LevenduskydaHorowitz (2012) find that how a
President justifies inconsistent behavior can spargaying audience costs. Future
research should address other issues such adeéhtae@olitical affiliation of the
executive plays in fomenting the idea that an ma&onal crisis poses a threat to
national security, or in heightening fear of arerngtional opponent in a bargaining
crisis. Another area where further clarificationhofv domestic political dynamics can
affect accountability is needed refers to the r@hee international affairs play come
election time. Even if the public frequently coresislforeign issues as being one of the
most important problems a nation can face (Aldrighljivan and Borgida 1989;
Vavreck 2009), can we really believe that foreigiqy issues can outweigh domestic
concerns? President Bush oversaw a quick, decigit@y in the first Iraq War, but
voters seem more concerned with local economidtesu Further research identifying
the thresholds at which international or domesties will prevail in determining when

democratic leaders will be rewarded or punisheaé@rcive foreign policies is needed.
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At an international level, more studies connectindience costs with international
events that occur during a crisis are warrantedehtoglu and Tarar (2008) have shown
that interstate bargaining dynamics change sigmtly depending on the time
preferences of the players. Depending on this, miog¢y can lead to war or simply to a
delay in reaching a negotiated settlement. Whatirsdo the period of time after a threat
is issued and before the executive follows throoigbacks down is also relevant to
accountability research. What if a threat succéedsaking an opponent yield...will
inconsistency generally lead to audience costsch sases? What if the nation being
invaded by a third party is stronger than initiakpected when an American leader
issued a threat to intervene...will inconsistencybrished?

Methodologically, one issue is the scarcity ofeational data appropriate to
test theories of democratic accountability. Thithess reason most recent audience costs
studies have been formal theories, experimentsases studies. While these types of
studies are important, observational researchsisrgigl in terms of strengthening the
external validity of audience costs and accountgliieories that focus on the role of
threats. As noted by Downes and Sechser (2012)greel costs theories have been
predominantly tested with data that is inadequatstdich purpose. The Militarized
Interstate Disputes (MID) and the InternationalsiSrBehavior (ICB) datasets do not
have many threats. According to their estimatiantey-state threats constitute
approximately 9% of the MID data and 15% of the I@8a (2012:13). Analyses
conducted with their new dataset of 194 interstatapellent threats issued between

1918 and 2001 do not support audience costs thédoyld analyses made including
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deterrent threats support audience costs? Addilyorsacomparison of audience costs
across policy domains that examines real casesoofoenic and military coercion would
be a very nice contribution to studies of democraticountability.

Another fruitful methodological quest that wouldoal adequate tests of
accountability theories with observational data lddae to expand Baum’s (2004a)
‘Going Public’ variable. Baum collected data of gidential public threats issued during
pre-crisis stages in the United States. To captinether an executive ‘goes public,” he
counted the number of times the President mentianegpponent state in a national
security context (2004a:615) in th@ublic Papers of the President of the United
State&” (1998). From these counts, Baum tallied three dffeindicators used to
construct his ‘Going Public’ variable. The firstlicator is the average number of times
an opponent state is mentioned daily since thenatmnal crisis began until the day in
which one of the actors involved in the crisisiatits a major respon3&The second
indicator is the daily average of these same mestituring the month prior to the date
on which the crisis began. The third indicatohis tlaily average number of mentions in
that same calendar month during the previous Ysarm later averages his second and
third indicators. This product is his ‘pre-cris&a/erage. The difference between this pre-
crisis indicator and his first indicator constitsitéis ‘going public’ variable. This allows
him to control for the fact that some nations gest mentioned more frequently than

others, so he focuses on ttengesn presidential rhetoric. Expanding this dataiset

4 This excludes the times the president mentionatmmin a way that is unambiguously unrelated to a
specific crisis.

4 This includes presidential speeches, press canfese as well as other written or verbal statements

50 To determine when a crisis begins and ends Ba@s the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset.
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the U.S., and collecting similar indices in the Uakd other European states would be a
significant contribution to accountability reseamhnternational relations.

