
UC San Diego
UC San Diego Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
Going Public Abroad: When and why leaders address foreign publics

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/33n1h022

Author
Matush, Kelly

Publication Date
2018
 
Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/33n1h022
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SAN DIEGO

Going Public Abroad: When and why leaders address foreign publics

A dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction of the
requirements for the degree

Doctor of Philosophy

in

Political Science

by

Kelly S. Matush

Committee in charge:

Professor David A. Lake, Chair
Professor Matthew A. Baum, Co-Chair
Professor Marisa A. Abrajano
Professor John S. Ahlquist
Professor Christina J. Schneider
Professor Branislav L. Slantchev

2018



Copyright

Kelly S. Matush, 2018

All rights reserved.



The dissertation of Kelly S. Matush is approved, and it is

acceptable in quality and form for publication on microfilm

and electronically:

Co-Chair

Chair

University of California San Diego

2018

iii



DEDICATION

To my parents.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Signature Page . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . iii

Dedication . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . iv

Table of Contents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v

List of Figures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vii

List of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . viii

Acknowledgements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ix

Vita . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x

Abstract of the Dissertation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xi

Chapter 1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
1.1 Head of State International Public Diplomacy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.2 A common strategy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
1.3 Actors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
1.4 A Cost-Benefit analysis of Going Public Abroad . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
1.5 Persuasion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
1.6 Backlash . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
1.7 Outline of the Dissertation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Chapter 2 Which leaders can get attention in foreign publics? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
2.1 Condition 1: The visiting leader’s relevance to the destination country . 22
2.2 Condition 2: The media environment of destination country . . . . . . . 25
2.3 Condition 3: When does a leader want to speak to a foreign audience? . 27
2.4 Global attention to international visits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29
2.5 Determinants of international visits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40
2.6 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

Chapter 3 Persuasion: When low-cost statements from leaders can influence a foreign
audience . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51
3.1 When can a leader persuade a foreign public? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
3.2 When are foreign elites credible? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60
3.3 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

Chapter 4 Can leaders change foreign opinions? Two cases of persuasion . . . . . . . . 72
4.1 The “Back of the Queue”: Obama on Brexit, 2016 . . . . . . . . . . . . 75
4.2 The Hot Dog Summit: The British King and Queen in the US, 1939 . . 97
4.3 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

v



Chapter 5 Backlash: Why leaders go public abroad to antagonize a foreign audience . . 113
5.1 Mr. Bibi goes to Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115
5.2 A theoretical model of foreign backlash . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119
5.3 Who can provoke a backlash? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126
5.4 Netanyahu’s benefit from backlash . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129
5.5 Israeli public opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135
5.6 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143

Chapter 6 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 147

Appendix A Measuring attention: Google Trends . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153

Appendix B Head of state international travel data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 157

Appendix C Attention analysis robustness tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160

Appendix D International Visits analysis robustness tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 170

Appendix E Measure of trade exposure to US . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179

Appendix F Persuasion cases robustness tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

Appendix G Backlash model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 185

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 193

vi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1.1: Actors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Figure 1.2: Annual head of state travel. Data collected from individual government web-

sites. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Figure 1.3: Countries visited by Heads of Government, 2005-2015, from Brazil, Germany,

Italy, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Turkey, the U.S., and the U.K. . . . . . . . 7

Figure 2.1: Predicted level of attention by UN voting ideal point difference . . . . . . . . 34
Figure 2.2: Predicted level of attention by polity score difference . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
Figure 2.3: Marginal probability of a visit for an autocratic (polity=-6)and a democratic

country (polity=6) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

Figure 4.1: British public support for Brexit, January 1-June 23, 2016 . . . . . . . . . . . 78
Figure 4.2: News articles in the UK containing the word “Obama” . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82
Figure 4.3: Google search volume of “Obama” from within the UK . . . . . . . . . . . . 83
Figure 4.4: Google search volume of “TTIP” or “Transatlantic Trade and Investment Part-

nership” from within the UK . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84
Figure 4.5: Google search volume of “Abe” and “Obama” from within the UK . . . . . . . 85
Figure 4.6: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “queue” . . . . . . . 87
Figure 4.7: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “TTIP” . . . . . . . 87
Figure 4.8: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “trade” . . . . . . . 87
Figure 4.9: Marginal effect of Obama’s speech by US Export Reliance . . . . . . . . . . . 95
Figure 4.10: King George IV and Queen Elizabeth’s 1939 route, FDR Library . . . . . . . . 104
Figure 4.11: Change in Support for Intervention, by Approval of Roosevelt . . . . . . . . . 109
Figure 4.12: Change in Support for Intervention, by Allied Ancestry . . . . . . . . . . . . . 111

Figure 5.1: Backlash Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120
Figure 5.2: Google searches from within the US. American public attention to “Netanyahu”

“Israel,” and “Iran” spiked during Netanyahu’s visit to the United States on
March 3, 2015. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133

Figure 5.3: Marginal effect on Netanyahu’s speech on favorability towards Netanyahu by
partisanship. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136

Figure 5.4: Marginal effect on Netanyahu’s speech on favorability towards Netanyahu by
approval of Obama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137

Figure A.1: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” within the United States, 2017 . . . . . . 154
Figure A.2: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” and “tree” within the United States, 2017 155
Figure A.3: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” and “tree” within the United States, and

“pumpkin” within Australia, 2017 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 155
Figure A.4: Google Trends output for “book” and “libro” within the Mexico, 2017 . . . . . 156

vii

http://www.fdrlibrary.marist.edu/aboutfdr/royalvisit.html


LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1: Table of Means . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32
Table 2.2: Attention from public to State A towards State B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
Table 2.3: Attention within selected years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Table 2.4: Attention from public to State A towards State B, State A Fixed Effects . . . . . 39
Table 2.5: Attention from public of State A towards State B, Media controls . . . . . . . . 41
Table 2.6: Visits from public of State A towards State B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45
Table 2.7: Visits and political vulnerability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47
Table 2.8: Visits and political vulnerability, conditioned on democratic level . . . . . . . . 49

Table 4.1: Balance Table . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92
Table 4.2: Probit model: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech . . . . . . . . . . . . 94
Table 4.3: Balance Table . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 107
Table 4.4: Support for intervention following Royal Visit, by Approval for Roosevelt . . . 108
Table 4.5: Support for intervention following Royal Visit, by Allied Ancestry . . . . . . . 110

Table 5.1: Favorable opinion of Netanyahu following speech and partisanship . . . . . . . 138
Table 5.2: Favorable opinion of Netanyahu following speech and approval of Obama . . . 139
Table 5.3: Balance Table . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141
Table 5.4: Change in support for Likud-led coalition following Netanyahu’s visit to US . . 142
Table 5.5: Change in favorability towards Netanyahu following his visit to US . . . . . . . 144

Table C.1: Attention within years: 2004-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 161
Table C.2: Attention within years: 2008-2011 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162
Table C.3: Attention within years: 2012-2015 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163
Table C.4: Monthly attention from public of State A towards State B . . . . . . . . . . . . 164
Table C.5: Standardized attention from public to State A towards State B . . . . . . . . . . 165
Table C.6: Attention from public of State A towards State B, high internet access states . . 166
Table C.7: Attention from public of State A towards G20 states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 167
Table C.8: Visits and Media access, internet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 168
Table C.9: Visits and Media access, TV . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169

Table D.1: Visits from public of State A towards State B, Lebovic and Saunders model . . 172
Table D.2: Visits from public of State A towards State B, OLS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173
Table D.3: Visits from public of State A towards State B, Probit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174
Table D.4: Visits from public of State A towards Democratic State B . . . . . . . . . . . . 175
Table D.5: Political vulnerability and visits, OLS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176
Table D.6: Political vulnerability and visits, Probit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 177
Table D.7: Political vulnerability and visits to democratic states . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178

Table F.1: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech by Regional Exports to the US . . . 182
Table F.2: Unordered Multinomial Logit: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech . . . 183
Table F.3: Support for EU following Obama Speech, contingent on UKIP membership . . 184

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I have a rich community of colleagues, friends, and family that have helped through this

dissertation, and I am truly grateful for each of the people that I have relied on.

My co-chairs have been exemplary in their patience and assistance. I am profoundly grate-

ful to David Lake for his thoughtful and kind guidance and to Matt Baum for the encourage-

ment and inspiration he gave me. I am extremely thankful to my committee Branislav Slantchev,

Christina Schneider, Marisa Abrajano, and John Ahlquist for their continuous support and sugges-

tions throughout this project.

I benefit from a deep field of brilliant and supportive friends and colleagues that deserve

credit for many hours of feedback and optimism. I am grateful to Matt Bergman, Chris Bryan,

Cesi Cruz, Michael Davidson, Maya Duru, Nazita Lajevardi, David Lindsey, Daniella Kaufman,

Rupal Mehta, Brandon Merrell, Sean Morgan, Kristy Pathakis, Caleb Scoville, Deborah Seligsohn,

Abigail Vaughn, Alex Verink, Neil Visalvanich, and Jason Wu.

I am lucky to have a family that never stops pummeling me with love, insightful ideas and,

often, a very hands-on approach to assisting me in this dissertation. John, Susie, Brad, Lauren, and

Patrick- thank you.

Finally, I thank my husband, Dotan, for his apparently infinite belief in my abilities, thought-

ful input, and proofreading, and for the joy he brings to both the highs and lows of this journey.

ix



VITA

2010 Bachelor of Arts in Political Science, Minors in Mathematics and Philoso-
phy, Texas A&M University

2014 Master of Arts in Political Science, University of California San Diego

2018 Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science, University of California San
Diego

x



ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Going Public Abroad: When and why leaders address foreign publics

by

Kelly S. Matush

Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science

University of California San Diego, 2018

Professor David A. Lake, Chair
Professor Matthew A. Baum, Co-Chair

In 1939, as the UK was barreling towards war with Germany, the King and Queen of

England visited the United States and toured five states with President Roosevelt. On March 13,

2015– two weeks before a closely contested election in Israel– Prime Minister Netanyahu traveled

to the United States to address Congress. Why spend such significant time and resources on these

trips? While many dismiss this public diplomacy as strategically insignificant, I argue that leaders

can use these seemingly low-cost appeals appeals to foreign audiences to indirectly influence either

the government of the foreign country or their own domestic audience.

Because most citizens form their policy opinions based on elite cues, low-cost statements

from leaders can sometimes shape the conversation surrounding a policy issue in another country.

xi



By influencing the political discourse and public opinion in a foreign country, leaders can place

strategic political constraints on the leaders of those countries. First, I collect data on international

trips made by 11 G20 leaders along with daily internet searches to test when foreign leaders can

garner attention abroad. Next I use detailed case studies and public opinion data to examine when

leaders can persuade a foreign audience or use a foreign backlash to build domestic support. I

match micro-level trade exposure data with survey data from the UK to demonstrate that Obama

had a significant influence on the Brexit debate during his 2016 visit. Additionally, I combine

the geographic route of the British royal couple in 1939 with survey data to show that they had a

measurable effect on American public opinion on intervention into WWII.

Furthermore, political leaders often require both domestic support and cooperation from

other countries in order to achieve foreign policy goals. Rather than merely limiting a leader’s pol-

icy options, I argue that this tension can be exploited by a leader to help him communicate credibly

to his domestic audience. Leaders can leverage an international backlash to signal alignment with

their domestic audience and increase their domestic support. I develop a formal model to identify

the conditions under which a leader can benefit from this counter-intuitive strategy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

As Europe was barreling towards the Second World War, the British royal couple traveled to

the United States to tour New England with President Roosevelt, attend the World’s Fair, and dine

on hotdogs at Roosevelt’s New York estate. Seventy-six years later, in March 2015 – two weeks

before a closely contested election in Israel – Prime Minister Netanyahu traveled to the United

States to address Congress and oppose an impending agreement on nuclear sanctions between the

United States and Iran. This type of foreign public outreach has become commonplace. From 2010

to 2015, U.S. President Obama made 74 trips to foreign countries, British Prime Minister Cameron

made 152 trips, and German Chancellor Merkel made 162 trips. Not only do political leaders invest

their own time and energy on these trips, other political leaders, the international media, and the

public devote considerable time, money, and attention to the words political elites speak during

such visits. Most international relations scholarship would dismiss international public diplomacy

efforts as cheap talk on the assumption that they do not change the facts on the ground or entail any

meaningful political risk for the traveling leader. This presents a puzzle: If “going public abroad” is

uninformative to international actors and irrelevant to the targeted publics, why do political leaders

invest their scarce time and political capital on these trips?

I argue that such campaigns, nominally directed at a foreign public, can indirectly influence

two additional actors: the government of the foreign country and the speaking leader’s domestic

1



audience. Further, we can identify the conditions under which a leader will be both able and willing

to use the tool of public diplomacy in this manner.

In order to explain these two mechanisms, I present a “junk mail” theory of international

communication, which offers a new way of understanding the value of public diplomacy in inter-

national relations. Most mail is junk mail and most junk mail is ignored. However, a sufficient

amount of junk mail gets enough attention from the recipient that junk mail continues to be a

worthwhile investment for salesmen. This theory connects the insights of elite-driven public opin-

ion formation to the study of international communication and public diplomacy.

The crux of this theory relies on the assertion that leaders can attract differing and pre-

dictable levels of attention from given foreign publics. The leader can then leverage this foreign

public attention to their own advantage in at least two ways. First, because most citizens form

their opinion of policy options based on low-cost elite cues, low-cost statements from leaders can

sometimes shape the conversation surrounding a policy issue in another country. When a leader

can persuade a foreign audience, that leader shifts the range of policies that are politically feasible

to the foreign government Similar to how U.S. presidents can “go public” domestically, appealing

to domestic public opinion in order to pressure Congress, leaders can also “go public abroad” in

order to pressure (or liberate) foreign governments with public opinion.1

The attempt to directly persuade a foreign public is an intuitive aspect of a leader’s public

diplomacy strategy. However, I also posit that, under certain conditions, leaders can benefit from

“going public abroad” even when – or indeed because – they expect a negative reaction from the

foreign audience. In this scenario, the apparently low-cost public diplomacy in fact produces a

significant cost to the leader.

A political leader requires both domestic support and cooperation from foreign countries in

order to achieve his political goals. This tension forces leaders to play a two-level game, trying, to

varying degrees, to satisfy both audiences.2 Rather than merely constraining a leader’s options, this

tension can help a leader credibly communicate to his domestic audience. Specifically, when these

1Kernell [2006]
2Putnam [1988]
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two audiences have opposing preferences, a leader can signal alignment with the domestic audience

by alienating the foreign audience. This avenue for sending credible signals to a domestic audience

only becomes apparent after recognizing that leaders can influence foreign public opinion. Because

their rhetoric while abroad can impact foreign public opinion, the leader risks reduced support

from that foreign country. However, this backlash is, by definition, politically costly. It thus

lends credibility to the intended message that the leader is committed to the domestic audience’s

preferred policy. Actions that would appear to be cheap talk according to existing literature may

actually be informative because the reaction it elicits in the foreign public is costly to the leader.

In this way, public diplomacy missions that appear to fail may have done so by design, and may

well domestically beneficial.

In this dissertation, I identify first the conditions under which a leader will be able to

either persuade or provoke a backlash from a foreign audience and, second, the conditions under

which a leader would want to evoke either of these outcomes. Together, my theory offers a novel

explanation for why leaders spend so much time and energy on international public diplomacy. In

addition, by unraveling this puzzle, I show precisely when and how this previously undervalued

tool can be valuable to a political leader.

1.1 Head of State International Public Diplomacy

The study of international relations traditionally focuses on the interactions between gov-

ernments. This conception of international relations treats countries as unitary actors that interact

with each other in a state of anarchy.3 More recently, scholars have recognized the importance

of domestic audiences and institutions as related to the ways that states interact.4 Leaders can be

constrained by public opinion when the public is engaged with a policy debate.5 Democratic audi-

ences can punish leaders for dishonesty or failure, limiting their incentive to bluff in international

3Waltz [1979]
4Putnam [1988], Milner [1997]
5Sobel [2001]
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negotiations.6 Domestic discontent can drive leaders to involve themselves in international crises

in order to capitalize on a resulting rally effect.7 Given the importance of domestic pressures on

international interactions, the factors that shape public opinion on foreign policy become crucial

to understanding international outcomes. A common thread of nearly all international relations

research that focuses on the connections between domestic public audiences and foreign policy

is that the audience’s preferences are either fixed8 or determined by their own social or economic

position.9 However, the foundational work of scholars focusing on American politics has shown

that elite cues also play an important role in the level of public attention to policy questions as well

as public opinion on those questions.

The issues that political elites focus on are replayed in the media, and therefore enjoy

greater public salience.10 Elite attention to a policy debate signals to the usually inattentive public

that their attention is needed.11 Elite framing of issues not only determines which issues the public

focuses on, but also shapes how they think about those issues. Recently, the American politics liter-

ature has shown how these insights on public opinion formation influence international relations.12

However, even these models conceptualize the international system first as a set of interactions

between the public and leaders within a country, and second as interactions between the leaders of

different countries. While some recent work has started to consider how international actors can

shape public opinion in other countries, this work has focused mainly on signals sent by the UN or

nonstrategic “foreign voices.”13

Extending this model, I argue that there is an important interaction between a political

leader and publics in other countries. The dashed arrow in Figure 1.1 represents this direct rela-

tionship. Specifically, I examine how a leader can benefit from an international public diplomacy

6Fearon [1997]
7Fearon [1995], Gelpi [1997], Downs and Rocke [1994]
8For example, the audience costs literature’s assumption that people are opposed to bluffing or dishonestly. [Tomz,

2007, Levendusky and Horowitz, 2012]
9For example, in the trade preferences literature, citizens are motivated by their industry, economic standing, or

social integration. [Scheve and Slaughter, 2001, Mayda and Rodrik, 2005]
10Zaller [1992]
11Zaller [2003]
12Berinsky [2007], Baum and Groeling [2009]
13Chapman and Reiter [2004], Chapman [2012], Hayes and Guardino [2011], Guardino [Working Paper]
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Figure 1.1: Actors

trip aimed at shaping the opinion of a foreign country on a policy issue, even when their pub-

lic statements to the foreign audience appear to be low-cost. This dissertation introduces two

mechanisms through which these statements can influence political outcomes. First, a leader may

pressure the foreign government by persuading the foreign audience, shifting the range of policy

options that are politically feasible for the foreign government. Second, a leader may provoke a

costly backlash from a foreign audience, and under certain conditions, leverage this as a costly

signal to his domestic audience. Both of these mechanisms rely on the ability of the leader to draw

the foreign public’s attention and elicit a reaction from them. They differ in the valence of the

attention: while persuasion requires a positive shift in opinion, the backlash depends on a costly

negative shift in opinion.

1.2 A common strategy

International head of state visits and the public fanfare that accompanies them are a frequent

plot point in the international media. Obama made waves when he traveled to Cairo in 2009 and

spoke of “civilization’s debt to Islam.”14 Trump raised eyebrows with his visit to Mexico City

during his presidential campaign, and then was forced to cancel a trip to the U.K. in July, 2017

14Jonathan Freedland. Barack Obama in Cairo: the speech no other president could make. The Guardian. June, 4,
2009.

5
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due to public opposition in Britain.15 In contrast to the American strategy of frequent appeals

to foreign publics, Chinese leaders make relatively few international trips, and very rarely make

public addresses when they are abroad. Iranian Prime Minister Ahmedinejad, like Obama, has

made many international appeals, but is largely unsuccessful in holding foreign attention. While

these speeches get more coverage in the modern age due to globalized media, they are not a new

phenomenon. Churchill’s 1946 “Iron Curtain” speech, delivered in President Truman’s home town,

drew American attention to the potential threat of a rising Russia, and marked the start of the Cold

War to many historians. Soviet leaders Khrushchev and Brezhnev each toured the United States in

1959 and 1973, and both trips dominated American headlines.

Figure 1.2 shows the number of foreign countries visit by the head of government of six

states between 2003 and 2016. Each of these leaders spent a considerable amount of time visiting

other countries, ranging from 7 to 18 trips on average per year. Given that many of these trips last

multiple days, this constitutes a significant portion of these leaders’ attention.

There is substantial variation between countries. While Brazilian and Turkish leaders fre-

quently visit over 30 countries in a year, Italian and Indian leaders rarely visit more than 15.

Additionally, leaders visit a wide range of countries. During his tenure, Obama visited 50 different

countries, gathering attention from both allies and opponents. Brazilian Presidents de Silva and

Rousseff visited 46 foreign countries and German Chancellor Merkel traveled to 54 countries dur-

ing the same period. Figure 1.3 shows the most visited countries for the leaders of the G20 in my

sample.16 The United States and Belgium, home to the United Nations and the European Union

respectively, are the most common destinations. Leaders frequently travel to influential states,

including France, Germany, and Russia. Additionally, leaders often visit nearby nations. All of

the 37 visits to Kazakhstan in this sample were from Russian presidents and prime ministers, who

spend considerable time in countries that border Russia.

With the rise in globalization, audiences have also become increasingly interested in the

15James Masters. Trump’s U.K. state visit pushed back to 2018. CNN. July 12, 2017.
16This figure displays visits from 10 of the 19 G20 states: Brazil, Germany, Italy, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia,

Turkey, the U.S., and the U.K. Argentina, Australia, Canada, China, and Indonesia are in progress. The data is
currently missing visits from France, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, and South Korea.
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Figure 1.2: Annual head of state travel. Data collected from individual government websites.

Figure 1.3: Countries visited by Heads of Government, 2005-2015, from Brazil, Germany, Italy,
India, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Turkey, the U.S., and the U.K.

7



events occurring outside their domestic borders. News from international sources represents an

important reference for domestic audiences. Forty-three percent of Europeans report getting their

news from international media sources in a 2001 survey, ranging from 11% to 87% depending on

country.17 Additionally, foreign elites frequently represent a significant portion of the opinions

presented on domestic news outlets on foreign policy questions.18 One study found that more

than a quarter of quotes in news coverage of the Gulf War coverage were from foreign elites.19

Considering the prevalence of international head of state travel, the variety of countries visited,

and the high levels of public attention given to these visits, what explains why leaders invest so

much in this strategy? In what cases are these trips primarily meant to influence a foreign audience

directly and in what cases are they meant to influence a domestic audience indirectly through their

effect on the foreign audience? What explains when these efforts are likely to be successful?

1.3 Actors

Four key actors are involved in the phenomenon of international public diplomacy. Imagine

a world of two states, a “Home” state and a “Foreign” state, as illustrated in Figure 1.1. Each state

is composed of two actors: a leader and a public. Recall the opening example of the British royal

couple visiting the United States in 1939. The second World War was underway, but the United

States maintained an isolationist policy and resisted giving the British overt support. In this case,

Britain is the “Home” state, and the British royal couple are visiting the “Foreign” state, the United

States.

The primary actor in this model, the actor with the initial agency, is the political leader

of the Home country, who may have some interest in addressing the public within the Foreign

state. In the above example, the Home leader is the British King and Queen. They traveled to

address the American public because they wanted the U.S. to enter the war. America had resisted

17Flash Eurobarometer 114
18Althaus [1996], Entman [2004] See Hayes and Guardino [2011] for a discussion.
19Althaus [2003]
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doing so due to widespread isolationist sentiment. The second actor is the nominal target of these

overtures: the public of the Foreign state. In 1939, Americans were debating whether to support

intervention in WWII, and the British Royal couple offered information valuable to this decision.

American voters were uncertain about the implications of joining the war. Was it really necessary

to expend the resources to help Great Britain, or could Great Britain win without assistance? If

they did help, would Great Britain free ride off of them and take advantage of their generosity?

Did the rising Nazi regime really pose a threat to Americans, and was it in their interest to stand

with the Allies? The British leadership addressed the public with a different perspective from their

American counterparts, based on more direct experience with the war.

The third actor in this model is the government of the Foreign state. The British royal

couple was interested in influencing the American public because the British wanted the American

government to contribute to the war effort. However, public opposition to American involvement

was tying the government’s hands. The fourth and final actor is the domestic public of the Home

state. In the illustrative example, this is the British public. While not directly involved in the

public diplomacy campaign, the foreign public’s government and the speaking leader’s domestic

audience are the indirect targets of the leader’s speech, and therefore their reaction is the ultimate,

though indirect, target of the public diplomacy campaign. A leader does not invest in persuading a

foreign audience solely to win support among that foreign audience. Rather, the proximate goal is

to exploit the influence that audience may can have over their government. Similarly, provoking a

backlash in a foreign audience may be the immediate tactic, but with the ultimate aim of sending a

signal to the leader’s domestic audience.

This model focuses on the two primary public audiences observing the leader’s speech: the

foreign audience he is visiting and his domestic audience. I conceptualize the foreign audience as

a set of people with various preferences residing in a single foreign state. However, this model

could be extended to include more than two foreign states by considering these different audiences

as components of the net “foreign audience.” If the leader is expecting to speak to two foreign

audiences that are important to the policy in question, then the relevant result of the speech would
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be the reaction of the net audience- while one audience might be persuaded, another audience might

produce a backlash against him for the same statement. Ultimately, with a finite number of salient

audiences, it is appropriate to aggregate the individual reactions to a public diplomacy campaign

into a net persuasive or backlash effect.20 I further assume that the government is a unitary actor.

If the incumbent administration as a whole is re-election seeking, then the government is pressured

uniformly by public opinion.

While I assume that both leaders and audiences are rational, I do not assume that they are

fully informed. Instead, individuals choose how much to invest in information acquisition. Indi-

viduals face limited resources, high costs to acquiring information, and often place little value in

being informed on policy issues. Instead, their opinion on policy questions depends on a combina-

tion of their daily experiences, the level of information they do decide to gather, and the elite cues

on which they choose to rely.21 This can be viewed as a continuum of incentives for individuals

to invest in political information. At the left end of the spectrum, an actor who has little incen-

tive to learn about policy options will rationally choose to invest virtually no effort into gathering

information, and as a result will be ignorant of and apathetic towards policy options. A second in-

dividual, to the right of the first, would have a slightly greater incentive to become informed, and so

might invest a small amount of effort to acquire the facts available: which elites have taken which

positions, and which facts are featured in headlines. At the far right end of this spectrum are indi-

viduals who have a very large incentive to be informed, and dedicate a great amount of energy into

gathering and verifying information. The majority of the public has very little incentive to learn

about policy options and therefore lies toward the left side of this spectrum. However, political

leaders have a much greater incentive to inform themselves on the true state of the world. For sim-

plicity, I assume the political leaders are fully informed about policy options and their outcomes,

while the public is not.22 The assumption that leaders are fully informed is not necessary, though

it makes the model easier to understand. If we relax this assumption and allow political elites to be

20Additionally, this calculation must weigh the audiences according to how valuable their opinion is to the speaker’s
political goals.

21Popkin [1994]
22I expand on the the public’s level of political information in section 3.2.
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imperfectly informed, and instead assert that they are some level x more informed than the average

citizen due to their larger incentive to have the correct information, the following analysis would

hold. Political leaders have some level of information that they sometimes wish to convey to a less

informed public, and the public rationally operates with a lower level of information and relies on

elite cues to structure their policy opinions.

1.4 A Cost-Benefit analysis of Going Public Abroad

Political leaders have very limited amounts of time to pursue their many goals, and interna-

tional trips are extremely time consuming. A speaker’s incentive to embark on a trip is a function

of how likely he is to achieve his desired outcome within the foreign audience, how much he values

that outcome, and the opportunity cost of expending time on a given international public diplomacy

campaign.

I consider two types of outcomes: 1) a persuasive outcome, where the leader’s speech

shifts the foreign public attention or opinion in a way that results in a net shift in foreign public

opinion towards the visiting leader’s preferred policy, and 2) a backlash outcome, where the foreign

audience reacts negatively to the visiting leader’s public diplomacy campaign, imposing a cost on

the leader by reducing their support for his preferred policies or a decrease in sentiment that makes

future cooperation more difficult.

While leaders nearly universally would like to persuade foreign audiences, only a subset

will be persuasive to a given audience. In order to achieve persuasion with international public

diplomacy, the ability to persuade, p, will drive this variation more than the value a leader places

on persuasion, B. Backlash, on the other hand, is more limited by the desire to provoke such a

public response. While many leaders could alienate a foreign audience if they were so inclined,

there exist only a narrow set of conditions under which a leader would benefit from, and hence

seek, a backlash by a foreign audience. Such cases are in all likelihood rare. In the following

sections, I discuss these conditions for the persuasive and backlash outcomes, in turn. While I
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discuss both the ability and the incentive of a leader to seek each outcome from a foreign audience,

I expect the leader’s ability to persuade to drive visits seeking this outcome, while the incentive of

the leader to generate costly signals will drive visits seeking backlash.

Thus far, I have focused on a leader’s choice to physically travel abroad. However, this

project addresses a leader’s choice to speak to a foreign public more widely. Information can flow

from a political leader to a foreign public in many ways. If a statement is sufficiently interesting

or relevant to a foreign audience, then the market-driven international news media will convey the

statement to the audience that is willing to pay for it, regardless of where it is made. Additionally,

political actors are creative in conveying messages, and can aggressively target a public without

physically visiting their state. Historically, leaders have engaged in attempts to influence foreign

publics by dropping leaflets into enemy territory or transmitting radio broadcasts across the border.

Radio Marti, a Spanish language radio and television broadcast targeted at the Cuban population

from the American government, was established in 1983 and continues to run today. Similarly, in

2012, North Korea initiated a broadcast aimed at the South Korean population, entitled “Echo of

Unification.”23 Further, a leader can grant an interview to a local news outlet, engage with social

media, or send proxies to the targeted audience.

In this project, I focus on cases of international public diplomacy where the speaking leader

travels to the foreign country in order to deliver an address to that audience. Although international

travel is far from the only venue for public diplomacy, I focus on these scenarios for two reasons.

First, public visits are a clear example of an attempt to at least nominally speak to a specific foreign

audience. A large number of audiences around the globe receive any statement made in the public

arena, and leaders simultaneously have motivations to address many of them with any given action.

By focusing on physical visits to a foreign country, I hope to identify at least one of the primary

targeted audiences. Second, these foreign visits require a significant time commitment from the

visiting leader, and leaders have a very limited amount of time available for travel. Therefore I

expect leaders to visit countries where they hope to maximize their return on investment. For this

23North Korea Tech.org North Korea launches radio program targeted at South. December 1, 2012
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reason, I expect foreign trips to be a most likely case of a broader phenomenon of public diplomacy

by a foreign political elite.

Centering my analysis on physical visits could introduce a selection issue into my model:

in order for a leader to visit a foreign country, he must have some level of permission from the

government of the state he is visiting. Thus, these foreign visits are not driven only by the mo-

tivation of the traveling leader, but also by the selection of the host state. However, this concern

only affects my analysis when 1) the destination government opposes the speaker’s message, and

2) the destination state is non-democratic. A destination state will only oppose a foreign leader’s

visit if they advocate a message that the destination country’s leader opposes. Thus, this aspect

of selection will only be relevant when the visiting leader opposes the administration in power.

This aspect of selection would not affect any statements which are condoned by the destination

government.

Further, some states will be unable to prevent a visit from a foreign leader. Democratic

states with robust opposition parties will always be viable destinations for a determined foreign

leader. If the administration in power does not want to host a leader, the opposition can still do so.

Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu’s visit to the United States exemplifies this. Although Netanyahu

overtly opposed President Obama’s administration, the opposition-led U.S. Congress nonetheless

offered him a prominent platform in the United States, presumably in part because he opposed

Obama’s goals. Additionally, international conferences allow leaders to travel to states without

the direct invitation of the host government. For example, virtually any leader may travel to the

United States to address the United Nations. Not all messages in these venues are joyfully received

by the destination state. Indeed, my theory of a foreign backlash explicitly models a leader’s

incentives to travel to a country that is not receptive to his message. Therefore, selection based

on the destination government’s preferences is further limited to states that are non-democratic or

lack robust opposition parties. In these states, a head of state may not be permitted to visit unless

they carry a message that is supported by, or at least not actively opposed by, the government

in power of the destination state. Within cases where the destination state’s government opposes

13



the speaker’s message and the destination state is either undemocratic or lacks a strong opposition

party, I expect to observe censorship driven by the destination government. For example, the South

Korea President might wish to address the public of North Korea, as North Korean foreign policies

are extremely salient for South Korea, and the South Korea president might be persuasive, or at

least attract significant attention from North Koreans. For precisely this reason, the North Korean

administration goes to great lengths to obstruct messages from foreign governments, including

from successive South Korean presidents. Therefore, although the foreign speaker would value the

outcome of giving a speech, we are unlikely to observe one.

As discussed above, this category of selection is limited to a small number of cases. There

are few states like North Korea with the ability to fully restrict messages from prominent foreign

leaders.24 I therefore expect the variation in these international trips to be more driven by the

preferences of the visiting leader and hence I focus this project on the strategic motivations of the

traveling leader as first step in fully theorizing this phenomenon.

1.5 Persuasion

In the persuasion scenario, the leader of the Home state goes abroad in order to persuade

the Foreign audience to either increase their attention to a policy issue or shift their preferences on

a policy issue towards the speaker’s preferred policy. Some foreign speakers are able to decrease

uncertainty within the Foreign target audience about the policy options available to the foreign

state, along with the outcomes of those policies. This shift in public opinion depends on the for-

eign audience’s reliance on low information rationality and their perception of the Home leader’s

credibility. When the audience does not have the incentive to gather and process information them-

selves, they rely on cues from credible elites. When the Home leader is a credible elite, then the

Home leader can influence opinion within the Foreign audience. This increases the probability

24The media within a state also shapes a state’s ability to censor a foreign speaker. I expand on the interaction
between selection based on the destination state’s preferences and press freedom in section 2.2. It is likely that we
will observe leaders selecting different channels to send their message when the destination administration poses an
obstacle.
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that the leader of the foreign state will implement the policy preferred by the Home leader and the

Home leader’s domestic audience.

During the recent nuclear negotiations with Iran, the U.S. public was exposed to informa-

tion provided by the U.N., Israeli leader Benjamin Netanyahu, Iranian President Hassan Rohani,

German Chancellor Angela Merkel, in addition to a number of domestic voices. All of these

foreign sources received significant media attention, introduced new perspectives to the domestic

discourse, and bolstered the credibility of arguments made by domestic elites. Which of these cues

do people take into account? Do some individuals listen to one foreign elite while other individuals

listen to a different foreign elite? Who listens to whom? To rephrase the question as Lupia and

McCubbins [1998] do: “what factors determine why a person relies on some simple cues while

ignoring many others?”

Recall equation 1.1, outlining a leader’s incentive to take an international trip to address

a foreign public. When the leader is seeking a persuasive effect, p represents the leader’s ability

to persuade a foreign audience, and B represents the value they place on persuading that audi-

ence. I argue that the value of p depends on three elements: credibility, relevance, and media

infrastructure. In order for the foreign leader to be credible, the target audience must perceive the

foreign leader as both knowledgeable and trustworthy.25 For the foreign audience to pay attention,

they much also be sufficiently familiar with the individual leader or the leader’s country. Further-

more, the speech will have a larger influence where the media infrastructure allows for the rapid

and widespread dissemination of the message.26 In combination, these factors predict the degree

to which a leader’s visit will be able to draw a foreign audience’s attention and influence their

opinions.

The costs of going abroad are primarily opportunity costs. Political leaders have many

demands on their time, and traveling to a foreign country is a significant time commitment which

cannot be spent on other endeavors.27 In this way, the leader’s choice to visit one country rather

25Lupia and McCubbins [1998]
26Baum and Potter [2015]
27Lindsey and Hobbs [2015]
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than another, or to travel internationally at all, is driven primarily by the expected benefits from

addressing a given audience. It is possible for a leader to elicit a negative response from the targeted

audience, or alienate a potential cooperative partner, and thus pay direct costs from going public

abroad.28 In constructing my theory of persuasive public diplomacy, I fold any public backlash

against the speech into the net probability of persuasion. If a leader persuades some portion of the

target audience, but pushes away a different subset of the audience, then the sum persuasive effect

is captured in the net probability of persuasion in the entire target audience. If more individuals

are pushed away from the speaker’s preferred policy than are persuaded, or if the median voter is

pushed away from the speaker’s preferred policy, than the speaker has not achieved persuasion,

even if the leader persuades some component of the audience.

The leader’s benefit from persuasion, B, depends on whether a shift in foreign public opin-

ion will produce an international outcome of value to the speaker. Public opinion in a foreign

country is valuable to a leader insofar as it is able to improve the odds of gaining a desired out-

come. Thus, the degree to which a leader cares about the policies of a foreign state, together with

how much the public of that state can influence their state’s policy, drives the leader’s incentive to

invest in the public opinion of that state. Chapter 2 details the conditions under which a leader will

effectively bring about this persuasion outcome.

1.6 Backlash

When on the world stage, leaders balance the perceptions of many audiences. A leader

cannot stand at the UN and give one speech that the media will relay to his constituents and a

second speech that will be relayed to the audiences of key negotiating partners. This “two-level”

game restricts the moves of leaders because they must please many actors at once. However, the

very fact that they are balancing audiences can be a tool for the leaders. When a speech angers one

of those audiences, the leader pays a cost in that audience in terms of future cooperation, and this
28I address this case in my analysis of a backlash against a visiting speaker. Specifically, I argue that when the

foreign speech results in a net negative response from the foreign audience, the speaking leader can leverage this cost
as a credible signal to his own domestic audience. See Chapter 5.
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cost can be a credible signal to other actors that are also watching his speech. This is the motivation

for a leader to go public abroad when they will only alienate a foreign audience.

The backlash from the foreign audience can be valuable to the speaking leader because

the negative response from the targeted public serves as a credible, costly signal to the speaker’s

domestic public of the speaker’s preferences. When this signal informs an important domestic

constituency about the leader’s commitment to their preferred policy, the speech can increase pub-

lic support for the speaking leader. For example, when the speaker’s audience prefers a hardline

leader, but is uncertain about the speaker’s commitment to a hardline policy, the speaker can use

the cost paid in a dovish foreign target audience as a costly signal of his resolve to follow through

on a promised hardline policy. His willingness to pay this cost allows him to differentiate himself

from a hypothetical leader who is not committed to the policy and is unwilling to pay the cost of a

backlash abroad. Observing the cost paid in the foreign audience, the speaker’s domestic audience

updates their belief that the speaker is committed to a hardline policy, and increases their support

for the speaking leader.

Unsurprisingly, this incentive will not be common. While many leaders could anger people

around the world if they chose too, it is infrequently a wise strategy. There is a narrow range of

conditions that must be met in order for an angry foreign audience to be beneficial for the leader.

First, there must be a foreign audience with an aggregate opinion that is opposed to the leader’s

key domestic audience on a salient issue. Second, that foreign audience’s opinion must be valuable

to the leader’s future goals such that their displeasure is costly, and thereby informative, but not so

costly that no leader would be willing to pay it. Finally, the leader must have sufficient salience

within the foreign audience that their speech can evoke a backlash. While the conditions may be

relatively rare, they can, on occasion, play an important role in international politics. Attempts

to provoke a backlash to signal to domestic audiences can have lasting impacts on international

cooperation. In this case, the costs of the speech, C, are composed of both the opportunity costs of

the visit and the costs in negative foreign public opinion. In this way, the costs, C, and the benefits,

B, from the speech are closely entwined. In order to untangle this relationship, Chapter 3 employs
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a formal model to outline the conditions for this strategy of international public diplomacy.

1.7 Outline of the Dissertation

This dissertation proceeds as follows. Chapter two explores the question of which political

leaders can attract attention within a given audience. Attention is the first, necessary step to being

able to shape public opinion and is often sufficient to shape policy outcomes. I argue that some

leaders have access to specific international bully pulpit due to the high level of relevance they

have within the given foreign public, and that this is largely shaped by the relationship between

their two countries. I test these predictions with two novel data sets. I gather data on head-of-state

visits from eleven of the G20 nations and develop a innovative measure of annual public attention

to leaders’ visits based on the number of Google searches of the visiting leader’s name within the

destination country. I first demonstrate that the level of attention that a public gives to a foreign

leader can be systematically predicted based on characteristics of the relationship between those

two countries. I then show that this level of attention significantly predicts which foreign countries

a leader will visit, even when controlling for other factors previously found to have predicted

international visits.