The final methodological issue is that most expental work analyzing the role
of audience costs has been conducted in the USisges. This dissertation is an initial
step towards understanding the determinants of dbbereudiences punishing leaders for
carrying out foreign policies that are not in lingh their expectations. One future step |
would like to take is testing the hypotheses sehfm this dissertation on a larger
sample of non-students in Britain. Additionally,snbsequent studies | wish to examine
how relative power fits into the public-leader etjpra It seems plausible that leaders of
relatively weaker states in the international syst®uld boost popularity ratings by
committing to certain types of foreign policiesgewf these are not subsequently carried
out. Although citizens of weaker states were propabt expecting their leader to make
a public statement when facing an internationaisrthey might perceive the
reputational benefits associated with such attidven if leaders of relatively weaker
states do not follow through on their publicly sthtommitments, their approval ratings

might not drop.

51 Personally, | have observed that audiences belthieday when Chilean President Ricardo Lagos sent
Chilean troops to Haiti in a humanitarian missiaithough in this case Chilean troops were actusdt,

the numbers were minimal and the public impact \@gnificant. It would be interesting to see ifghi
most informal observation of an almost nominal figmepolicy action having an important effect on
citizen’s views of their international standing s through even if the executive backs down dftar
commitment.
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APPENDIX 1
Experimental Scenarios for Test of Theory with Ameican Students

(1) INSTRUCTIONS (Same for all conditions)
Democratic Accountability

Instructions:
The following questions are about U.S. relationghwither countries around the world.
You will read about a situation our country hasthm the past and will probably face
again in the future. Different U.S. leaders havedied the situation in different ways.
We will describe a particular international incil@md how the U.S. President
approached it, then ask you your opinion aboutitiuslent.

(2) EXAMPLES OF SCENARIOS
A. The Executive backs down after threatening Miliary Intervention in a Salient
Crisis:

International Crisis in Asia
Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryake over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. The attackers are advancing rapidlyaaadbout to invade Uzbekistan’s
capital and take over the whole country. An Uzbikisfarmer that witnessed the
invasion declared that: “We were in the middle afesting our crops and we heard this
loud bang. At first | couldn’t see anything for thevas dust and dirt all over the place
but | could hear people screaming. As soon asithéeban to settle | realized
Kazakhstan men in uniform had thrown a bomb antcktivas blood all over the place. |
don’t see why they would attack us like this.”

If Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over theoléhcountry, Asia’s regional balance
of power will shift drasticallyThis will significantly affect U.S. economic and
security interests in Asia.Kazakh authorities have time after time demonstr#tey
are very hostile against the U.S.

Shortly after the attackhe U.S. president in a public statement in the med said
that the United States would send U.S. troops to tend the weaker country from its
invaders.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If Uzbekistan’s capital is invaded U.S. economid arcurity interests in the
region will be very significantly affected.
* The U.S. president said he would send troops terdkethe weaker nation.
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In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdveosv the President acted?
0= Definitely disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

Kazakhstan has continued its invasion. In the #r@President of the U.S. did not send
troops.
To summarize this international crisis and the BP@sident’s reactions to it,

» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlaekist

» If Uzbekistan’s capital is invaded U.S. economid arcurity interests in the

region will be very significantly affected.

» The U.S. presidersaid he would send troopso defend the weaker nation.

» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.

* The U.S. President diabt send troops.

B. The Executive consistently imposes Economic Cax#on in a non-Salient Crisis:
International Crisis in Asia
Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryatice over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. The attackers are advancing rapidlyamadbout to invade Uzbekistan’s
capital and take over the whole country. An Uzbikisfarmer that witnessed the
invasion declared that: “We were in the middle afesting our crops and we heard this
loud bang. At first | couldn’t see anything for thevas dust and dirt all over the place
but | could hear people screaming. As soon asithbeban to settle | realized
Kazakhstan men in uniform had thrown a bomb ancetivas blood all over the place. |
don’t see why they would attack us like this.”

If Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over the#ighbor neither the safety nor the
economy of the United States will be affected.

Shortly after the attackhe U.S. president in a public statement in the med said
that the United States would impose economic sanetis on the government of
Kazakhstan.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlaekist
* If the invasion continues, neither the safety heréconomy of the United States
will be affected.
* The U.S. president said he would impose econonmct&as on Kazakhstan.