In chapter three, I develop a “junk mail” theory of international political communication to

explain the conditions necessary for a leader to successfully persuade a foreign audience. I bridge

theories of elite-driven public opinion and elite bargaining incentives in international relations. I

outline both the conditions when a foreign leader would be a valuable source of information for

an audience and when they would be able to convey that information. To this end, leaders must

first be able to attract an audience’s attention, and then that audience must believe the leader is a

trustworthy sources of information.

Chapter four explores two cases of persuasion in greater depth. First, I examine President

Obama’s trip to Great Britain in 2016. Obama argued that Brexit would damage the trade rela-

tionship between the United States and the United Kingdom and cause Britain to go to the “back

18



of the queue” for a trade agreement with the U.S. Following the method pioneered by Autor et al.

[2013], I leverage a local-level measure of reliance on exports to the U.S. as a measure of prefer-

ence alignment with President Obama’s expressed position. I match this data with an annual Pew

survey that ran concurrently with Obama’s visit. I find that respondents in regions with a high level

of reliance on exports to the U.S. were 11% more likely to express support for the E.U. directly fol-

lowing Obama’s speech, while there was no significant effect among respondents living in regions

with low reliance on exports to the U.S. This indicates that Obama’s speech was persuasive among

segments of the British public whose economic interests – and I assume also their preferences –

were aligned with Obama’s and thus for whom Obama’s speech provided relevant new knowledge

specific to their individual interests.

The second case centers on the visit of the British royal couple to the United States in

1939. While the articulation of the theory is new, the phenomenon is not. Seventy-six years before

Obama’s visit to the U.K., Great Britain conducted an extensive public diplomacy campaign to

build American support for intervention in WWII. One of the best publicized efforts was the trip

of Britain’s Queen and King through the Northeastern United States. To examine whether this

campaign was persuasive to segments of the American public, I combine survey data on support

for intervention with data on the exact route of the British royal couple. I find that the public

diplomacy campaign increased support for American intervention specifically among supporters

of President Roosevelt (who himself supported intervention) and among Americans with a father

born in an Allied country in the states visited by the royal couple. This heterogeneity in the public

response supports my theory that leaders can affect public opinion among individuals who perceive

them as having aligned interests.

Chapter five addresses the incentives for a leader to seek a backlash from a foreign audience

and outlines the conditions under which they will be able to provoke a sufficiently costly one. In

this scenario, going public abroad is motivated by a desire to provoke a costly reaction in order

to credibly communicate with a key domestic audience. This chapter outlines the rare conditions

necessary for the backlash to provide this useful signal. I examine evidence for this theory in
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the case of Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu 2015 trip to the United States to oppose a pending

agreement with Iran on its nuclear program. He was invited by the Republican leadership in

Congress to speak to a joint session, without prior notification or approval of the White House.

As a result, many American politicians and citizens criticized this speech as an affront to the

Obama administration and condemned it. While his speech had little effect on Republicans already

opposed to the Iran nuclear deal, Netanyahu’s visit actually firmed up opinion among Democrats in

support of the agreement. I also show that the predicted subset of the Israeli public increased their

support for Netanyahu’s coalition. In order to secure his position, Netanyahu needed to construct a

majority coalition of political parties. Survey results show that Israelis who voted for his coalition

partners in 2013 were significantly more supportive of a Likud-led coalition immediately following

his speech. In addition to tracing the predicted responses in public opinion and the media in the

two countries, this chapter outlines how Netanyahu’s incentives fit the requirements of the backlash

model.

In the final chapter, I conclude by considering implications of this tool. The physical vis-

its which are the focus of this analysis are a dramatic case of a broader phenomenon of public

diplomacy. As the world becomes more integrated, the platforms of foreign leaders become more

relevant to global audiences, and the flow of information from international sources becomes more

prevalent. As such, it is increasingly important to understand which leaders can attract foreign

public attention and the varied manner in which they may leverage this attention to their advan-

tage.
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Chapter 2

Which leaders can get attention in foreign

publics?

Globalization and the expansion of information communication technologies has enabled

political leaders to easily speak to audiences around the world, and leaders have jumped at the

opportunity to engage in the global “war of words.” However, we have little theoretical and em-

pirical work to determine when these direct, personal overtures are effective in attracting foreign

attention. Capturing the attention of a foreign public, or key subsets of a foreign public, is the first

step in an effective public diplomacy campaign. Under certain conditions, public diplomacy can

assist leaders in credibly signaling to their own public or in pressuring foreign governments, but

both goals require that the foreign public hears the visiting leader. Not all leaders enjoy the same

level of access to the international public stage. In order to determine which leaders do have access

to this tool, this chapter seeks to outline and test theoretical predictions of which types of leaders

will be able to draw the attention of a given foreign public. If the American President has access

to a domestic “bully pulpit” that allows him to influence American public opinion, which foreign

publics is he likely to be able to speak to? More generally, which leaders have access to which

“bully pulpits” around the globe?

I argue that a leader’s ability to attract a foreign public’s attention depends on the relation-
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ship between the two countries. Leaders that have influence over international outcomes that are

important to the public in the foreign country are more likely to be covered in that countries media,

and therefore will attract more attention. I additionally consider a leader’s incentive to go to engage

in public diplomacy, based on the level of public attention available. Together, this theory forms a

set of predictions about which leader-public dyads will be ripe for fruitful public diplomacy.

The second half of this chapter explores these expectations empirically using two original

data sets. The first measures the network of global attention based on country-level Google Trends

search volume of foreign countries and their leaders. The second is data on head-of-state visits

from eleven countries between 2004 and 2016. First, I show that the magnitude of public attention

avaiable to a foreign leader depends crucially on characteristics of the relationship between the two

countries. Second, I find that the level of pre-existing attention paid to a foreign leader, representing

the access he might expect to have to the “bully pulpit” in that country, predicts which countries

leaders choose to visit. This is true even after controlling for factors the previous scholars have

used to explain foreign visits.

2.1 Condition 1: The visiting leader’s relevance to the destina-

tion country

International and domestic media systems are a microphone that political actors must ac-

cess in order to speak to foreign audiences. The market incentives that drive the media provide

some leaders with differential access to this microphone. In a market-driven media environment,

the media is a business which seeks to maximize profit, and in order to do this, it needs to pro-

vide news that captures public attention.1 Leaders who provide news stories that are appealing to

consumers are more likely to make frequent appearances in the destination country’s media. The

public, as a result, is more likely to have prior information about leaders that appear often in their

local media, and it will take less cognitive effort for the audience to evaluate the speaker’s message.

1Aday et al. [2005], Gentzkow et al. [2006], Hamilton [2007]
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I refer to this characteristic as a leader’s relevance in a given audience.

There are many reasons the media might focus on a particular international leader. First,

leaders who have control over international outcomes that can impact an audience provide informa-

tion that is valuable to the audience, and thus are “newsworthy.” Statements or actions from these

leaders have the potential to directly affect the audience, and therefore the audience is incentivized

to stay informed about these actors. For example, regardless of whether or not audiences in South

East Asia see the Chinese leadership as trustworthy, they will be more interested in consuming

information about the Chinese than audiences in South America. Because Chinese policies have

a greater direct impact on their neighbors’ populations, those populations will be more eager to

consume information about the Chinese leaders’ statements and actions. Similarly, audiences that

will be most directly affected by a restructuring of NATO, allies and adversaries alike, will be most

attentive to President Trump’s statements on U.S. commitment to the organization.

There are numerous ways a leader can be relevant to an audience because of their impor-

tance to international outcomes. In addition to country-level features of a leader’s home state, I

posit that there are important characteristics about the relationship between the two countries the

shape the leader’s relevance. In general, states that are geographically close to each other are im-

portant for each other’s policies. Additionally, more powerful states have a larger impact on global

policies. Important trading partners can affect a state with a shift in their trade policy. Finally,

policies of states that are traditional allies or adversaries can be important for the outcome of a

conflict.

Proposition 1. All else held equal, publics will pay more attention to foreign speakers that have

influence over international outcomes that can impact the target population.

Additionally, audiences prefer to consume messages that are consistent with their previous

beliefs and perceptions about the world. It is easier for individuals to process and internalize

information that fits with information they have already internalized. Messages that are consistent

with prior beliefs are not threatening, and therefore are cognitively cheaper for audiences to absorb.

Further, people enjoy consuming media which confirms their perspective on the world. Therefore,
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foreign leaders that present a message which is culturally consistent with the targeted population

will get more coverage and will be more familiar to that audience. However, consumers are also

attracted to an mobilized by messages that focus on fear or “threat.”2 As a result, publics will be

drawn both the foreign countries that are very similar to their own, and are therefore comfortable

and familiar, as well as to countries that are very different to their own. For this reason, I anticipate

a curvilinear relationship between measures of expressed preferences and institutions and the level

of attention publics give to foreign countries.

Proposition 2. All else held equal, publics will pay more attention to foreign speakers from states

that are either very similar or very different from their own.

In short, some political leaders will have more access to the global bully pulpit due to the

appeal of their countries to the media’s consumer base.3 As a result, the public is more likely to

have previous information about these actors and to believe (often rightly) that these actors are

important.4

2Martin [2004], Brader [2005]
3Additionally, audiences consume media for entertainment at least as much as for the information it provides.

Therefore, a market-driven media is more likely to feature leaders who provide entertainment to their consumers.
International actors which are dramatic, sensational, or surprising will receive more media coverage, and therefore the
foreign audiences will, on average, have more information about them. Political leaders can be entertaining due to their
individual celebrity or the cultural appeal of their country. Leaders can also be relevant due to an infamous reputation
that earns them coverage. The president of the Philippines has been featured in global headlines for his shocking
language addressed to powerful countries, publicly referring to President Obama as “the son of a whore.’(Philippine
President Duterte curses Obama over human rights. BBC. September 5, 2016.) ISIS has also gained notoriety, and
international attention, through brutal tactics. While unpleasant, their gruesome executions are sensational, and thus
draw attention. To sell its product, the media tends to focus on foreign leaders that are entertaining and provide
information that is useful and easy to digest. While the individual leader’s entertainment value is important to their
ability to attract attention, this characteristic cannot be generalized, and therefore I omit this feature from my empirical
analysis.

4This assumes that the media in the target state is market driven and will highlight relevant actors in their products
because it will aid them in maximizing their profits. However, state-driven media is not necessarily trying to maximize
profits, and thus will not necessarily focus on these “relevant” actors. The propositions presented in this section are
therefore contingent on some level of free press. I discuss the interaction between free media and relevance further in
the following section where I integrate the media market of the target state into this theory.
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2.2 Condition 2: The media environment of destination coun-

try

In order for a message from a relevant foreign elite to be absorbed by a public, that message

must first successfully travel through the media system of the target state. The average citizen in

any country rarely experiences foreign policy issues directly; by definition, most foreign events

are geographically distant. Few individuals personally witness war atrocities, UN debates, or oil

spills. Instead, they depend on the media to portray these events. Often, the media also serves

to interpret and frame the importance of the events. Similarly, the public relies on the media to

report statements made by political elites, both foreign and domestic. The media environment of a

destination state influences a foreign speaker’s ability to send cues to the public in that state in two

ways. First, the existence or absence of media infrastructure determines how much information

can flow to the public. Second, the degree of press freedom within a state affects the ability of a

foreign actor to access the public, as well as his credibility if he does reach that audience.

Individuals must have access to media in order to receive a message from a foreign elite.

Countries differ significantly in the percentage of their population that has access to television,

which remains one of the primary sources of news for individuals, as well as access to internet

sources, which is increasingly salient for distribution of international news.5 Additionally, the roll

out of internationally focused news groups facilitates this connection. Since Al Jazeera was able

to provide exclusive first hand coverage of the U.S. bombing of Iraq, it has served as a powerful

international news source. Although it does not officially represent the political views of its home

country, Qatar, it does represent a credible alternative source of information on international events

to traditional domestic news outlets.6 As a more direct government strategy, Radio Liberty was

created by the United States in 1946 to access audiences behind the Iron Curtain. In spite of Soviet

jamming efforts, the channel reached an estimated 8 to 24% of the adult population of the USSR,

5Baum and Potter [2015]
6Miles [2005]

25



depending on the region.7 The ability of the media to transmit messages to the public underlies

many elite cue theories. Baum and Potter [2015] argue that media distribution is essential for op-

position parties to be able to rally public opposition that constrains foreign policy. In international

politics, this variation is especially important in describing the level of effort required to access

the public because foreign elites are geographically separated from their desired audience, and so

depend entirely on the media to transmit their message. Thus, I consider media access as an im-

portant scope condition and control for the level of television and internet access in my empirical

analysis.

The flow of information from foreign leaders is additionally dependent on the level of press

freedom within a destination state. This project focuses on the strategic incentives of the visiting

leader. However, the government of the destination state can also inhibit their message. Section 1.4

steps through the incentives of a destination government to obstruct a potential visit from a foreign

leader, and concludes that there is a narrow range of cases where the visit will be driven by the

destination government. Namely, a visit will only be prevented by the destination state when the

visiting leader targets a non-democratic state and when the visiting leader advocates a message that

the destination government opposes. A similar dynamic applies to the incentives of a destination

government to impede the message by censoring the domestic media. All else being equal, a free

press will spread more credible messages from foreign elites to the domestic audience than a state-

controlled press. The effect of press freedom on the distribution and the credibility of a visiting

leader’s message depends on that leader’s level of relevance and whether that leader is opposed to

or aligned with the incumbent administration.

In state controlled media environments, a pro-government message from a highly relevant

actor would have the same level of distribution as the same message from the same actor in a

market-driven environment. On the other hand, a pro-government message from a low relevance

actor would have a larger distribution but lower credibility than the same message from the same

actor in a market-driven environment.8 An anti-government message will have less of an effect

7Parta [2013]
8If the domestic administration approves of the message of the visiting leader, then the state-driven media will
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in a state-controlled media.9 Although the effect of a message is moderated by the level of press

freedom, there is no clear prediction of the effect of press freedom that is not contingent on the

valence of the message. For this reason, in robustness checks, I limit my analysis to visits to foreign

states with market-driven media systems.

2.3 Condition 3: When does a leader want to speak to a foreign

audience?

The first two conditions describe a leader’s ability to draw the attention of an audience.

This is certainly the most pressing question in identifying where this tool will be consequential.

However, assume for the moment that a leader could command an audience’s attention. When

would we expect that leader to expend the time and effort necessary to take advantage of this

tool? At one level, compared to other modes of negotiations and credible commitment, the costs of

visiting another country are relatively low. If a leader could be certain that a foreign speech would

have a pivotal effect on that country’s policy, then leaders would perhaps do little else. However, a

leader might expect that a single additional cue, even from a credible and relevant leader speaking

engage in greater distribution of the message than a market-driven media, but the message will have lower credibility.
When the speaker is very relevant within the population, the distribution between the state-driven and market-driven
media will converge because both the market and the government are incentivized to distribute the message. However,
the credibility in the state-driven media environment will be lower. When the speaker is not relevant to the population,
the state-driven media will distribute a message that the market driven media would ignore. Therefore, the effect of a
state-controlled media on a visiting speaker’s influence on the public is ambiguous when the government supports the
speaker’s message.

9If the domestic administration does not approve of the message from the visiting leader, then the state-driven
media will suppress the distribution of the message, but the credibility of a message that is received will be high. I
assume that the cost of suppressing a message decreases as state control of media increases, and the cost of suppressing
a message is constant regardless of the speaker’s relevance. When the speaker’s message is anti-government, then, the
benefit the government receives from suppressing the message increases as the relevance of the speaker increases. A
speaker with very high relevance and an anti-government message would have a large effect in a market-driven media
environment, but will be absolutely suppressed within a government-driven media environment. While the credibility
of this message would be extremely high in a government-controlled media environment if it were received, the
probability of the message being received is extremely low and the level of predicted influence is functionally zero.
This dynamic is evident in the USSR’s efforts to jam Western radio broadcasts. Listeners to Radio Liberty reported
that they sought information from the foreign broadcast that they would not find in the controlled domestic official
broadcasts [Parta, 2013]. While the U.S. messages were credible to this subset of the audience, they struggled to
broadcast the message widely.
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to a country with a robust media infrastructure, can only effect a small shift in public opinion.

Therefore, the cost in time to visit a specific public will indeed be a limiting factor. First and

foremost, I expect leaders to reach out to public that they expect to be receptive.

Proposition 3. All else equal, leaders are more likely to visit countries with publics that are atten-

tive to them.

Additionally, leaders must decide which populations to target with the time that they do al-

locate towards international public diplomacy. Leaders care about foreign public opinion because

of the influence it can have over a foreign government’s policy decisions. Therefore, I expect

leaders to maximize this impact by targeting 1) publics that have greater control over their gov-

ernment’s policies and 2) publics within countries whose policies are important to the speaking

leader.

While all governments need some level of support or legitimacy from non-government

actors, some governments are more dependent on public support. If publics in democratic states are

unhappy with their leaders’ policies, they can replace their leader or the leader’s party in subsequent

elections. Leaders in democratic states are constantly seeking re-election, and therefore are more

attentive to the public when the public expresses opinions. If a democratically elected leader gets

a strong signal from his public that they will not tolerate a specific policy, then that leader is

significantly less likely to implement that policy because the leader is forward thinking and hopes

to have high public approval at the next election. In addition, leaders are more responsive to public

opinion when the public is already negatively focused on their performance. I refer to this as

political vulnerability.10 Foreign leaders are likely to take advantage of this vulnerability, visiting

a state at times when that state’s government is most likely to be responsive to public opinion.

When leaders are facing an upcoming election or the economy has been performing poorly, the

leaders are under increased pressure to improve public opinion. Therefore, all else equal, leaders

are more likely to visit states where the leader is domestically vulnerable.

10I borrow this concept from a literature that asks whether leaders behave more aggressively internationally when
they are domestically vulnerable [Leeds and Davis, 1997].
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Proposition 5. All else equal, leaders are more likely to visit states with higher domestic vulnera-

bility.

2.4 Global attention to international visits

I examine these propositions with two sets of analyses. First, I examine the determinants

of a public’s attention to foreign countries. Next, I look at the correlation between pre-existing

attention and the propensity of a leader to visit a country. In order to test propositions 1 and 2, I

employ an OLS regression model predicting attention towards foreign countries within directed-

dyad-year observations. I additionally examine results within years rather than across year, and

based on monthly rather than annual measures of attention. I cluster standard errors on the object

and origin states as well as the year.

Measuring attention: Google Search Volume

While domestic public opinion is fundamental to many theories of international relations,

it can be difficult to obtain consistent data on public beliefs and actions. Surveys are powerful in

answering specific questions and running experiments, but provide an incomplete time series, can

be strongly biased due to the artificial environment in which they are elicited, and are extremely

expensive. Google search volume offers a valuable alternative. While Google cannot provide direct

answers on specific questions or or be used to determine the valence of public opinion (positive or

negative), it is a consistent and genuine reflection of domestic attention and information-seeking

behavior. As I argue above, attention is often a precursor to opinion change, and therefore Google

search volume can represent a behavioral precedent to public opinion shifts. Additionally, the data

is based on real world, self-directed search behavior, providing a more accurate reflection of actual

behavior when compared to survey responses. Additionally, it can be cheaply acquired.

Google enables users to explore the volume of Google searches based on a search term and

the geographic location of the search using the Google Trends tool. Google Trends data has been
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leveraged to study the spread of disease11 and is now being applied to political questions. Pelc

[2013] uses Google Trends to examine domestic response to WTO challenges. Reilly et al. [2012]

show that Google searches correlate with voting participation in the 2008 presidential election.

Weeks and Southwell [2010] find a relationship between Google searches and exposure to news

coverage of the rumor that Obama is Muslim.

The Google Trends tool allows users to download daily, weekly, or monthly magnitudes of

searches from within a specified time period, geographic region, and search term, or set of search

terms. Data is available for most geographic locations from 2004 to the present. Because my

analysis is based on covariates that do not change significantly over short time periods, I focus

my analysis on monthly data, and for the majority of my model, aggregate it to the direct-dyad

year level. Google Trends data is available for 169 of the states included in the Correlates of War

project. These comprise the set of both object and origin states in my data. Appendix A discusses

Google Trends data and how I constructed the Attention variable in detail.

Measuring Relevance

Proposition 1 claims the leaders who are able to influence international outcomes that are

important to an audience will attract more attention from that audience. I examine three forms

of international impact. First, I examine the geographic proximity of the two states. In general,

publics will pay more attention to states that are geographically closer to them.

Hypothesis 1 Publics pay more attention to geographically close states.

Hypothesis 2 Publics pay more attention to contiguous states.

If these hypotheses is correct, Distance will be negatively correlated with Attention and

Contiguity will be positively correlated with Attention . Second, I measure the Home state’s relative

power with the ratio of the Home state’s CINC score to the Destination state’s CINC score, from

EUGene (Capabilities Ratio).12

Hypothesis 3 Leaders from relatively more powerful states will attract more attention.
11Ginsberg et al. [2009]
12Bennett and Stam [2000]
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Hypothesis 3 predicts that Capabilities Ratio will be positively correlated with Attention. I

additionally examine two other forms of interaction: trade and political alliances. The well being

of countries frequently relies on the actions of their trading partners and allies. Therefore, the

policies of these countries will be relatively more important to publics.

I measure the total trade relationship between the Home state and the Destination state,

based on the IMF’s Direction of Trade Statistics data. Alliance data is from the Alliance Treaty

Obligations and Provisions (ATOP) project.

Hypothesis 4 Leaders of larger trading partners will attract more attention.

Hypothesis 5 Leaders of allied countries will attract more attention.

These hypotheses predict that Trade and Alliance will also both be positively correlated

with Attention.

To examine proposition 2, I consider the similarity between the states in terms of both their

international relations policy and their domestic institutions.

Hypothesis 6 Publics pay more attention to states with very different or very similar ideal

points based on UN voting.

Hypothesis 7 Publics pay more attention to states with very different or very similar polity

scores.

I additionally control for characteristics of state A’s media environment: the percent of the

population that reports using internet and the number of televisions per person from the Interna-

tional Telecommunications Unions data, and the Reporter’s Without Borders rating of their press

freedom. Table 2.1 shows the distribution of these variables within my data.

Results: Determinants of public attention

Publics pay more attention to contiguous states, states that are closer geographically, coun-

tries with whom they have greater trade relationships, countries which they are in alliances, and

countries with relatively greater capabilities (Table 2.2, Model 1). Additionally, publics pay more

attention to foreign countries which are either politically very similar or very different from their
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Table 2.1: Table of Means

Variable Minimum Max Mean Standard Deviation
Google search volume 0 100 4.74 11.91
Contiguity 0 1 0.03 0.16
Distance 5 12,347 4,912 2,808.68
Trade (billions) 0 626.7 1.01 9.95
Alliance 0 1 0.03 0.17
Capabilities ratio 0 198,587 233.46 2885.35
Difference in Polity Score 0 20 6.81 5.71
Difference in Ideal Points 0 4.71 0.95 0.76
Destination Press Freedom 0 142 31.98 27.81
Destination Internet Use 0 98.16 30.52 29.92
Destination TV access 2.3 100 74.1 24.27

own (Model 2). These results are robust when we control for Country B fixed effects and year

fixed effects (Model 3). These results also hold when standard errors are clustered at both the

object country and the origin country. The non-linear relationship between the similarity score and

attention is shown visually in the marginal effects plots of these two variables (Figures 2.1 and 2.2).

Publics are most interested in foreign countries that are extremely different from their own, where

the directed-dyad has higher values of either the difference in ideal points or difference in polity

scores.

The baseline results above pool data from 11 years in order to capture the full variation

of the dependent variable across years. However, because most of the independent variables do

not vary significantly over time, I additionally examine the correlates attention within each year

frame. This increases our confidence that the results are not driven by including the same dyad

many times in the analysis, artificially inflating the sample size. Table 2.3 shows the relationship

between variables and attention within 4 of the years in the sample. The full set of models within

each year is in Appendix C. These models are based on a single cross section of the directed-dyads,

and do not reflect variation over time. The results hold within each year. It does not appear that the

time series data is driving these results. Additionally, this shows that these relationships between

dyad characteristics and attention is consistent across time.

As discussed above, the Google Trends measure has many strengths. However, a significant
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Table 2.2: Attention from public to State A towards State B

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

(1) (2) (3)

Contiguity 10.663∗∗∗ 11.927∗∗∗ 10.448∗∗∗

(0.196) (0.227) (0.208)

Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.0005∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00001) (0.00002) (0.00002)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 3.365∗∗∗ 4.370∗∗∗ 3.816∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.194) (0.185)
Capabilities ratio −0.0002∗∗∗ −0.00002 −0.004∗∗∗

(0.00002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Ideal point difference −1.768∗∗∗ −0.800∗∗∗

(0.151) (0.174)
Ideal point difference2 1.609∗∗∗ 0.692∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.064)
Polity difference −0.705∗∗∗ −0.760∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.024)
Polity difference2 0.037∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

State B FE Yes
Year FE Yes

Constant 7.955∗∗∗ 9.616∗∗∗ 25.379∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.140) (0.551)

Observations 143,401 112,894 112,894
R2 0.073 0.104 0.271
Adjusted R2 0.073 0.104 0.270
Residual Std. Error 12.722 13.140 11.860
F Statistic 2,245.885∗∗∗ 1,454.012∗∗∗ 245.085∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Figure 2.1: Predicted level of attention by UN voting ideal point difference
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Figure 2.2: Predicted level of attention by polity score difference
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Table 2.3: Attention within selected years

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

2004 2008 2011 2015

Contiguity 13.957∗∗∗ 10.210∗∗∗ 9.241∗∗∗ 8.762∗∗∗

(1.127) (0.656) (0.518) (0.530)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.00005) (0.00004) (0.00004)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 3.922∗∗∗ 4.066∗∗∗ 4.738∗∗∗ 3.232∗∗∗

(1.036) (0.580) (0.460) (0.471)
Capabilities ratio −0.009∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗ −0.003∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.0005) (0.0005)

Ideal point difference −1.970∗∗ −0.310 −1.316∗∗∗ −0.198
(0.986) (0.561) (0.440) (0.468)

Ideal point difference2 0.923∗∗ 0.441∗∗ 0.982∗∗∗ 0.780∗∗∗

(0.382) (0.204) (0.159) (0.171)
Polity difference −1.209∗∗∗ −0.597∗∗∗ −0.689∗∗∗ −0.862∗∗∗

(0.136) (0.080) (0.061) (0.061)
Polity difference2 0.064∗∗∗ 0.032∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗ 0.054∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)

State B FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Constant 39.866∗∗∗ 22.631∗∗∗ 16.144∗∗∗ 12.287∗∗∗

(3.221) (1.787) (1.284) (1.305)

Observations 9,238 9,456 9,466 9,355
R2 0.257 0.329 0.366 0.345
Adjusted R2 0.244 0.317 0.355 0.334
Residual Std. Error 18.414 10.814 8.566 8.643
F Statistic 19.870∗∗∗ 28.627∗∗∗ 33.822∗∗∗ 30.450∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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weakness of the data is that it’s construction is not transparent. Recall that absolute search volumes

are not published. Instead, the Google Trends data is relative to the other searches in a single query,

as well as “proportionate to the time and location of a query.” The Google Trends website describes

the process:

“Search results are proportionate to the time and location of a query by the following pro-

cess:

• Each data point is divided by the total searches of the geography and time range it represents

to compare relative popularity. Otherwise, places with the most search volume would always

be ranked highest.

• The resulting numbers are then scaled on a range of 0 to 100 based on a topics proportion to

all searches on all topics.

• Different regions that show the same search interest for a term don’t always have the same

total search volumes.”13

As a result, it unclear whether the data is already adjusted to reflect the level of searches

within a geographic origin. For example, if that data is already “de-meaned” based on the geo-

graphic region of the search, then it would not make sense to additionally include origin country

fixed effects. However, due to this ambiguity, I additionally run the model including these State

A fixed effects. These results are shown in Table 2.4. The majority of the relationships are robust

regardless of whether or not State A fixed effects are included in the model. However, the quadratic

result on the distance in polity score between State A and State B vanishes. When we control for

time-invariant characteristics of State A, we find that there is not significant relationship between

the magnitude of the attention the public and State A pays to State B and the different in the polity

scores.

In order to ameliorate this issue, I constructed an alternative measure of Google Trends

which more explicitly compares searches from different queries. Google Trends allow for up for

13Google Trends FAQS: https://support.google.com/trends/answer/4365533?hl=en
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5 search terms in the same query. Using this option, I created a standardized measure. I create a

“baseline” term for each geographic region. For example, if I include “book” in both my query for

the search volume for “Germany” and my query for the search volume for “Italy.” By lining up

“book,” I can then compare searches for “Germany” directly to searches for “Italy.” However, the

results do not change when using this standardized measure.14 Further research is required in order

to disambiguate this findings. Specifically, it will be necessary to examine measures of attention

that are can be compared in absolute terms, such as the number of mentions or a state or a leader

within news articles. With the available data, we cannot make a conclusive analysis regarding the

difference in polity scores and attention.

The Google Trends variable is originally direct-dyad month data. Because most of the

relevant co-variates do not change significantly month- to month, for the baseline analysis I use

an annual measure of attention constructed by averaging the monthly values for each year. In

order to confirm that this alteration to the original data does not mask an underlying relationship,

I additionally run the analysis on directed-dyad-month observations with the original data. The

results are robust to this analysis.15 The Google Trends measure depends on the public to express

their attention through Google searches. We might be concerned that this measure will only reflect

attention within states where the population has access to the internet. In account to check for this

concern, I examine the relationship within the top half of countries in terms of internet access. The

results are again robust in this subset of publics.16

These results also hold when controlling for the level of media infrastructure and press

freedom. Given the opaque nature of the Google Trends measure, it is difficult to interpret the

meaning of the media coefficients. The percentage of the population within State A that has access

to the internet is correlated with an increase in attention towards other countries. This could simply

reflect a greater access to Google. If the Google Trends measure is standardized by the population

of the geographic region from where the searches originate, then an increase in internet access

14See Table C.5 in the appendix.
15See Table C.4 in the appendix.
16See Table C.6 in the appendix.
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Table 2.4: Attention from public to State A towards State B, State A Fixed Effects

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

Contiguity 8.983∗∗∗

(0.195)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00002)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000)
Alliance 2.136∗∗∗

(0.178)
Capabilities ratio −0.002∗∗∗

(0.0002)

Ideal point difference −2.490∗∗∗

(0.164)
Ideal point difference2 0.463∗∗∗

(0.061)
Polity difference 0.016

(0.026)
Polity difference2 0.0001

(0.002)

State A FE Yes
Sate B FE Yes
Year FE Yes

Constant 50.317∗∗∗

(1.115)

Observations 112,894
R2 0.381
Adjusted R2 0.380
Residual Std. Error 10.931
F Statistic 274.298∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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would correlate with an increase in Google searches in general, but might not actually indicate

greater attention to any given item. However, if the Google Trends measures are standardized by

the number of Google subscribers within a geographic region, than greater internet access within a

population would have a meaningful relationship with the attention measure. While this coefficient

is ambiguous, the fact that the results of the previous analysis hold increases my confidence that

these relationships are not dependent on the manner in which Google standardizes its data.

2.5 Determinants of international visits

This theory predicts that leaders will focus their public diplomacy campaign on foreign

publics where they expect to have an influence. Political leaders have many demands on their time,

and very limited time to meet these obligations. Due to their limited resources, leaders will not

expend the effort and time necessary to travel to foreign countries and address the public there if

they do not expect to benefit from the investment. In order for a leader to expend the time and

effort necessary to take advantage of this tool, the leader must believe that the benefit from their

influence outweighs the benefits he would receive from the alternative uses of his resources. I argue

that a leader’s incentive to invest in a country is a function of 1) the level of attention they expect

the receive from the foreign public, and 2) the degree to which the destination state is politically

vulnerable.

In order to measure the level of pre-existing attention that a leader has from a public, I use a

lagged measure of attention as measured by Google search volume. While in the previous section

I predicted this value based on characteristics of the bilateral relationship between the countries,

in this section I argue that the pre-existing level of attention that a public gives a leader increases

his ability to influence them whether positively or negatively. In this structure, the country that is

the “object” of the attention is also the traveling leader’s “Home” country, and the “origin” of that

attention is the “Destination” of his trip.

Hypothesis 8 Leaders are more likely to visit countries from whom they have public atten-
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Table 2.5: Attention from public of State A towards State B, Media controls

Attention from State A to State B

(9) (10) (11)

Contiguity 12.601∗∗∗ 10.855∗∗∗

(0.453) (0.409)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00003) (0.00003)
Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 3.288∗∗∗ 1.235∗∗∗

(0.376) (0.364)
Capabilities ratio −0.001 −0.009∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)
Ideal point difference −2.001∗∗∗ −2.293∗∗∗

(0.303) (0.358)
Ideal point difference2 1.918∗∗∗ 0.484∗∗∗

(0.112) (0.135)
Polity difference −0.231∗∗∗ 0.086

(0.054) (0.054)
Polity difference2 0.004 −0.011∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)

State A internet use 0.004 0.086∗∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.005)
State A TV access 0.031∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗ 0.010∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
State A press freedom −0.048∗∗∗ −0.036∗∗∗ −0.034∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004) (0.003)
State B FE Yes
Year FE Yes

Constant 10.688∗∗∗ 38.020∗∗∗ 5.942∗∗∗

(0.332) (1.169) (0.183)

Observations 36,656 36,656 51,018
R2 0.106 0.310 0.007
Adjusted R2 0.105 0.306 0.007
Residual Std. Error 14.777 13.011 14.463
F Statistic 361.045∗∗∗ 94.641∗∗∗ 125.809∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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tion.

Additionally, leaders will value that attention more in countries where the leader is politi-

cally vulnerable, or especially eager for their public’s approval. I measure political vulnerability

in two ways. First, I examine the a countries level of unemployment, as reported by the World

Development Indicators Databank. If foreign governments are more politically vulnerable when

their economy is performing poorly, then they may be more susceptible for public pressure during

these times.

Hypothesis 9 Leaders are more likely to visit countries experiencing high unemployment.

My second measure of political vulnerability is whether the destination country has an

election in that year. Scholar have found that elected leaders are more responsive to their publics

in the time period leading up to an election.17 As a result, effective public diplomacy campaigns

will be more valuable to the speaker during campaign periods. I expect elections to be more

meaningful for public diplomacy within states which are democratic, so I additionally examine the

relationship between elections and visits controlling for the Destination state’s level of as well as

within the subset of destination states which are highly democratic.

Hypothesis 10 Leaders are more likely to visit countries during an election year than in a

non-election year.

International Travel Data

My baseline analysis uses a logit regression to predict an international trip from a Home

state to a Destination state in year t. This variable is equal to 1 is a visit occurs between a directed-

dyad in year t, and 0 otherwise. In addition to my key IVs, I use a battery of controls, and year,

destination state, and home state fixed effects.

Data on head of state and head of government international travel is gathered from official

government websites of the Home states. The data represents the visits of heads from a Home

country to a Destination country. In this analysis, I have head of state or head of government travel

17Clinton and Enamorado [2014]
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data from 11 countries: Brazil, Canada, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Turkey, the

United Kingdom, and the United States.18 Appendix B describes the sources and collection of this

data. The dummy variable Visit is equal to 1 if the leader of state A (the Home county) visits state

B (the Destination country) during year t, and 0 otherwise. This data includes 1,411 visits to 153

countries between 2004 and 2016. The time range available for each country varies depending

on the level of information disclosed on the government online resources. While travel data is

available before 2004 for many countries, I limit my analysis to the time frame where attention

data is available.

The availability of this data relies on proactive government disclosure. Not all governments

choose to publish the records of their leader’s travels. For example, while the United States, the

United Kingdom, Russia, and India explicitly publish all international travels of their heads of

state, the remaining countries instead publish records of press announcements, from which I extract

reports of international travel. However, it appears that, based on the G20 states I have attempted

to gather information from, G20 states generally makes head of state travel data readily available.

For this reason, I believe that data availability does not bias the result presented in this chapter. In

order to control for the varying time periods, I run the model with year and Home country fixed

effects in robustness checks.

Controls

Public diplomacy is not the only reason leaders travel abroad. Leaders travel to meet per-

sonally with other political elites and to engage in economic diplomacy, which can be both gov-

ernment to government or public. However, public engagement is nearly always an element of the

trip, and therefore I argue, on average, factors that predict public diplomacy campaigns will also

correlate with broader international travel. Lebovic and Saunders [2016] examine the predictors of

travel from the United States President and Secretary of State. While Lebovic and Saunders take

a very different theoretical interpretation of these visits and their analysis is limited to the United

18My ongoing data collection process seeks to gather visit data from each of the G20 states, excluding the EU.
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States, to my knowledge, this study is the only large-n quantitative analysis of high-level interna-

tional travel. There are many motivations for a leader to travel to a foreign country, and in order

to control for these alternative explanations, where possible, I control for the factors that Lebovic

and Saunders argue are are significant predictors of high level travel. I discuss the controls that I

draw from their model in Appendix D. In my models, I control for the Destination state’s military

spending as a percentage of total global military spending, a dummy indicating whether they are

European member of NATO, a dummy indicating whether they have a defense pact with the Home

state, the Destination’s GDP per capita, energy use per capita, the level of aid from the Home state

to the Destination state, whether the Destination is a major power, the percentage of UN votes that

the Destination state participates in, and the similarity in UN voting between the Destination and

Home States.

Results: Determinants of international travel

Overall, I find that leaders are more likely to visit countries where the public pays atten-

tion to them. Across different specifications, public attention from the destination country to the

leader’s home country in year t-1 significantly predicts a positive increase in the probability of

an international visit in year t (Table 2.6). I first run logit models predicting international visits

using only the independent variables identified in my hypotheses (Model 12). I then include Home

country fixed effects, Destination country fixed effects, and year fixed effects (Model 13). Next,

I include the monadic and dyadic controls from Lebovic and Saunders (Models 14 & 15). These

results are robust to OLS and probit models. Additionally, as discussed above, I examine the rela-

tionship within democratic destination states. The results also hold in the subset of directed dyads

where the Destination states has a polity score of 4 or higher.19

Leaders are also more likely to visit foreign countries with higher unemployment, support-

ing my hypothesis that leaders are more likely to target public diplomacy campaigns to politically

vulnerable states. This result is robust to the full set of controls and year and Home fixed effects

19See tables D.2 - D.4 in appendix.
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Table 2.6: Visits from public of State A towards State B

Dependent variable: Visit

(12) (13) (14) (15)

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Military spending 0.393 0.403
(0.288) (0.288)

European NATO 0.321 0.320
(0.246) (0.245)

GDP 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)

Energy use −0.008∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)
UN participation 0.036 0.028

(0.056) (0.056)
Major power −0.099 −0.096

(0.317) (0.316)

Defense pact 0.070∗∗∗

(0.014)
Aid 0.0001∗∗∗

(0.00003)
Trade 0.267∗∗∗

(0.052)
UN similarity −0.015∗∗

(0.006)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes
Destination FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant 0.012∗∗∗ 0.501∗∗∗ −0.002 0.005
(0.003) (0.023) (0.028) (0.035)

Observations 11,830 11,830 6,982 6,917
Log Likelihood 1,701.050 2,675.416 1,169.145 1,196.746
Akaike Inf. Crit. −3,398.099 −5,088.832 −2,096.289 −2,145.492

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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(Table 2.7). The unemployment variable describes the destination state, and does not vary between

directed dyads that include the same destination state. I therefore do not include destination state

fixed effects. Although there is a strong relationship between unemployment and visits, there is no

significant relationship between visits and my second measure of political vulnerability: elections.

States are no more likely to receive a visit during election years. As a result, I fail to reject the null

hypothesis that there leaders are not more likely to visit politically vulnerable states.20

The attraction of high unemployment is conditioned on the destination state’s level of

democracy. Table 2.8 interacts the destination state’s unemployment with the destination state’s

polity score. Across the different specifications, the interaction term is significant and positive.

Figure 2.3 shows the marginal effects of this interaction for two samples destination countries,

one with a low polity score of -6 and another with a more democratic polity score of 6. While

the autocratic country is slightly less likely to be visited as its unemployment level increases, and

democratic country is significantly more likely to receive a visit when its unemployment levels are

high. This indicates that the appeal of the political vulnerability as measured by low employment

is only present in democratic states, where we would expect the pressure of public opinion to be

more salient to its elected leaders. However, this result is not significant regarding the other mea-

sure of political vulnerability.Therefore, this data produces an interesting yet unclear conclusion

on the relationship between democracy, political vulnerability, and international travel.