In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdvieosv the President

0= Definitely disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10
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Kazakhstan has continued its invasidhe President of the U.S. did impose economic
sanctions on Kazakhstan’s government.

To summarize this international crisis and the BP@sident’s reactions to it,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If the invasion continues, neither the safety her¢économy of the United States
will be affected.
* The U.S. presidergaid he would impose economic sanctiorms Kazakhstan.
» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.
* The U.Sdid impose economic sanctionsn Kazakhstan.

(3) QUESTIONNAIRE (Same for all conditions)?

Now that you have all the information regarding hitv President of the U.S. acted in
this international crisis, do you approve of howaeted?

0= Definitely disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

Was the international crisis you just read abolaviant?
Yes, U.S. economic and security interests wereggmrbe significantly affected
No it wasn't, neither the safety nor the economihefU.S. were going to be affected

What did the President say he was going to doemreport you just read about?
Announced the U.S. was going to send troops totst®paggressors
Announced the U.S. was going to impose economict®ars on the aggressors

What did the President end up doing in the repoutjyst read about?
Sent U.S. troops

Imposed economic sanctions

He did nothing

*2The experimental protocol included additional itetimat are not part of my dissertation. These items
were introduced after both approval measures amlttieir inclusion dies not impact the results @nésd
here. The final three items are manipulation check
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APPENDIX 2
Experimental Scenarios for Test of Theory with Briish Students

(1) INSTRUCTIONS (Same for all conditions)
Democratic Accountability

Instructions:
The following questions are about British relatiovigh other countries around the
world. You will read about a situation our countigs faced in the past and will
probably face again in the future. Different Biitigaders have handled the situation in
different ways. We will describe a particular imational incident and how the British
Prime Minister approached it, and ask whether ymrave or disapprove.

(2) EXAMPLES OF SCENARIOS
A. The Prime Minister backs down after threatening Military Intervention in a
Salient Crisis:

International Crisis in Asia
Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryake over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. The attackers are advancing rapidlyaadbout to invade Uzbekistan’s
capital and take over the whole country. An Uzbikisfarmer that witnessed the
invasion declared that: “We were in the middle afesting our crops and we heard this
loud bang. At first | couldn’t see anything for thevas dust and dirt all over the place
but | could hear people screaming. As soon asithéeban to settle | realized
Kazakhstan men in uniform had thrown a bomb antcktivas blood all over the place. |
don’t see why they would attack us like this.”

If Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over theoléhcountry, Asia’s regional balance
of power will shift drasticallyThis will significantly affect British economic and
security interests in Asia.Kazakh authorities have time after time demonstr#tey
are very hostile against the U.K.

Shortly after the attackhe British Prime Minister in a public statement in the
media said that the U.K. would send British troopgo defend the weaker country
from its invaders.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If Uzbekistan’s capital is invaded British econoraiad security interests in the
region will be very significantly affected.
» The British Prime Minister said he would send tretp defend the weaker
nation.
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In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdveosv the Prime Minister acted?
0= Definitely Disapprove  10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

Kazakhstan has continued its invasion. In the gr&British Prime Minister didot
send troops.

To summarize this international crisis and the Rrivlinister’s reactions to it,

» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist

» If Uzbekistan’s capital is invaded British econoraiad security interests in the
region will be very significantly affected.

» The British Prime Ministesaid he would send troopso defend the weaker
nation.

» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.

* The British Prime Minister didot send troops.

B. The Prime Minister consistently imposes Economic Gacion in a non-Salient
Crisis:

International Crisis in Asia
Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryake over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. The attackers are advancing rapidlyaaadbout to invade Uzbekistan’s
capital and take over the whole country. An Uzbikisfarmer that witnessed the
invasion declared that: “We were in the middle afesting our crops and we heard this
loud bang. At first | couldn’t see anything for thevas dust and dirt all over the place
but | could hear people screaming. As soon asithée&ban to settle | realized
Kazakhstan men in uniform had thrown a bomb ancktivas blood all over the place. |
don’t see why they would attack us like this.”

If Kazakhstan’s military forces do take over thegighbor neither the safety nor the
economy of the U.K. will be affected.