2.6 Conclusion

Publics give their attention to a predictable set of foreign countries and their leaders, and

that level of pre-existing attention significantly predicts where leaders travel. Access to this at-

tention is a versatile tool. Understanding which leaders have access to which global bully pulpits

provides a theoretical foundation to examine which leaders have access to public diplomacy tools

20These results or robust to OLS and probit specifications, and within the subset of democratic destination states.
See tables D.5 - D.7. The variance inflation factors for the covariates in this model show that the major power dummy
has a VIF above 5. This raises the concern that collinearity may bias the coefficients. However, these results hold
when the model excludes the major power dummmy.
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Table 2.7: Visits and political vulnerability

Dependent variable: Visit

(16) (17) (18) (19)

Lagged attention 0.026∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Dest. unemployment 0.017∗ 0.017∗ 0.031∗∗ 0.058∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.015)
Dest. polity 0.020∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ −0.001 −0.036∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.012)
Dest. election year −0.145 −0.166 −0.199 −0.205

(0.111) (0.115) (0.146) (0.150)

Military spending 3.749∗∗∗ 5.536∗∗∗

(0.857) (0.894)
European NATO 0.647 1.285∗∗∗

(0.403) (0.411)
Energy use 0.006 0.014

(0.009) (0.009)
UN participation −1.581 −1.278

(1.481) (1.569)
Major power 0.909∗∗ 0.550

(0.438) (0.434)

Defense pact 1.530∗∗∗

(0.337)
Aid 0.001∗

(0.001)
Trade 3.786∗∗∗

(1.151)
UN similarity −0.300∗∗∗

(0.101)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −3.118∗∗∗ −4.570∗∗∗ −4.212∗∗∗ −4.911∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.306) (0.373) (0.530)

Observations 5,018 5,018 3,494 3,445
Log Likelihood −1,468.353 −1,341.242 −861.388 −811.142
Akaike Inf. Crit. 2,946.705 2,734.484 1,776.776 1,684.284

47



Figure 2.3: Marginal probability of a visit for an autocratic (polity=-6)and a democratic country
(polity=6)
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Table 2.8: Visits and political vulnerability, conditioned on democratic level

Dependent variable: Visit

(20) (21) (22) (23)

Lagged attention 0.025∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.017∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Dest. unemployment −0.021 −0.020 −0.014 0.025
(0.013) (0.014) (0.021) (0.022)

Dest. polity −0.033∗∗∗ −0.030∗∗ −0.064∗∗∗ −0.085∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.022) (0.022)
Dest. unemployment 0.008∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗

x Dest. polity (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

Military spending 4.252∗∗∗ 5.818∗∗∗

(0.872) (0.906)
European NATO 0.864∗∗ 1.420∗∗∗

(0.406) (0.414)
Energy use −0.011 0.001

(0.011) (0.011)
UN participation −1.742 −1.373

(1.469) (1.563)
Major power 0.588 0.346

(0.449) (0.444)

Defense pact 1.479∗∗∗

(0.338)
Aid 0.001∗

(0.001)
Trade 3.915∗∗∗

(1.156)
UN similarity −0.287∗∗∗

(0.101)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −2.932∗∗∗ −4.334∗∗∗ −3.914∗∗∗ −4.720∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.308) (0.385) (0.539)

Observations 5,018 5,018 3,494 3,445
Log Likelihood −1,456.899 −1,331.549 −857.017 −808.803
Akaike Inf. Crit. 2,923.797 2,715.098 1,768.034 1,679.607
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and how they may use then to pursue their diplomatic goals.

This analysis found mixed results relating visits to domestic political vulnerability of the

destination state. While leaders are more likely to visit states with high unemployment, they are

no more likely to visit state during an election campaign. This project focuses on the incentives

driving the visiting leader’s decisions. However, while the domestic setting of the destination state

should contribute to the visiting leader’s incentive to visit, it will also have a large impact on the

domestic leader’s motivations to allow the visit. In order to fully understand how the domestic

situation of of the destination state play into this strategy, it will be necessary to incorporate the

strategic incentives of the domestic politicians of the destination states.

Future research should also examine alternative measure of attention. While Google trends

is a appealing option due to its accessibility, it has limitations that make it difficult to interpret.

In future study of the network of global attention, it would be useful to conduct a comparative

study of the frequency of countries and individuals in media outlets. While more time consuming

to collect, these data would be able to overcome many of the limitations of the Google Trends

data, and therefore complement these findings by filling in some of the gaps. Further, while this

analysis first step would be to examine merely the frequency of the appearances, a media analysis

comparing the tone of the coverage would be possible, though it would have to overcome the

difficulty of comparing media coverages in different languages.

The remainder of this dissertation will discuss the way in which a leader leverages this at-

tention to transform seemingly low-cost, “cheap talk” diplomatic statements into valuable political

outcomes.
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Chapter 3

Persuasion: When low-cost statements from

leaders can influence a foreign audience

Certain leaders have differential access to the attention of specific foreign publics. When

will this attention be a valuable political tool for those leaders? This dissertation argues there there

are at least two ways to leverage this attention, an this chapter examines the first. Under certain

conditions, a political leader can draw a foreign public’s attention to an issue and shift the for-

eign public opinion on that policy question, thereby shaping the policy options that are politically

feasible for the foreign government. Just as American Presidents can pressure Congress by ap-

pealing to the American people,1 political leaders can pressure (or liberate) foreign governments

by appealing to foreign publics.

As an illustrative example, recall the case of the British royal couple visiting the United

States in 1939 in order to promote U.S. intervention in the war against Germany. The British

leadership was facing a tough fight with the Germans and wanted the United States to intervene

to assist them. While President Roosevelt, the foreign leader, was personally open to intervention,

public opinion in the United States was strongly isolationist in the 1930s, and the public would not

support a political leader who championed an interventionist policy. Many factors contributed to

1Kernell [2006]
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the gradual shift in American public opinion from isolationism to interventionism, and the British

employed a wide range of methods to influence American public opinion.2 One of the most visible

efforts was the British royal visit. In June 1939, the British King and Queen toured New York,

New Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, Washington DC, and Pennsylvania, marking the first time a

British monarch had visited the United States. Crowds greeted the couple as they visited George

Washington’s estate at Mt. Vernon, laid a wreath at the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier, and attended

the World Fair. Their trip culminated with a well publicized picnic at Hyde Park, where the menu

made the front page of the New York Times with the headline: “King Tries Hot Dog and Asks

for More.” Surveys reveal that Americans in states the Royals visited did increase their support

for intervention. In this way, the British Royals were successful in marginally shifting American

public opinion towards their preferred policy, which increased President’s Roosevelt’s ability to

pursue an interventionist policy.

Leaders frequently engage in international public diplomacy efforts, and this mechanism

can be applied generally to a wide range of policy questions. Consider a scenario where the

foreign country is deciding between two policies, X and Y. The public in the foreign country wants

their leader to implement whichever policy most benefits the public, but they are uncertain which

policy is in their interests. Policies often have a wide range of implications, and it is extremely

difficult for an individual to decipher which policy is in their best interests. The public has a

prior level of support for policy X, S0. If the Home leader makes a speech supporting policy X

and that leader is convincing in the eyes of the foreign audience, the foreign public shifts their

policy preference towards policy X, resulting in a new, higher level of public support for policy X,

S1 > S0. Additionally, if the speaking leader is able to raise the salience of the policy, the speech

will increase the public constraint on the foreign government. Both increased public support for

policy X and increased public attention to the policy issue can limit the foreign government’s

ability to implement policy Y or increase their ability to implement X, and therefore increase the

probability that they will implement policy X.

2Cull [1995], Divine [1979], Calder [2004]
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If leaders could influence any foreign opinion at will, it would be an exceedingly common

phenomenon. However, a fairly restrictive set of conditions must be met in order for a foreign

leader to persuade a given audience. First, the leader must be able to command the foreign public’s

attention. As discussed in the previous chapter, this ability depends on both the media environment

of the destination state and the relevance of the leader to that audience. Second, if a public receives

a message from a foreign leader with whom they are familiar, in order to be persuaded by that

message, they must conclude that the leader’s message is credible. By “credible”, I mean that the

audience must think that the leader is both knowledgeable, so that the message provides real infor-

mation, and that the leader’s goals are aligned with the audience’s, so that they trust that the leader

will not deceive them. The change in public opinion in this scenario depends on the audience’s

reliance on low information rationality. Most individuals do not want to collect and process the

available information in order to personally develop opinions over foreign policy options. Instead,

they rely on messages, or “cues,” from credible elites to tell them when to pay attention to policy

questions and which policies to support.3 Because the public bases their opinions on credible cues

from relevant elites, and foreign leaders are sometimes credible and relevant cue-givers to foreign

audiences, leaders should, under certain conditions, be able to influence foreign public opinion.

Finally, leaders will only invest the time to address a foreign audience when they expect a

shift in the foreign public opinion to result in an increased probability that the foreign government

will implement their preferred policy. Recall equation 1.1. When the probability of persuasion

and the value the leader places on persuading an audience outweighs the opportunity cost of the

international trip, I expect leaders to both want to and be able to persuade foreign audiences through

a public diplomacy mission. The probability that a leader is able to persuade a foreign public, p, is

shaped by three factors: the leader’s credibility within the foreign audience, the leader’s relevance

to the foreign audience, the foreign audience’s access to media. The leader desire to persuade that

public, B, depends on what they expect the policy outcome of this persuasion to be. Leaders will

value foreign public opinion more where the public has a larger impact on their state’s policy and

3[Zaller, 1992, 2003]
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in states that are more crucial for the leader’s international goals. Publics in democratic states have

a more direct effect on their governments policies, and therefore a shift in their opinion is more

likely to shape international outcomes valuable to the leader. Further, leaders care more about the

policies implemented by some states than others, therefore persuading audiences in those countries

will have a more valuable return for the leader. I expand on this condition in Section 2.3.

The political leader is motivated to pursue international outcomes that will benefit his coun-

try because he expect his domestic public to reward him for positive international outcomes. Im-

portantly, it is not necessary that the domestic public is overtly aware of each international triumph,

only that the domestic public evaluates the leader based on the overall quality of performance. The

domestic audience does not need to know that their leader negotiated a trade deal in part by sway-

ing foreign audiences, only that their paycheck goes further at the end of the day. In this way, the

leader’s domestic audience is passive in this model, although their opinion underlies the leader’s

motivations.

In this way, I argue that low-cost communication can be influential on foreign audiences and

therefore important for international outcomes. While a costly signal would be more informative

than a low-cost signal, often there are simply no costly cues available to the public on salient

policy questions. By definition, costly signals are expensive to produce, and, even if there is an

actor willing to pay the costs, they can also be difficult to create.4 Lacking the strong sway of a

costly signal, citizens instead aggregate the available low-cost cues from political elites that they

believe share their preferences. Due to the paucity of costly signals, the average citizen bases a

majority of their policy opinions on low-cost rhetoric. Therefore, leaders often do not need to

invest in high-cost signals in order to influence foreign audiences. This argument presents a new

4This is not to say that low-cost statements will overshadow costly statements, or that costly statements are any less
influential than previously thought. When costly statements do occur, they will also be moderated by the same factors
that shape the influence of costless statements. A leader who signals support for a policy through a costly action will
be more influential where he is relevant. For example, one way a political actor might make a costly statement is by
publicly opposing his party on a policy. In order for this costly signal to be influential in the audience, the public must
know enough about the actor to infer that the statement was in fact costly to the actor. While the media will inform
that public about sensational and surprising costly actions, it will be cognitively cheaper for the public to take note if
they already have information about the actor. Similarly, costly signals will have a larger effect within audiences that
have access to a free media. However, as Lupia and McCubbins point out, the importance of the speaker’s personal
credibility will diminish as the cost of the statement increases.
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way of interpreting the whirlwind of international dialogue: rather than a mass of uninformative

cheap talk, this trove of speech represents a set of credible actors using the tools at their disposal,

however imperfect, to leverage their influence on global audiences.

3.1 When can a leader persuade a foreign public?

Most leaders would probably like to persuade most foreign audiences to adopt their policy

preferences. However, it is less common for a leader to be able to influence a foreign audience. In

order to examine the question of which foreign leaders would be able to influence a public opinion,

it is first necessary to consider how citizens construct their opinion on foreign policy questions.

Citizens rationally choose to operate with low amounts of information about foreign poli-

cies. Given unlimited time and resources, a citizen could acquire and process all the available

information needed to decide which policy best serves her interests. However, individuals face

limited time and resources, and very few have an incentive to spend their limited capacity to

develop well-informed opinions over policy questions. As a result, in general, the public is ex-

tremely ignorant about foreign policy options. However, the public’s ignorance is not due to error

or failure. It is prohibitively time-consuming for an individual to inform themselves about policy

options. Instead, citizens depend on signals about the policy options from more knowledgeable

individuals. They rationally opt to spend less energy on information-processing in exchange for an

increase in uncertainty regarding policy options.5 By delegating the task of information gathering

and processing to political elites and the media, individuals maximize their expected return from

their time and mental effort. This “low information rationality” allows the public to efficiently and

accurately develop opinions which reflect their preferences without expending the individual effort

to construct a fully informed opinion.6

As a result, the distribution of public opinion on policy issues is a function of elite dialogue

on the issues. When elites agree on an issue, the public is disengaged, indifferent and unopposed

5Zaller [1992]
6Popkin [1994]
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to the elite position. However, when elites disagree with each other and divide over an issue, the

public also divides. Specifically, the individuals in the public take the same position on the policy

as the elites which that individual considers to be credible.

This is especially true for foreign policy issues. While citizens often experience domestic

issues first hand, they rarely have first-hand experience of a military crisis or WTO ruling. Military

crises are often highly salient, but they are also usually geographically distant and, for most citi-

zens, exist only through the lens of media reports. Because they have less direct information, the

public has an even larger incentive to rely on elite cues to form their opinions over foreign policy

options. Scholars of American public opinion have found that this is the case. Berinsky [2007]

examines American support for war in the 20th century, and concludes that “public opinion is pri-

marily structured by the ebb and flow of partisan and group-based political conflict” across many

conflicts. Baum and Groeling [2010] argue that public opinion is shaped by both elite rhetoric and

the reality of the conflict, but that elite rhetoric is more influential earlier in a conflict when the

information gap between the elites and public is the largest. Additionally, Baum and Potter [2015]

show that public opposition to military action is more robust in states where there is a strong

political opposition and sufficient access to a free media for the public to hear the opposition.

Both international relations and the American politics literature however, have failed to

consider how the role of elite cue-provider could also be filled by credible sources from outside

of the political borders of the state.7 The traditional concept of sovereignty includes the state’s

control of cross-border flows of information. In this view, political leaders have control over the

information that their publics receive from international events, and leaders can strategically se-

lect which international signals their publics receive. In some societies this largely remains true.

For example, North Korea exercises high level of censorship and dominates the media available

domestically. The government’s success in this regard results in the public receiving almost ex-

clusively information that the domestic elite deliberately and strategically send to them. Even in

7Hayes and Guardino [2011] and literature on international organization endorsement of military action Chapman
and Reiter [2004], Chapman [2012], Voeten [2005], Thompson [2006] are exceptions. I expand on how this project
builds on these works below.
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North Korea’s restricted media environment, external information can be very powerful when it

is available. It is precisely because external information can be influential that the North Korean

elites expend so much effort to restrict the flow of information. After all, why would a government

work so hard to censor international sources if they had no impact? However, states with full con-

trol over the information that flows across their borders today are rare. The majority of developed

or democratic states in today’s global system have high levels of media freedom.8 In addition to

the fact that more liberal states currently populate the international arena, advances in technology

make it increasingly difficult for governments to limit information flows. As information has be-

come cheaper for private organizations to distribute and more difficult for governments to control,

the de facto state control of the international flow of information has decreased. Thus, the global

public today receives a wide range of information from both domestic and international sources.

Cues from foreign elites

The robust international media market provides individuals around the globe with a con-

stant stream of messages from international political elites. If people use elite cues to form their

policy preferences, then why should they stop at cues from within their own borders? Citizens

have many potential sources of information, and they should choose to listen to the most reliable

and informative sources available, regardless of geographic origin.

All else held equal, we might expect people to trust their own domestic elites because they

assume a natural alignment of preferences based on national origin. Additionally, in democratic

states, many domestic elites are elected by the public, who arguably select on perceived shared

preferences. However, I argue that in some cases, foreign leaders are in a unique position to

contribute additional information or credibility to the rhetoric provided by the domestic elite. For

example, when the American public was deciding whether to intervene in WWII, the British Royal

couple had more information than any U.S. domestic elite on precisely how desperate the British

were for American support. For this reason, the British Royal couple offered a valuable cue to

8Baum and Potter [2015]
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Americans, and Americans had an incentive to incorporate their cue when deciding whether to

support an intervention. When President Obama traveled to the U.K. to oppose the Brexit in

June 2016, he could speak more authoritatively than any British expert on the challenges to re-

establishing trade agreements between the United States and the U.K.

Some scholars have dismissed cues from foreign elites, claiming that they appear too rarely

in the news to be influential, inherently lack credibility in domestic audiences because they are for-

eign9, or lack credibility because they present unacceptably different opinions10 In their analysis

of news coverage of elite messages during the Iran-Contra affair, Brody and Shapiro [1989] de-

fine elites as “individuals... who by role, experience, or expertise are in a position to comment

on matters of public concern and are seen to be in that position by those who would contribute to

public understanding of these matters,” but omit international sources without explanation. How-

ever, as Hayes and Guardino [2015] note, foreign elites often represent a significant portion of the

opinions presented in the news media, exceeding 25% in one study.11 In addition to being repre-

sented by the domestic media, foreign actors are also often viewed very positively. Around 70%

of Americans approved of Tony Blair during his tenure, and in February 2017, 45% of American

reported approval for Mexican President Enrique Pena Nieto.12 President Obama enjoyed high

favorability ratings worldwide, with more than 75% of respondents in Germany, France, the U.K.,

and Spain in 2016 expressing high confidence in President Obama “to do the right thing regarding

world affairs.”13 Far from being absent or uniformly incredible, foreign elites play a large role in

conveying information to domestic publics. In fact, foreign leaders frequently are more familiar

to the relevant facts that the public needs in order to form opinions over foreign policy options.

Because foreign elites filter and frame much of the information received by the public, they should

be able to play a significant role in public opinion on foreign policy questions.

Some empirical studies have concluded that there is no relationship, even a negative one,

9Entman [2004]
10Hallin and Mancini [2004] See Hayes and Guardino [2011] for a discussion of this literature.
11Althaus [1996, 2003], Entman [2004]
12Gallup. Favorability: People in the News.
13Wike, Poushter, and Zainulbhai. As Obama Years Draw to Close, President and U.S. Seen Favorably in Europe

and Asia. Pew Research Center.
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between foreign elite cues and public opinion.14 However, these studies incorrectly pool foreign

speakers, attributing equal levels of credibility to all such speakers. As with domestic elites, foreign

elites will vary in their perceived credibility. These studies’ null results could be driven by a pool

of speakers which push public opinion in different directions, and therefore have no significant

net effect. In order to estimate the effect of foreign elite cues, it is necessary to first differentiate

between elites and identify which foreign elites would be credible within a given population.

One line of literature has begun to break apart the monolithic “foreigner” by examining the

effect of cues from specific international organizations. Statements from the United Nations can

impact public support for military intervention15 even in the face of abundant cues from domestic

elites.16 Additionally, preferential trade agreements can help the public learn about their own gov-

ernment’s compliance with free trade agreements.17 These studies demonstrate that publics can

get useful information from beyond their borders, but they treat the international organizations as

nonstrategic, honest actors. Additionally, they consider the impact of a single actor, sometimes

treating the UN as a voice of the international community as a whole. The UN is clearly a signifi-

cant actor, but it is only a single voice in a sea of foreign actors regularly represented in the media.

Building off these studies, I seek to examine variation across individual international actors and

identify which of these actors will be influential under what circumstances.

Hayes and Guardino [2011] emphasize the need to consider the domestic conditions of

when foreign elites can be influential. Contrary to the expectations of the field, a large portion of

the U.S. public opposed the 2003 Iraq war even though U.S. domestic elite were unified in their

support for the conflict. Hayes and Guardino find that the “foreign voices” represented in the U.S.

media which opposed the war correlate with the opposition in the U.S. public. They argue that

when there is no domestic voice which resonates with the underlying predispositions of subsets

of the population, then that subset can look outside their borders for cue-givers offering a more

acceptable position.

14Page et al. [1987], Jordan and Page [1992], Brody [1994]
15Chapman and Reiter [2004], Chapman [2012], Hayes and Guardino [2011]
16Guardino [Working Paper]
17Mansfield et al. [2002]
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I build on Hayes and Guardino’s insight that foreign elites can be influential cue-givers and

expand on their theory to specify which foreign elites can be impactful. Hayes and Guardino argue

that foreign elites will be influential in the subset of the population that is predisposed to agree

with their messages. However, I argue that listeners select their speaker based on the speaker’s

credibility rather than the content of the cue that the speaker provides. Theories of motivated

reasoning argue that people are more likely to internalize ideas that are congruent with their pre-

existing beliefs. It is cognitively cheaper for individuals to process information that “fits” with

the ideas they already have about the world. Therefore, as Hayes and Guardino argue, all else

equal, individuals are likely to pay more attention to arguments that fit with their pre-existing

beliefs. However, on questions of specific policy options, the public is unlikely to have a coherent

idea about how policy options cohere with their pre-existing beliefs. Complicated international

interactions can be interpreted in many ways, and the public relies on elites to perform this task

for them. For this reason, I contend that the credibility of the speaker is more important than

the content of their message. In domestic politics, individuals are more likely to support a policy

based on which party they are told endorses it rather than the content of the policy presented.18

When evaluating foreign policy cues, I argue that the public first decides which cue-givers are

most credible and then evaluates the acceptability of their position. For this reason, I believe it

is important to consider the characteristics of the foreign speaker in addition to their message in

order to predict which speakers will be influential in a given audience.

3.2 When are foreign elites credible?

What does “credibility” mean in an international context? Individuals must select from an

enormous number of potential cues, both foreign and domestic, when forming their opinion on

political issues. Scholars of American politics have studied which domestic elites will be viewed

as credible, but how can these characteristics be applied to foreign elites? Lupia and McCubbins

[1998] articulate general characteristics that explain how an individual can evaluate the credibility
18Cohen [2003]
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of a stranger. Cue-givers are credible to an audience when they are both knowledgeable on the

topic and they have preferences that are aligned with the audience’s. Under certain conditions,

foreign cue-givers meet both of these requirements.

When sifting through the pool of opinions (and potential cues), voters hope to take advan-

tage of an expert’s perspective. By cuing off a knowledgeable individual, they benefit from the

information without expending the cost of acquiring and processing the information themselves.

In many foreign policy question, foreign elites have a significant informational advantage over do-

mestic elites. When this is the case, the public will prefer to delegate the information processing

task to the foreign elites and thus choose to rely on foreign cues. This leads to the prediction that

foreign leaders who are perceived as more knowledgeable will have a higher potential influence on

domestic opinion.

Certain leaders are perceived as more knowledgeable due to the country that they are from.

For example, a foreign leader will be more knowledgeable about the policies of his own country

than the domestic elites of the target audience. U.S. presidents will have better information about

U.S. policy than domestic elites of other countries. This information may be especially important

to the residents of countries allied with the U.S. and relying on U.S. support, such as Ukraine in the

2015 crisis, or even potential military opponents of the U.S., such as Russia in the same conflict.

Insofar as the foreign policy of other countries is important to a public, they will necessarily be

interested in consuming information from foreign political elites about what their policy is likely to

be. Additionally, foreign leaders will have an informational advantage when talking about issues

that are prevalent in their state. For example, leaders from Brazil will be able to speak author-

itatively about the problem of deforestation, whereas leaders from Swaziland, a country which

experiences extremely high rate of AIDS, can speak credibly on the effects of the disease. Both

foreign and domestic elites’ cues are evaluated on the speaker’s perceived level of knowledge, and

this gives foreign leaders more sway than domestic elites on certain topics.

In addition to their perceived level of knowledge, a speaker’s perceived preferences shape

whether they will be persuasive to an audience. If the speaker has the same preferences as the
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audience, than the audience can safely assume that if they have the same level of information, they

would come to the same conclusion. A knowledgeable but strategic elite with different preferences

than the audience may choose to misinform the audience, and thereby manipulate the audience

into supporting a policy that is contrary to their preferences. Knowing this, the audience must be

certain enough of the aligned preferences between themselves and the speaker so that the risks of

accepting the best available cues are not outweighed by the costs of expending effort to gather their

own information (or by the costs of not taking any action at all). In order for a foreign political elite

to influence public opinion in a different state, they must be perceived by the targeted audience

as both knowledgeable and as having preferences that are aligned with the audience. Without

a knowledgeable cue-giver, the public would simply be following another well-intentioned blind

man. Without a cue-giver with aligned preferences, the public could be deliberately led in the

wrong direction.

Both domestic and foreign elite can be credible cue-givers for an audience, but voters can-

not always use the same criteria to evaluate the credibility of foreign elites that they use to evaluate

domestic elites. When do citizens view foreign elites as having preferences that are aligned with

their own? As when evaluating policy options, citizens evaluate the preference alignment of speak-

ers using informative shortcuts, or heuristics.19 Individuals frequently simplify information they

receive by utilizing cognitive categorization, placing specific cases into general categories.20 For

example, if we know that Obama is a member of the Democratic party, we can put him in the

“Democrat” category. If we do not know his stance on marriage equality, but we know that he is a

Democrat and we know that most Democrats support marriage equality, we can guess that Obama

also supports marriage equality. While this bet will not always be correct, for many individuals

the decreased cognitive effort is worth the risk. When observing foreign speakers, people can use

the limited information available about the speaker to place them into simplified categories. They

can then use these categories to infer characteristics about the speaker that they do not actually

have information about. This type of categorization can be applied to an individual’s guess about

19Popkin [1994], Sniderman et al. [1991]
20Rosch [1978], Conover and Feldman [1989]
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whether or not a foreign speaker has preferences that are aligned with their own on a given policy.

Scholars in American politics have identified a set of heuristics that voters can use to decide

whether to trust a given speaker in domestic political dialogue.21 However, the heuristics that are

generally thought to drive persuasion in domestic politics are often not available for international

speakers, and there are informative characteristics about international speakers that are not present

at the domestic level. The relevant heuristics that voters use to evaluate international cues will be

different for three reasons.

First, the public is less likely to have any information about a foreign speaker that can be

used as a heuristic. An audience can only use a heuristic if they have the relevant information about

the speaker, and the public is less familiar with foreign than domestic speakers. For example, only

23% of Americans said they “didn’t know” whether they approved of Obama’s dealing with U.S.-

German relations, but 35% of American expressed no opinion about German Chancellor Merkel.

Similarity, 7% of Germans had no opinion on Merkel’s performance, while 10% had no opinion on

Obama. In both populations, respondents were less informed about the foreign leader’s policy.22

For this reason, the perceived credibility of a foreign leader is contingent on his ability to get

attention (and increase the public knowledge about him) and the media infrastructure of the target

country. Foreign leaders vary significantly in their ability to draw attention within an audience,

and this in turn shapes their ability to persuade an audience.23

Second, some of the heuristics theorized to be important in the domestic context simply do

not exist for international speakers. For example, party ID rarely extends across borders, and so

the audience is unlikely to be able to glean information about the speaker based on the speaker’s

party because the party ID will not be meaningful within the domestic political context. Therefore,

an audience would not be able to determine the credibility of a foreign speaker based on party ID

as they might a domestic political elite.24

21[Rahn, 1993, Campbell et al., 1960, Baum and Groeling, 2010]
22Germany and the United State: Reliable Allies. Pew Research Center. May 7, 2015.
23I expand on these conditions on Sections 2.1 and 2.2.
24In some cases, other heuristics, such as a foreign speaker’s ideology and domestic endorsements, can fill the gap

left by party ID. I expand on these below.
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Finally, the fact that foreign speakers are from other countries provides a new a heuristic

that is not available for domestic speakers: the speaker’s home country. The domestic elites in the

United States are all American, and so the speaker’s country of origin cannot aid the audience in

distinguishing between domestic speakers. However, the country of origin of a foreign speaker

can serve as a useful heuristic because people often have prior information and opinions about

foreign countries. While few Americans have an informed opinion of German Chancellor Angela

Merkel as an individual, a much larger proportion have some opinion about Germany as a country.

News reports of foreign visitors nearly always state the speaker’s country of origin, and thus it is a

cognitively cheap tool to use in evaluating speakers.

The heuristics an audience uses to evaluate a foreign speaker differ from the heuristics that

they use to evaluate a domestic speaker both because common domestic heuristics are unavailable

and because there are additional international heuristics that do not exist in the domestic context.

These heuristics can be divided into individual level characteristics and country level character-

istics. A citizen will find a foreign speaker trustworthy when either: 1) the audience sees the

individual as trustworthy due to previous beliefs about the speaker’s ideology or endorsements the

speaker receives, or 2) the audience sees the individual’s home country as trustworthy due to pre-

vious beliefs about the relationship between their two countries or due to their personal interaction

with the speaker’s home country.

Heuristics about individual leaders

The first, and most blunt, heuristic tool a public could use to determine the trustworthiness

of a foreign speaker is the endorsement from domestic actors who they know more about and

in whose trustworthiness they already have a belief. The audience’s previous knowledge of the

endorser makes it cognitively “cheap” to adopt the endorser’s evaluation of the speaker.25

Proposition 1a. All else equal, audiences will view foreign speakers who are endorsed by credible

domestic cue-givers as trustworthy. They will view foreign speakers who are condemned by a

25Mondak [1993]
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credible cue-giver as less trustworthy.

For example, when Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu came to the U.S. in 2015 to oppose the

nuclear agreement with Iran, few Americans had sufficient understanding of the complex situation

to determine whether Netanyahu’s interests on the topic were aligned with their own. However,

they could use the endorsement of the Republican leadership in order to infer whether their prefer-

ences were aligned. When the Republican leadership invited Netanyahu and praised his platform,

they signaled to their constituents that Netanyahu’s interests were aligned with their own. The day

before Netanyahu arrived in the U.S., Republican Majority Leader McConnell called him “a true

friend of the United States” on the Senate floor, emphasizing aligned preferences between Israel

and the U.S.: “Our nations face many common threats. Strengthening this relationship makes each

of us safer.”26 While the audience knew little about Netanyahu’s specific preferences, many knew

that he was endorsed by the Republican leadership. As a result, Republican survey respondents

reported support for Netanyahu, while Democratic respondents did not. Democratic leadership

largely condemned Netanyahu and his visit. As a result, Democrats dramatically decreased their

support for Netanyahu’s platform during his visit.27

In this theory, I focus on the agency of the visiting leader rather than the strategy of the

foreign government they are visiting. However, because the reception of the speaker depends on

the political context within the foreign state, the actions of the domestic political elite have large

strategic implications. A domestic elite will endorse a foreign elite when they have the same policy

preferences, but the foreign elite brings some additional level of knowledge or relevance to the dia-

logue which enhances the credibility of the message. For example, Netanyahu’s position as Israel’s

prime minister puts him at the front line of a potential conflict with Iran. Additionally, Netanyahu

has high credibility with many Jewish Americans. In this way, the domestic elite benefits from

combining his credibility with the foreign speaker’s knowledge and credibility.

The speaker’s perceived ideology is a second heuristic that the audience can use to evaluate

a foreign speaker’s credibility. While party ID rarely extends across borders, there is frequently
26McConnell Welcomes Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. February 15, 2017.
27Jeffrey M. Jones. March 11, 2015. Americans’ Views of Netanyahu Less Positive Post-Visit. Gallup.
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an alignment in ideology between parties in different states. Thus while it is not the party name

itself which serves as a heuristic, the media presentation of the aligned ideologies is an effective

substitute. If the media presents an ideological description of the speaker or the speaker’s party,

then citizens in the target state can categorize that speaker relative to their own ideology. When

that ideology aligns with their own, they are more likely to perceive that speaker as having aligned

preferences with themselves.28

Proposition 1b. All else held equal, subsets of target audiences that share a speaker’s ideology

will view that foreign speakers as more trustworthy than subsets that do not share the speaker’s

ideology.

For example, the former British Prime Minister Tony Blair was a member of the Center-

Left party Labour Party, and would therefore be more compelling to Democrats in the United States

than Republicans. In contrast, Prime Minister David Cameron, a member of the Conservative

Party, would be less compelling to Democrats than to Republicans. This is because Americans can

categorize Cameron as a conservative, and, if they consider themselves conservative, extrapolate

alignment of preferences on specific issues. This heuristic requires an additional cognitive “step” in

comparison to the party ID, and therefore would be more difficult for a public to apply than a direct

party ID heuristic. However, where the foreign leader is perceived as sufficiently knowledgeable

and relevant, the audience will have more of an incentive to decide whether they trust the speaker.

The two major parties of the British political system map onto the American system in a

fairly direct way. This ideological cue will be more difficult, and therefore less useful, for speakers

from states with relatively complex party systems. For example, Brazil boasts 14 political par-

ties that have at least 10 seats in Congress, and therefore their leader’s political ideology is more

difficult to describe to an American audience with a mere clause in a news article. Additionally,

some countries are sufficiently different in their overall political spectrum that any head of state,

regardless of party, would be considered untrustworthy. For example, American leaders across the

ideological spectrum have viewed Iran as an adversary since the 1979 revolution. For this reason,
28Conover and Feldman [1986]
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regardless of the Iranian head of government’s position on the political spectrum within Iran, most

Americans would receive them warily. I expand on this country-level variation below.

Scholars have long claimed that citizens use endorsement and ideological cues to evaluate

candidates in domestic politics. These characteristics (unlike other common domestic cues) extend

usefully beyond political borders and thus allow audiences to decide cheaply which foreign speak-

ers have preferences aligned with their own. Rather than arguing whether foreign elites can be

persuasive in a domestic audience, these characteristics allow us to build on the existing literature

on foreign elite cues by predicting which foreign elites are likely to be influential.

Home country: an additional heuristic in the international context

The piece of information that audiences are most likely to know about a foreign speaker is

the country that they are from. Individuals are likely to have prior information about the interest

of these foreign countries, and so this label can be a useful heuristic in categorizing the credibility

of foreign speakers. This variation is apparent at a general level in approval data. Citizens of

Venezuela might believe that the United States has historically meddled in their domestic politics

to benefit American interests with little concern for consequences facing the Venezuelan public. In

Venezuela, approval ratings of the U.S. are relatively low, at 51%. On the other hand citizens of

the Philippines generally see the United States as a historic ally whose actions have benefited the

Philippine public. This shows up in surveys, in which 92% of Filipinos report a favorable opinion

of the U.S.29 Similarly, American citizens view the United Kingdom as a general ally of the U.S.,

having supported the Iraqi and Afghanistan coalitions, whereas they view France as unsupportive

due to their opposition to the same initiatives. As a result, 79% of Americans view Great Britain

favorably, while only 59% of Americans have a favorable view of France.

The factors that shape whether individual members of a public view a foreign leader as

credible based on his country of origin fall into two main categories. First, an individual might view

the credibility of a foreign speaker based on the country-level bilateral relationship between the

29Pew Research Center. U.S. Favorability.
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foreign leader’s country of origin and their own country. That is, the public forms their perception

of a foreign leader’s credibility based on whether they think the “national interests” of the leader’s

country has historically been aligned with the interests of their home state. As a result, citizens are

more likely to view leaders from states that have historically acted on aligned preferences with the

target state as being more trustworthy. For example, if an individual knows that Angela Merkel

is the Chancellor of Germany, and that Germany has been a historic ally of the United States,

the individual might impute that Angela Merkel’s preferences are aligned with the United States.

These heuristics are not always correct, but they are correct enough that the increase in error is

worth the decrease in cognitive cost.

Proposition 1c. All else equal, audiences will view foreign speakers from countries that have

similar expressed preferences as the destination state as trustworthy.

Each country-level bilateral international relationship is multifaceted, and whether the au-

dience has a cooperative or adversarial connotation of a given state depends on which facets of that

relationship have been highlighted by media that they consume. Russia has been a recent ally to

the U.S. in the fight against ISIS, but a historic opponent of the U.S. throughout the Cold War and

the more recent conflict in the Ukraine. While a large section of the American population contin-

ues to see Russian President Putin as an adversary, Donald Trump’s re-framing of the relationship

to focus on potential cooperation has shifted perspectives among segments of the American public

that view Trump as a credible source. Since the election in 2016, Republicans and Democrats have

switched stances on Russia. In early 2016, 27% of Republicans and 20% of Democrats stated that

they viewed Russia as an adversary. By January 2017, this flipped, as 20% of Republicans and

38% of Democrats think Russia is an adversary.30

Second, while country-level factors are likely to shape the public’s view of whether they

have aligned preferences with a foreign leader, there also exists crucial sub-national variation in

whether individuals view themselves as having aligned preferences with that leader’s country of

30U.S. public sees Russian role in campaign hacking, but is divided over new sanctions. Pew Research Center.
January 10, 2017.
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origin. In other words, the manner in which the public evaluates the speaker’s country of origin

depends on the way they personally relate to that country. As a result, a foreign speaker may be

credible only within a specific subset of an audience.

Proposition 1d. All else equal, subsets of the target audience which view their own interests as

aligned with the foreign speaker’s home country will view the speaker as trustworthy.

For example, some individuals feel attached to foreign countries due to their personal an-

cestry. Berinsky [2007] shows that in the 1930s, Americans of British descent were more likely

to support American intervention into WWII, whereas Americans of German descent were more

likely to oppose intervention. Individuals from families that originate from the speaker’s home

country are more likely to view that leader as credible due to their shared national origin. Addi-

tionally, globalization has resulted in some subsets of the population being differentially affected

by the trade relationship between their home state and specific foreign countries. For example,

certain segments of the American public face greater economic costs as a result of U.S.-China

trade, which has a significant effect on their political preferences.31 Individuals who personally

benefit from trade with the speaker’s country are more likely to view that leader as having aligned

economic preferences with their own, and are therefore more likely to view that leader as a credible

cue-giver.

3.3 Conclusion

This chapter presents the first of two mechanisms through which going public abroad can

be valuable to a leader: under specific conditions, leaders can shape the public dialogue in foreign

countries, thereby shifting the range of policies which that country is likely to implement. I argue

that there are three conditions necessary for a leader to be able to persuade a foreign audience.

Leaders can be persuasive in a foreign audience when they are seen as credible by that audience,

when their relevance to that audience drives the media to cover them, and when the media infras-
31Autor et al [2013], Kuk et al [2017]
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tructure in the target state allows for the diffusion of their message. Further, leaders will invest time

into this tool when the foreign audience can constrain their government on valuable policy issues.

When these conditions are met, political leaders can affect international outcomes with low-cost

speech by influencing the public opinion of audiences in other countries. Public diplomacy works

because citizens rely on low cost signals to form their opinions, and foreign leader can contribute

to these low-cost signals.

This dynamic can be conceptualized in terms of supply and demand. Because individuals

rely on low information rationality, they require foreign cues when the foreign speakers are knowl-

edgeable and credible. This is the “demand” for the message. Because public opinion in foreign

countries shape international outcomes, leaders have an incentive to “supply” these messages when

the public can influence their state’s policy. Access to a free press and the relevance of the foreign

speaker both reduce the transaction costs, and increase the ability of the leader to convey the cue

and the ability of the audience to receive it. In order for a persuasive visit to occur, there must be

both sufficient supply and demand. If a leader values the influence greatly, they may invest in a

visit even though the influence is small. Alternatively, if a leader can have a large influence on a

public, but does not have an interest in influencing that public, then there will be no action.

This chapter extends the observation that foreign leaders can influence foreign publics to

examine when and where a political leader will want to use this influence. Insofar as public opinion

in foreign states can drive or constrain the policy of those states, the public opinion in foreign states

is important to a political leader’s interests. Thus domestic elites are not the only actors who have

an incentive to attempt to shape the policy preferences of their audience. Because no country

conducts foreign policy in a vacuum, elites have an incentive to influence foreign audiences to

adopt policy preferences that are favorable to their own state. The plethora of cheap talk that

floods our airwaves, though low-cost, is still valuable under certain conditions, both to the political

leader engaging in the speech and to the publics relying on elite cues to form their opinions over

policy issues. For example, during the recent nuclear negotiations with Iran, the U.S. public was

exposed to information provided by the U.N., Israeli leader Benjamin Netanyahu, Iranian President
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Hassan Rohani, German Chancellor Angela Merkel, in addition to a number of domestic voices.