Shortly after the attackhe British Prime Minister in a public statement in the media
said that the U.K. would impose economic sanctioran the government of
Kazakhstan.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If the invasion continues, neither the safety her¢économy of the U.K. will be
affected.
* The British Prime Minister said he would imposeremmic sanctions on
Kazakhstan.
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In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdveosv the Prime Minister acted?
0= Definitely Disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

Kazakhstan has continued its invasidhe British Prime Minister did impose
economic sanctions on Kazakhstan’'s government.

To summarize this international crisis and the Rrivlinister’s reactions to it,

» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist

» If the invasion continues, neither the safety her¢économy of the U.K. will be
affected.

* The British Prime Ministesaid he would impose economic sanctiorms
Kazakhstan.

» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.

* The U.K.did impose economic sanctionen Kazakhstan.

(3) QUESTIONNAIRE (Same for all conditionsy*

Now that you have all the information regarding hitw British Prime Minister acted in
this international crisis, do you approve of howaated?

0= Definitely Disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

Was the international crisis you just read abolavant?
Yes, British economic and security interests wari@gto be significantly affected
No it wasn't, neither the safety nor the economthefU.K. were going to be affected

What did the Prime Minister say he was going tordiine report you just read about?
Announced the U.K. was going to send troops to #tepggressors
Announced the U.K. was going to impose economictsams on the aggressors

What did the Prime Minister end up doing in thear¢you just read about?
Sent British troops

Imposed economic sanctions

He did nothing

Are you a British citizen?
(@) Yes
(b) No

%3 The experimental protocol included additional itetimat are not part of my dissertation. These items
were introduced after both approval measures amlttieir inclusion dies not impact the results @nésd
here. Three of the items shown here are manipulatiecks.
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APPENDIX 3
Experimental Scenarios for Test of Theory with Natbnal American Sample

(1) INSTRUCTIONS (Same for all conditions)
Democratic Accountability

Instructions:
This experiment studies U.S. relations with otharntries around the world. You will
read about a situation our country has faced irp#st and will probably face again in
the future. Different U.S. leaders have handledsthtion in different ways. We will
describe a particular international incident and tloe U.S. President approached it, and
ask whether you approve or disapprove.

(2) EXAMPLES OF SCENARIOS
A. The Executive backs down after threatening MilitaryIntervention in a Salient
Crisis:
International Crisis in Asia

Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryae over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. Uzbekistan, the country that has beeaded, has abundant mines of high
guality uranium that can be used for the develograenuclear weapons. Kazakhstan,
the invading country has a history of supporting-#vestern and anti-U.S. terrorist
groups.A victory by the attacking country would constitute a severe risk to U.S.
national security.

Shortly after the attack, the U.S. president iublig statement in the media said
that the United Statesould send U.S. troopdo defend the weaker country from its
invaders.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If the invasion continues it will constitugesevere risk to U.S. national security
interests.
* The U.S. president said he wowlend troopsto defend the weaker nation.

In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdveosv the President acted?
0= Definitely disapprove 10= Definitely Approve

Kazakhstan has continued its invasion. In the g¢m@President of the U.S. did not send
troops.

To summarize this international crisis and the BP@sident’s reactions to it,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlaekist
» If the invasion continues it will constitutesavere risk to U.S. national security
interests.
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* The U.S. president said he wowleind troopsto defend the weaker nation.
» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.
 The U.S. President diabt send troops.

B. The Executive consistently imposes Economic Coercidan a non-Salient Crisis:
International Crisis in Asia

Kazakhstan, an Asian country, sent its militaryake over its weaker neighbor
Uzbekistan. The attackers are advancing rapidlyaaadbout to invade Uzbekistan’s
capital and take over the whole country. If Kazaih's military forces do take over

their neighborit will pose no threat to U.S. national security However, these actions
constitute a clear violation of international lagvchartered by the United Nations.
Shortly after the attack, the U.S. president iublig statement in the media said that the
United States would impose economic sanctions emtivernment of Kazakhstan.

To summarize,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If the invasion continue4).S. national security will not be threatened
although international law is being violated.
* The U.S. president said he wouhdpose economic sanctionsn Kazakhstan.