All of these foreign sources received significant media attention, introduced new perspectives to

the domestic discourse, and bolstered the credibility of arguments made by domestic elites. This

theory tells us when leaders will be persuasive, and thus produces propositions that predict which

leaders will be more able to gather attention and therefore will be more persuasive than others.
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Chapter 4

Can leaders change foreign opinions? Two

cases of persuasion

Two months before Britain declared war on Germany in 1939, the King and Queen of

England made their first ever visit to the U.S., touring five states with U.S. President Roosevelt and

– much to their chagrin – eating hot dogs at his estate in New York. The U.K. faced rising tensions

with Germany and a resulting existential crisis at home. Nevertheless, the Royal couple found it

worthwhile to spend precious time abroad, attempting to win over the American public. At the

time, U.S. President Roosevelt privately favored supporting Britain in the war, but strong domestic

isolationist sentiment prevented him from doing so. Britain needed to win over the American

public in order to secure the support of the American government, and so embarked on an extended

campaign with the aim of swaying public opinion in its favor. The royal visit was the linchpin of

this effort.

Seventy-seven years later, U.S. President Barack Obama crossed the Atlantic in the other

direction to interject his opinion into the Brexit debate. The British public was closely divided,

and the United States did not want to lose the benefits associated with a unified ally in the E.U.

Obama urged the British to reject the Brexit referendum, insisting that it would damage the trade

relationship between the United States and Great Britain. In a highly televised press conference,
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Obama explicitly claimed to be addressing the British public:

I don’t anticipate that anything I’ve said will change the position of those who are
leading the campaigns in one direction or the other, but for ordinary voters I thought it
would be relevant to hear what the president of the United States, who loves the British
people and cares deeply about this relationship, has to say.1

Did these leaders actually persuade foreign publics? I argue that leaders can persuade

specific subsets of the foreign audience that pay attention to their message and find them credible.

Thus far, the empirical component of this dissertation has examined large-n correlations predicting

foreign public attention and the correlation between attention and international visits. On average,

publics pay more attention to leaders of countries that are geographically close, that have influence

over international outcomes that are important to them, and that have very similar or very different

expressed preferences. However, this analysis cannot shed light on whether increased attention

produces a shift in public opinion. Raising attention is necessary but not sufficient to persuade a

foreign audience. In order to have a useful impact, leaders need to actually change public opinion

on relevant policy issues.

This chapter examines the circumstances and consequences of two international trips aimed

to persuade a foreign public: U.S. President Obama’s 2016 trip to the U.K. during the Brexit

debate and the British Royal couple’s 1939 trip to the United States when the United States was

considering intervention in WWII. I find that the leaders were indeed able to sway foreign public

opinion in their favor. This shift occurred specifically among portions of the targeted audience who

were likely to view the foreign leaders as credible because of their shared preferences.

These two cases provide both a contemporary and a historical example of international

public diplomacy as persuasion. They consider the United Kingdom and the United States as both

the object and the instigator of this tool. They examine persuasion as it relates to both political

economy and security policy questions. Additionally, they represent cases where the visiting leader

addressed a specific policy issue on which there is survey data needed to test my core hypotheses.

1Nadia Khomami. Barack Obama: post-Brexit trade deal with U.K. could take 10 years. The Guardian. April 24,
2016.
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This chapter makes two central contributions. I use unique data to present a real world

case where a leader’s cue had a causal effect on public opinion in a foreign country. Previous re-

search on cues from foreign elites focuses mainly on international organizations and conducts tests

either in the artificial environment of survey experiments or using observational data with major

threats to inference. Showing that individual leaders can cause meaningful shifts to foreign public

opinion in a real-world setting illuminates an added tool in leaders’ tool belt that has important

strategic implications. Second, the cases in this chapter show support for the specific mechanism

of persuasion proposed by my theory. By identifying segments of the population that are likely to

view the foreign leader as credible and showing that heterogeneous shifts in public opinion occur

specifically among those segments, I demonstrate that foreign leaders can impact public opinion

in predictable and meaningful ways. I observe these effects even in these cases of very publicly

salient policy issues, where one might expect additional cues to have negligible effects.

I argue that, in order for a foreign leader to persuade an audience, three conditions must

be met. First, the targeted public must have sufficient access to free media. Second, the foreign

leader must be relevant to the targeted public, meaning that the audience is sufficiently familiar

with the foreign leader and therefore equipped to evaluate the foreign leader’s credibility. Finally,

the audience must believe that the leader has preferences that are sufficiently aligned with their

own, making the leader a credible cue-giver.

In this chapter, I first establish that both of the cases meet the first two conditions of suf-

ficient media access and leader relevance, explaining the high levels of attention both leaders re-

ceived. I then identify the subsets of the targeted audience that are likely to view the visiting leader

as credible, and therefore will be swayed by the visit. In the Brexit case, I argue that British voters

who benefited directly from trade with the U.S. were most likely to view President Obama as a

credible cue-giver because they shared Obama’s preference for maintaining strong U.S.-U.K. trade

ties. I leverage local-level trade data combined with an annual Pew survey that was conducted

during Obama’s visit to show that British voters that had high reliance on exports to the U.S. in-

creased their approval of the E.U. following Obama’s interjection. In the second case, I use surveys
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on support for American intervention in WWII and exploit variation in geographic proximity to

the British King and Queen’s route to show that the Royals were able to increase support for inter-

vention among parts of the American population. I use two measures of Royal credibility within

the American population. First, I examine the change in support for intervention within Americans

who approved of President Roosevelt, who hosted and endorsed the British visitors. Second, I

implement a two-stage auxiliary instrumental variable analysis to predict which Americans had a

father born in a country allied with the U.K. in WWII. I find that, within the states that the Royal

couple visited, both of these groups increased their support for intervention in WWII significantly

more than other Americans.

Together, these two cases demonstrate that foreign leaders were able to gather the attention

in countries where they were perceived as relevant and where the public had sufficient access to

media, and that they were further able to shift the expressed opinions of the subsets of the targeted

audience that perceived them to have aligned preferences.

4.1 The “Back of the Queue”: Obama on Brexit, 2016

In the spring of 2016, the British people and politicians were hotly debating whether or

not the U.K. should remain a member of the European Union, leading up to the much anticipated

“Brexit” referendum. Two months before the vote, U.S. President Barack Obama actively entered

the debate by visiting the U.K. and vocally opposing the movement to leave the E.U. At the time,

much of the existing discussion surrounding Brexit centered on its expected economic outcomes.

Opponents argued that the loss of the trade agreements with the E.U. and other states around the

world would devastate the British economy, while proponents claimed that Britain would easily

renegotiate these trade deals because their trade partners also could not afford to lose the trade.

Rejecting the claims of the Brexit proponents, Obama argued that if the U.K. left the E.U., then it

would be at the “back of the queue” of countries seeking to establish a trade deal with the United

States. As a result, Brexit would significantly damage the long-term trade relationship between the
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United States and the United Kingdom.

Relating this case back to the theory presented in Chapter 2, Obama was a foreign leader

seeking to increase British public support for his preferred policy: rejecting Brexit. In this study, I

will first outline the shape of the debate with the U.K. prior to Obama’s visit and discuss Obama’s

interjection into the domestic debate. I argue that Obama was both extremely relevant to the British

audience and highly accessible to that audience due to the extent and freedom of British media.

Using data on media coverage of Obama’s visit combined with public attention (in the

form of Google searches), I present evidence that, as predicted, Obama was very successful in

capturing the attention of the British public. I then demonstrate that Obama’s visit did indeed

influence public support for Brexit, specifically among the subsets of the population that were

likely to perceive Obama as a credible cue-giver. Media outlets which had declared opposition to

Brexit allocated more space to his opinion and continued to focus on particular themes and phrases

used in his speech throughout the debate over the following months. Second, at the individual

level, British voters living in regions that had higher levels of exports to the U.S. were more likely

to express approval of the E.U. directly following his speech. I conclude by evaluating Obama’s

incentives to attempt to persuade the British public when he did. This is a case in which a foreign

leader shifted the debate surrounding a specific policy issue and persuaded an audience abroad

to adopt views more aligned with his own. Additionally, patterns of whom Obama was able to

persuade show support for the mechanisms outlined in my theory.

The Brexit debate: the lay of the land before Obama’s visit

The question of Britain’s role in the E.U. has long divided the British people. Britain was

hesitant to join initially, and remained only as an “awkward partner.”2 Eurosceptics successfully

resisted adopting the Euro and the Schengen agreement, which removed barriers to travel between

some European states, and continued to loudly criticize the existing levels of U.K.-E.U. integration.

In early 2013, British Prime Minister David Cameron promised that if his Conservative party won

2Stephen [1998]
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the 2015 general election, they would give the British people the “simple choice” of whether or

not to stay in the E.U.3 At the time, only 10% of the British public supported leaving the E.U.,

and this promise placated the anti-E.U. elements in Cameron’s own party at a seemingly low cost.

However, anti-E.U. sentiment increased over the next several years, driven in part by the influx of

immigrants into Europe. By 2015, a substantial portion of the public demanded the opportunity

to vote on E.U. membership. In February, 2016, the referendum was scheduled for that June,

kick-starting expansive political campaigns and a raucous public debate.

Discussion hinged mainly on the expected economic implications of Brexit. Nearly half

of the news articles published on the referendum during the campaign focused on economic ques-

tions,4 and surveys indicated that a significant portion of the British population were basing their

opinion on economic considerations. In a mid-April poll, 32% of respondents reported that the

impact on Britain’s economy would be very important in helping them decide how to vote, and

18% reported it was the most important issue.5

The Remain camp, headed by Prime Minister David Cameron and MP George Osborne,

argued that the U.K. would be safer and economically stronger if it stayed in the E.U. They insisted

that the uncertainty of leaving the E.U. would greatly damage their economy and emphasized

that a decision to leave the organization would be permanent. The E.U. constituted the largest

trade agreement in history, and the Remain campaign argued that membership protected British

businesses.

The Leave campaign, led by former London Mayor Boris Johnson, Labour MP Gisela

Stuart, and Member of the European Parliament (MEP) and leader of the United Kingdom Inde-

pendence Party (UKIP) Nigel Farage, argued that, while a noble dream, the E.U. was fatally flawed

and ultimately a failed experiment. The Leave campaign emphasized that the E.U. lacked trans-

parency, was over-regulated, and infringed on Britain’s right to self-governance. A documentary

supporting Brexit, which received 1.5 million views on the day of the referendum, exclaimed: “We

3David Cameron promises in/out referendum on E.U. BBC. January 23. 2013.
4Moore and Ramsay [2017]
5Ipsos MORI. Political Monitor. April 2017.
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Figure 4.1: British public support for Brexit, January 1-June 23, 2016

don’t like being bossed around by a bunch of bureaucrats.”

Prominent politicians came out in support of both sides of the debate. This policy question

and the drama surrounding the political elites’ discussion dominated the news media from when

the referendum was announced in February until the vote in June. A study of 20 primary news

outlets in the U.K. found that there were 14,774 articles on the referendum during the 10 week

campaign, representing 48.3% of all news and opinion articles on U.K. political issues published

in the country.6 The British public was equally engaged in the debate. In surveys before the vote,

less than 10% of the respondents stated that they would not vote in the referendum. This high level

of engagement was apparent on June 23rd when 72% of the population turned out for the vote,

higher than any general election in the U.K. since 1992.

In the month before the vote, the British public was divided by extremely narrow margins.

Figure 4.1 shows the aggregate polls from January 2016 until the vote.7 While the Remain camp

sustained a narrow lead, the gap was never above 10 points and most often less than a 4 point

difference. Additionally, a substantial portion of the public remained undecided. At the time of

Obama’s visit, between 6 and 13% of respondents reported that they were undecided on Brexit,

and support for the two sides was statistically indistinguishable.

6Moore and Ramsay [2017]
7NatCen Social Research. What UK Thinks Poll of Polls.
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Obama’s interjection

Obama arrived in the United Kingdom on April 22, 2016 for a three day visit. In addition

to having lunch with the Queen, dinner with the Duke and Duchess of Cambridge, and a town hall

meeting with British youth, Obama spoke at a highly publicized joint press conference with David

Cameron. This press conference centered around the question of Brexit, and Obama stated bluntly

that he opposed the idea: “the United Kingdom is at its best when it’s helping to lead a strong

Europe. It leverages U.K. power to be part of the European Union.”

His argument against Brexit focused primarily on its implications for the U.S.-U.K. trade

relationship. While proponents of Brexit had argued that the loss of trade from leaving the E.U.

would be minimal, Obama insisted that it would be a time consuming and expensive process to

rebuild trade agreements:

I think it’s fair to say that maybe some point down the line, there might be a U.K.-U.S.
trade agreement, but it’s not going to happen anytime soon, because our focus is in
negotiating with a big bloc, the European Union, to get a trade agreement done, and
the U.K. is going to be in the back of the queue. [emphasis added]

Both campaigns made claims about whether it would be easy to re-establish a trade agree-

ment with the U.S. if the U.K. exited the E.U. As the U.S. president, Obama can offer a more

authoritative perspective on future U.S. trade policy that was not domestically available. In this,

he clearly opposed the idea that trade deals will be quickly re-established, and emphasized the

damage that Brexit would create in the trade relationship between the U.S. and the U.K. Obama

reiterated this stance in an interview with the BBC’s Huw Edwards on April 24th and in an op-ed

published in the British daily newspaper The Telegraph on April 22nd, entitled: “As your friend,

let me say that the E.U. makes Britain even greater.”8

The statement received a mixed response from British political elites. Prime Minister

Cameron stood at Obama’s side during his speech and said that Obama “is a very good friend

and always will be a good friend, I know, to the United Kingdom,” Additionally, He emphasized

8Barack Obama: As your friend, let me say that the E.U. makes Britain even greater. The Telegraph. April 22,
2016.
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that the U.S. and the U.K. were “kindred spirits, who share the same values.” However, Brexit pro-

ponents took offense to his interjection. Former London Mayor Boris Johnson wrote in a leading

British daily newspaper, The Sun, that Obama was being hypocritical in opposing Brexit because

the U.S. would never submit to such violations of its sovereignty.9 Conservative MP Jacob Rees-

Mogg wrote that “it is wonderfully arrogant and presumptuous of a foreign leader to think that he

can lay down the law for the United Kingdom.”10 Conservative MEP Daniel Hannon tweeted “I

accept that there may be some arguments for staying in the E.U. Humouring Barack Obama is not

one of them.” Others merely dismissed Obama’s stance. Conservative MP Dominic Raab claimed

Obama was just a “lame-duck American president doing an old British friend a political favour”

and Former Defense Secretary Liam Fox said that Obama’s opinion was “largely irrelevant” be-

cause of his lame-duck status.11

British public attention to Obama

Amidst this flurry of political elite argumentation, what was the British public response to

Obama’s speech? My theory of foreign elite persuasion asserts that in order for a leader to persuade

a foreign audience, the audience must have access to a free press, the leader must be relevant to that

audience, and the audience must see the leader as credible. While not all British citizens believed

Obama shared their preferences, the first two conditions are well met by this case. Obama was

extremely relevant to the British public and the British public had high access to a free press.

Obama was an important character in the British media due to the United States’ global role

as an economic powerhouse and political decision maker. Because Obama’s decisions and U.S.

policy directly affected the British people, Britons were interested in consuming news about him.

To fill this demand, the British news media frequently featuresd him, and the British public was

familiar with Obama as an individual. When asked if they had confidence that Obama would do the

9Boris Johnson: UK and America can be better friends than ever Mr. Obama... if we LEAVE the E.U. The Sun.
April 22, 2016.

10Barack Obama’s unwanted intervention should spur on the Brexit campaign. Mirror. March 26, 2016.
11Backlash after Barack Obama E.U. referendum intervention. April 23, 2016. BBC.
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right thing regarding world affairs, only 1.4% responded that they had no opinion. In comparison,

nearly four times as many reported that they had no opinion about Russian President Vladimir

Putin.12 Obama’s high level of relevance to the British public was also evidenced by the high

level of attention paid to him, even when he was not visiting the country. In 2015 (the year before

Obama’s visit), Google searches for “Obama” in the U.K. were twice as frequent as searches for

“Putin” and 7 times as frequent as searches for “Merkel.”13 As a result, it was cognitively cheap

for the British public to evaluate the credibility of Obama’s statements.

Second, the British media infrastructure was one of the most developed of the world. Over

99% of households in the U.K. had a television and 89.8% of the population used the internet.

This foundation allowed for the broad dissemination of ideas from media sources to the public.

Additionally, Britain boasted a high level of press freedom. Reporters Without Borders gave them

a score of 22.26, placing them in the top quarter of countries in the world and a few spots above the

United States. There were over 200 independent news outlets in the U.K. that offer a wide range

of perspectives, with many openly supporting each side of the Brexit debate.

Based on the high level of relevance and media access in this case, my theory of indirect

diplomacy expects Obama’s speech to draw significant attention from the British public. This was

indeed the case. Obama’s visit and outspoken stance in the polarizing referendum, along with the

political drama that it produced, earned him considerable media coverage. The Guardian, The

Telegraph, The Times, Express, the Financial Times, and the Independent, six of Britain’s largest

daily news outlets, each featured cover stories on Obama’s opposition to Brexit during his visit. In

order to systematically evaluate the magnitude of the media coverage that Obama received from

a variety of news outlets, I gathered all articles which contained the word “Obama” published

between February 1, 2016 and July 1, 2016 from 15 British media outlets.14 This time range

begins three weeks before the referendum was formally proclaimed (six weeks before Obama’s

12Pew Global Attitudes Survey, 2015.
13Google Trends: Obama, Putin, and Merkel in 2015.
14I select my sources following the analysis of media coverage by Moore and Ramsay [2017]. I examine articles by

the Daily Mail, the Daily Mirror, The Daily Record, The Daily Star, The Daily Star Sunday, the Financial Times, The
Mail on Sunday, Metro, the Sunday Express, The Daily Telegraph, The Evening Standard, The Guardian, the New
Statesman, The Observer, The Spectator, The Times and The Sunday Times.

81

http://www.pewglobal.org/2015/05/27/spring-2015-survey-data/
https://trends.google.com/trends/explore?geo=GB&q=obama,putin,merkel 


Figure 4.2: News articles in the UK containing the word “Obama”

visit was publicly announced)15 and runs through one week after the referendum. Figure 4.2

shows the distribution of these articles over time. Obama’s visit and speech received a significant

amount of coverage in the British news media. There was an initial spike of articles that discussed

Obama on March 16, 2016, when the President’s plan to visit the U.K. was announced. A second

spike occurred during his visit, beginning on April 22nd. On the week of his visit, around 9% of

the articles published in these outlets mentioned Obama. On April 22, 2016, the day of Obama’s

speech, there were 130 news articles which mentioned Obama in the British media, on average

over 8 articles per news outlet.

In addition to giving Obama high levels of attention, the media paid specific attention to

Obama’s claim that U.K. trade interests would be damaged by Brexit. Of the 130 articles that men-

tioned Obama on the day of his speech, 21.5% discussed the Transatlantic Trade and Investment

Partnership (TTIP). This focus on the trade agreement emphasized both Obama’s joint interests

with some parts of the British population and a key strength of the Remain campaign. Of the arti-

cles that discussed Obama on the day after his speech, 38% quoted his line that the U.K. would be

at “the back of the queue” for future trade negotiations with the U.S. This point was discussed both

by the Remain campaign as a valid point of consideration and by the Leave campaign as another

example of a foreigner sticking his nose into British affairs.