In the crisis you just read about, do you apprdveowv the President acted?
0= Definitely disapprove 10= Definitely Approve

Kazakhstan has continued its invasion. The di&impose economic sanctionen
Kazakhstan.

To summarize this international crisis and the BP@sident’s reactions to it,
» Kazakhstan has invaded her weaker neighbor Uzlagkist
» If the invasion continue4).S. national security will not be threatened
although international law is being violated.
* The U.S. president said uld impose economic sanctionsn Kazakhstan.
» Kazakhstan has continued the invasion.
* The U.Sdid impose economic sanctionsn Kazakhstan
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(3) QUESTIONNAIRE (Same for all conditionsy*

Now that you have all the information regarding hitv President of the U.S. acted in
this international crisis, do you approve of howaated?

0= Definitely Disapprove 10= Definitely Approve
0123456789 10

How threatening is the situation described to th®.?
O=not Threatening at all 10=Very Threatening
0123456789 10

How relevant is the crisis you just read aboutnational security of the U.S.?
0 = Very Irrelevant  10= Very Relevant
0123456789 10

Do you think the President’s initial proposed pylis effective in dealing with this
international crisis?

0= Not effective at all 10= Very effective
0123456789 10

What did the President say he was going to doarréport you just read about?
Announced the U.S. was going to implement econ@aictions on the aggressors
Announced the U.S. was going to send troops totst®pggressors

What did the President end up doing in the repoutjyst read about?
Imposed economic sanctions

Sent U.S. troops

He did nothing

** The experimental protocol included additional itetimat are not part of my dissertation. These items
were introduced after both approval measures amlttieir inclusion dies not impact the results @nésd
here. The final four items are manipulation checks
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APPENDIX 4

Randomization Check

To ensure randomization took place in the studydaoted with the national
sample of American adults | conducted a multinoragistic regression checking
whether demographic characteristics and polititfdladion predicted the assignment of
participants to experimental conditiotisThe following tables show the results. The
only factor that is statistically significant ishefcity in the likelihood of being assigned
to the eighth experimental condition (there are lghites in this condition).

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION I:

Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .040 (.076) 0.597
Age .005 (.009) 0.558
Education .124 (.091) 0.173
Ethnicity .023 (.159) 0.880
Gender -.087 (.318) 0.785
Income -.024 (.039) 0.534
Constant -1.529 (1.177) 0.194

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION II:

Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .007 (.0754) 0.924
Age .006 (.009) 0.494
Education .027 (.088) 0.762
Ethnicity .042 (.154) 0.785
Gender -.011 (.313) 0.973
Income -.027 (.039) 0.486
Constant -.474 (1.134) 0.676

EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION IlI:

Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .081 (.075) 0.277
Age .008 (.009) 0.358
Education -.006 (.088) 0.945
Ethnicity .014 (.153) 0.926
Gender .258 (.309) 0.404
Income .018 (.039) 0.644
Constant -1.370 (1.134) 0.227

5 Scenario VI was the base level.
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EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION IV:

Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .049 (.073) 0.504
Age .014 (.009) 0.108
Education -.087 (.085) 0.307
Ethnicity -.058 (.157) 0.714
Gender -.060 (.305) 0.845
Income .046 (.039) 0.238
Constant -.406 (1.100) 0.712
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION V:
Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .081 (.075) 0.279
Age .014 (.009) 0.117
Education -.040 (.089) 0.652
Ethnicity -.146 (.169) 0.387
Gender .215 (.310) 0.489
Income .069 (.041) 0.091
Constant -1.654 (1.154) 0.152
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION VII:
Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .003 (.074) 0.965
Age .013 (.009) 0.151
Education -.020 (.086) 0.814
Ethnicity .236 (.139) 0.089
Gender -.252 (.307) 0.412
Income .0481 (.040) 0.222
Constant -1.044 (1.105) 0.345
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION VIII:
Variable Coefficient p-value
Political Affiliation | .063 (.079) 0.425
Age .006 (.010) 0.530
Education .046 (.091) 0.613
Ethnicity .318 (.141) 0.024
Gender -.144 (.324) 0.657
Income .011 (.041) 0.790
Constant -1.694 (1.172) 0.148
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