Furthermore, Obama’s trip drew significant public attention. Figure 4.3 shows the num-

15Statement by the Press Secretary on the President’s Travel to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and the United King-
dom Office of the Press Secretary. March 16, 2016.
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Figure 4.3: Google search volume of “Obama” from within the UK

ber of Google searches for the word “Obama” from within the U.K. between February and July,

2016.16 Attention increased by 400% during the week of his visit. There was a similar jump

in attention to the specific Brexit question which Obama highlighted: Trade agreements between

the U.S. and the U.K. At the time, the U.S. was negotiating the Transatlantic Trade and Invest-

ment Partnership (TTIP) with the E.U. If Brexit passed, it would exclude the U.K. from this trade

agreement. Figure 4.4 shows the jump in public attention to the term “TTIP” following Obama’s

speech.17 Interest in TTIP spiked again at the Brexit vote, on June 24th. Before Obama’s speech,

interest in TTIP hovered around 8% of the peak number of searches on June 24th. After Obama’s

speech, interest in “TTIP” was significantly higher, around 15-20% of the June 24th peak. On May

2nd, ten days after Obama’s speech, Greenpeace released leaked drafts of the TTIP agreement,

claiming that the proposal sought to lower E.U. environmental standards.18 This scandal increased

global public attention to the TTIP agreement. For this reason, we cannot easily ascertain precisely

why the TTIP sustained high level of attention between Obama’s speech and the Brexit referen-

dum. However, the peak of Google searches on June 24th does indicate that the TTIP remained a

significant consideration for the British people as they cast their votes.

Obama was exceedingly successful in attracting high levels of both media and public at-

16Google Trends. “Obama” in United Kingdom.
17Google Trends. “TTIP” in United Kingdom. Interest in the TTIP could also be driven by the TTIP 13th round of

negotiations, which occurred on April 25-29, 2016 in New York. However, there are not corresponding increases in
Google searches for “TTIP” surrounding other rounds of negotiations, and these negotiations do not draw significant
media coverage. If these negotiations did drive public interest, they would be unusual in that regard.

18Greenpeace Netherlands releases TTIP documents. Greenpeace Press Release. May 2, 2016.
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Figure 4.4: Google search volume of “TTIP” or “Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership”
from within the UK

tention to himself and to the policy issue that he endorsed. His visit raised the salience of an

important, new issue for voters to consider, as evidenced by the prominence of his phrase “back of

the queue” in the media and the individual behavior seeking information about Obama and trade

with the U.S. As a result, he had a significant effect on the nature of public discourse surrounding

the Brexit debate.

Two weeks after Obama’s visit, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe also visited the U.K.

and spoke out against Brexit. In a joint press conference with Cameron, he stated, “Japan very

clearly would prefer Britain to remain within the E.U. Many Japanese companies set up their

operations in the U.K. precisely because the U.K. is a gateway to the E.U.”19 This event was very

similar to Obama’s visit in important ways: A leader of a trade partner, endorsed by Prime Minister

Cameron, urged British voters to reject Brexit because it would harm trade relations between their

countries. However, unlike Obama, Abe had very low relevance within the British public. In the

first week of February, before the Brexit vote was announced, there were only 6 articles in the

British media which discussed Shinzo Abe, while 135 mention Barack Obama. As a result of this

low media exposure, the British public was much less familiar with Abe than Obama. Additionally,

public attention to Abe was relatively low. Google searches of “Abe” hovered about 20% of the

volume of searches for “Obama” in the first week of February. Due to this low relevance, my theory

of indirect diplomacy predicts that Abe would not be successful in drawing attention, and the

19Heather Stewart. Britain remaining in E.U. is ’better for the world’, says Japanese prime minister. The Guardian.
May 5, 2016.
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evidence supports this expectation. Abe’s opposition to Brexit received very little media coverage,

and virtually no public attention in comparison to Obama. Figure 4.5 shows the volume of Google

search for “Abe” and for “Obama.”20 There was no discernible change in British public interest in

Abe during his speech in the U.K.

Figure 4.5: Google search volume of “Abe” and “Obama” from within the UK

Media Coverage

The public reaction to Obama’s speech was dependent on the manner in which the media

portrayed his interjection. Of the over 200 daily news outlets in the U.K., many overtly declared a

position on the referendum. My theory predicts that the media outlets which agreed with Obama’s

position would give him and his topic more attention. These outlets catered to markets which also

opposed Brexit, and therefore their consumers prefered these messages.

To examine empirical support for this assertion, I compare the coverage of Obama’s visit

from media outlets which supported the Leave campaign to the coverage from media outlets which

supported the Remain campaign.21 The Daily Mirror, the Financial Times, The Guardian, The

Mail on Sunday, the New Statesman, The Observer, and The Times each supported the Remain

campaign, while the Daily Mail, The Daily Telegraph, The Spectator, the Sunday Express, The

Sunday Telegraph, and The Sunday Times supported the Leave campaign. I use Lexis to identify

articles which contain the word “Obama” from February 1, 2016 to July 1, 2016. I further subset

20Google Trends. “Abe” and “Obama” in United Kingdom.
21I examine the primary British news outlets as identified by Moore and Ramsey’s 2017 analysis of British media

coverage of the Brexit debate which are also available on Lexis.
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the articles by three additional key terms in order to focus on articles which were relevant to Brexit.

First, I subset the sample to articles that contained the word “queue” in addition to “Obama” in

order to examine the focus on Obama’s famous assertion that the U.K. would be “at the back of

the queue” to establish a new trade agreement with the U.S. Next, I look at articles that contained

either the term “TTIP” or the phrase “Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership.” This is

the trade agreement with the U.S. that the U.K. would be excluded from if they left the E.U., and

therefore media emphasis on the TTIP represents a focus on Obama’s contribution to the Brexit

debate. Finally, I examine articles that contained the word “trade” in addition to “Obama.” This

seeks to capture the more general theme addressed by Obama.

Figures 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 show the percent of articles over this time period within news

outlets which supported the Leave campaign in comparison to those that supported the Remain

campaign. Media outlets on both sides of the debate increased their attention to these topics during

Obama’s visit, but the outlets which supported Remain had a significantly larger increase. Ad-

ditionally, media outlets that supported Remain continued to discuss these topics throughout the

campaign. This demonstrates that, as predicted, Obama was successful in drawing more attention,

and more attention to the key policy points that he made in his speech, from the media outlets

which supported his advocated policy.

Obama’s credibility within the British public

While Obama had high relevance within the U.K. media market, and the U.K. enjoyed

a strong media infrastructure to disseminate messages from relevant actors, my theory does not

predict that Obama would have been persuasive to all British voters. Rather, Obama would only be

persuasive to the British citizens who believed he was credible. An audience must both believe that

a leader is knowledgeable and that a leader’s preferences align with their own in order to believe

that the leader is credible.

As the president of the United States, Obama was especially qualified to speak author-

itatively on the U.S.’s trade policy. It is likely that he was perceived by British voters as very
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Figure 4.6: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “queue”

Figure 4.7: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “TTIP”

Figure 4.8: News Articles in UK Containing the words “Obama” and “trade”
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knowledgeable on this particular issue. Obama directly emphasized this aspect of his credibility in

his speech: “...my understanding is that some of the folks on the other side have been ascribing to

the United States certain actions we’ll take if the U.K. does leave the E.U. So they say, for example,

that, well, we’ll just cut our own trade deals with the United States. So they’re voicing an opinion

about what the United States is going to do. I figured you might want to hear it from the President

of the United States what I think the United States is going to do. [Emphasis added]” As the leader

of the U.S., Obama offered a perspective on U.S. policy which British political elites simply could

not match.

Obama also explicitly claimed that his interests as the American president were aligned

with the British people: “The E.U. has helped to spread British values and practices across the

continent. The single market brings extraordinary economic benefits to the United Kingdom. And

that ends up being good for America, because we’re more prosperous when one of our best friends

and closest allies has a strong, stable, growing economy. Americans want Britain’s influence to

grow, including within Europe. [Emphasis added]” Obama was arguing that he was both knowl-

edgeable on the economic outcome of Brexit, and a trustworthy source of information, because he

wanted the same outcome as the British public.

While it was likely that most British people would have agreed that Obama was knowl-

edgeable, I anticipate that only some of the British voters would have seen Obama’s preference on

Brexit as aligned with their own. A year before the visit, many British people appeared to have

agreed that Obama had similar interests as themselves in general. On average, British citizens

reported an extremely high approval rating for Obama. In 2015, 80% of Brits surveyed reported

confidence in Obama, compared to only 58% with confidence in German Chancellor Merkel and

50% confidence in UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon.22 However, there was a mixed response

to the speech. The majority of British citizens (53%) reported that they found it “inappropriate” for

Obama to express a preference on the referendum.23 While the majority trusted Obama in general,

the British people were ultimately divided in their reaction to Obama’s speech.

22Pew Spring 2015 Global Attitudes Survey
23Public to Obama: we love you, but stay out of E.U. debate. YouGov. April 23, 2016.
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According to self-reported surveys, Obama positively influenced a significant portion of the

British population. One out of seven surveyed stated that “views expressed by President Obama”

made them “less likely to vote to leave the E.U.”24 One quarter either agreed or strongly agreed

that “President Obama’s support for the U.K. remaining in the E.U. has made me more likely

to vote to remain.”25 One third of British respondents claimed that President Obama’s opinion

on Britain’s membership of the E.U. was either fairly important or very important to them when

deciding whether or not to vote for Brexit.26 These self-reported surveys likely reflect some bias.

Individuals who agreed with Obama were likely to say they were persuaded by him, when in

fact they merely supported his platform and were already inclined to vote Remain. However, this

survey data suggests that Obama’s perspective was received as a credible signal by a substantial

percentage of British voters.

Aligned Preferences: Trade exposure

Which subsets of the British voters were most likely to be persuaded by Obama’s speech?

Obama’s speech centered on the trade relationship between the United States and the United King-

dom. While Obama argued that the United Kingdom as a whole benefited from the trade relation-

ship, some British voters benefited more directly from trade with the U.S. than others. I expect

these individuals to be relatively more persuaded by Obama’s speech due to the preferences they

shared with the President in maintaining the trade relationship between the two states. This leads

to the hypothesis that British citizens who benefited from trade with the U.S. were more likely to

increase their support for the E.U. following Obama’s speech (Hypothesis 1).

I test this hypothesis using the Spring 2016 Pew Global Attitudes Survey, which was fielded

in the U.K. from April 4th until May 1st. This time frame conveniently begins two weeks before

Obama’s visit and ends one week after the visit. About two thirds of the respondents were sur-

veyed before Obama’s speech, and one third were surveyed after the speech.27 The timing of this
24ICM. April 17-19 2016.
25ORB. April 27-29, 2016.
26ComRes. April 20-21, 2016.
27Respondents in the survey were selected with list-assisted Random Digit Dialing, 70% from landlines
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survey is ideal for this analysis because it allows for the comparison of data gathered with the

same methodology and question wording immediately before and immediately after Obama’s in-

tervention. I code responses for whether they were gathered before or after Obama’s speech. After

Speech is equal to 1 if the survey was fielded on or after April 22nd, and 0 otherwise. The depen-

dent variable, Support for EU, is coded 1 if the respondent had a “Very favorable” or “Somewhat

favorable” view of the EU and 0 otherwise. Support for the E.U. is a strong proxy for opposition

to Brexit. The well-timed Pew survey did not ask directly about support for Brexit, but Euro-

barometer 85.2, fielded from May 21st to May 30th, 2016, (one month before Obama’s speech)

asked British respondents both whether they had a favorable view of the E.U. and whether they

thought the U.K. was better off outside of the E.U. These two answers correlated highly: 80% of

respondents who viewed the E.U. positively also responded that they thought the U.K. would not

be better off outside the E.U., and 89% of the people who viewed the E.U. negatively thought the

U.K. would be better off outside the E.U.28

I develop an individual measure of benefit from trade with the U.S. based on the industry

composition of the local labor market where the respondent resided. This variable draws from a

methodology first developed by Autor et al. [2013] to examine local level responses in the United

States to shifts in trade with China. Colantone and Stanig [Working Paper] apply this approach to

argue that support for Brexit was driven by exposure to Chinese imports. I adapt Colantone and

Stanig’s variable to focus on trade with the United States in 2015. Specifically, my measure is

constructed:

USExportReliancei = ∑
k

Eik

Ei
∗

Exportsk− Importsk

Ek

and 30% from cell phones users. A full discussion of Pew’s international survey methodology is avail-
able at http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/international-survey-research/international-methodology/global-
attitudes-survey/united-kingdom/2016/.

28European Commission, Brussels (2017): Eurobarometer 85.2 (2016).TNS opinion, Brussels [producer]. GESIS
Data Archive, Cologne. ZA6694 Data file Version 1.1.0, doi:10.4232/1.12800
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Where i indexes 139 geographic regions within the U.K., and k indexes 39 industries.29

E is the number of people employed in a given region or industry.30 This measure combines the

degree to which a region i depends on an industry k with the degree to which that industry depends

on exports to the U.S. Higher values indicate greater local employment in industries that benefit

from trade with the U.S. Lower values indicate local employment in industries which primarily

compete with U.S. imports. In order to code respondents for whether they benefit from trade with

the U.S., I create a dichotomous measure, US Export Reliance, which is equal to 1 if a respondent

lived in a region with trade exposure that is higher than the mean value, and zero otherwise.

This variable has two desirable features. First, rather than relying on self-reported mea-

sures of interest, as is common in survey studies, it reflects the ground-truth level of local export

reliance. Second, because this variable is constructed with 2015 trade and employment values, it is

impossible that this variable was effected by Obama’s intervention. It is unlikely that this measure

is susceptible to the reverse causality common to observational studies based on survey data.

Respondents surveyed before and after Obama’s speech are not significantly different in

age, gender, religion, or exposure to exports (Table 4.1). This increases our confidence that we are

comparing similar groups. However, this is not the case for membership in the UKIP. Respondents

surveyed after Obama’s speech are significantly more likely to be members of the U.K. Indepen-

dence Party (UKIP). This would likely bias against finding significant results. The UKIP was

founded specifically to pursue a British exit from the E.U., and so we might expect UKIP mem-

bers to be less susceptible to Obama’s influence. Though it would be counter-intuitive for UKIP

membership to explain an increase in support for Remain, I verify this by examining the effect of

Obama’s speech within UKIP members and non-members in order to ensure this imbalance is not

driving my results.

I estimate a probit model following the form:

29The Eurostat’s nomenclature of territorial units for statistics 3 (NUTS3) divides the the U.K. into 174 geographic
regions. The regions from Northern Ireland are excluded from this analysis because employment data is not available
from these regions. Trade data is from Eurostat’s Comext database. Data was downloaded with CN8 industry codes,
and translated to NACE REV.2 industry codes using the E.U.’s Index of Correspondence Tables.

30Employment data is from the U.K.’s Business Register and Employment Survey from the Office of National
Statistics Nomis.
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Table 4.1: Balance Table

Before Speech After Speech P-value for
Difference in Means

US Export Reliance 0.512 0.485 0.343
Female 0.518 0.522 0.869
Age 56.06 57 0.378
Percent employed in Financial districts 0.027 0.026 0.398
Protestant 0.233 0.219 0.554
UKIP 0.1 0.139 0.036**

Support for EU = β0 +β1 After Speech +β2 US Export Reliance +

β3After Speech * US Export Reliance + β4Control Variables+ ε

My theory predicts that β3 will be significant and positive: respondents who lived in re-

gions which relied on exports to the U.S. increased their support of the E.U. following Obama’s

speech. In the full model, I control for whether the respondent was a member of the UKIP party,

the respondent’s age, gender, and whether they expressed confidence in Obama. I additionally

include regional fixed effects. These fixed effects account for variation in support for the E.U.

driven by regional characteristics, such as demographic composition, exposure to immigration, or

employment in financial industries. Standard errors are clustered at the local region-level in each

model.31

Results

After Obama’s visit, respondents in regions with high employment in industries which

export to the U.S. were significantly more likely to express approval for the E.U. (Table 4.2 Model

1). This indicates that Obama’s interjection was most persuasive precisely within the subset of the

British population predicted by this theory. British respondents who had trade preferences which

were aligned with Obama’s were most likely to be persuaded by his message.

This result holds when the model includes demographic controls, and these coefficients

31I construct the trade exposure variable for 134 regions, as defined by the Eurostat’s nomenclature of territorial
units for statistics 3 (NUTS3). I cluster standard errors on these geographic regions.
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behave as expected (Model 2). Members of the U.K. Independence Party, founded to oppose mem-

bership in the E.U., and older respondents were significantly less likely to have a favorable view

of the E.U. While confidence in Obama could also explain a heterogeneous response to Obama’s

message, the result remains robust when controlling for this variable (Model 3). The estimated

effect of Obama’s speech remains significant when regional fixed effects are included in the model

(Model 4).

Figure 4.9 shows the estimated marginal effect of Obama’s speech according Model 3.32

In regions with low reliance on exports to the U.S., there was no statistical difference between re-

spondents’ approval of the E.U. before and after Obama’s speech. In contrast, in regions with high

reliance on exports to the U.S., respondents were 11.2% more likely respond that they approved of

the E.U. following Obama’s speech.

These results are robust when the data is examined with a OLS model or an unordered

multinomial logit model.33 Further, the unordered multinomial logit reveals that the shift in opin-

ion within the respondents with high US Export Reliance is driven by movement from “Somewhat

disapprove” of the E.U. to “Somewhat approve” of the E.U. This indicates that the speech was

successful in changing the valence of opinion, not merely strengthening opinions that were already

held. Additionally, because we observed that the respondents surveyed after Obama’s speech were

significantly more likely to be UKIP party members, we might be concerned that UKIP member-

ship is biasing this finding. In order to investigate this threat to inference, I examine a three-way

interaction with membership in the UKIP party (Tables F.3 in the appendix). A t-test reveals that

the interaction between Obama’s speech and US export reliance remains significant in the predicted

direction.

Obama’s motivations

In addition to attracting significant attention, Obama was able to shift the opinion of the

British voters which shared his preference of maintaining strong trade ties between the U.K. and
32Meaningful marginal effects could not be estimated for Model 4 due to the regional fixed effects.
33See Tables F.1 and F.2 in the appendix
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Table 4.2: Probit model: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support for EU

After Speech -0.0487 0.0154 0.0742 0.0524
(0.0844) (0.0878) (0.0908) (0.113)

US Export Reliance -0.0709 -0.0927 -0.0734 -0.110
(0.0933) (0.0909) (0.0938) (0.102)

After Speech x US Export Reliance 0.226* 0.248* 0.248* 0.321**
(0.126) (0.127) (0.128) (0.158)

UKIP -1.412*** -1.267*** -1.280***
(0.126) (0.129) (0.147)

Age -0.0121*** -0.0117*** -0.0108***
(0.00178) (0.00180) (0.00200)

Female 0.0684 0.0298 0.0750
(0.0773) (0.0764) (0.0898)

Confidence in Obama 0.685*** 0.774***
(0.106) (0.122)

Regional Fixed Effects Yes

Constant -0.106 0.579*** 0.0140 0.0513
(0.0660) (0.157) (0.182) (0.211)

Observations 1,392 1,392 1,392 1,357
Log-Likelihood -956.8 -874.8 -849.5 -768.0
Pseudo R2 0.00172 0.0873 0.114 0.178

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 4.9: Marginal effect of Obama’s speech by US Export Reliance (Model 3, 90% CI).
In regions with low reliance on exports to the U.S., there was no statistical difference between
respondents’ approval of the E.U. before and after Obama’s speech. In contrast, in regions with
high reliance on exports to the U.S., respondents were 11.2% more likely approve of the E.U.
following Obama’s speech.
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the U.S. Leaders have very limited time and resources, and I argue that a leader will only try to

persuade a foreign public when he believes that the public can impact a public that the leader cares

about. In democracies, we most often think of the public as constraining the policy set by officials

through the threat of removal in upcoming elections. However, the Brexit referendum was a case

where public opinion had a strong direct impact on the state’s policy. Thus, this is a prime example

of when public opinion is crucial to a state’s policy outcomes.

As a democratic leader, Obama was motivated to produce economic outcomes that bene-

fited his constituency. Increased trade with the U.K. would increase the quality of life for U.S.

voters (in Obama’s view). This would make them more likely to evaluate his presidency positively

and vote for future Democratic candidates, even if they did not understand which of his efforts pro-

duced the positive economic outcome. Additionally, Obama highly valued the U.K.’s continued

membership in the E.U. and recognized the effect of British public opinion on this outcome. Some

might argue that Obama’s motivation for this speech was to satisfy Cameron, partners in the E.U.,

or domestic allies in the U.S., and that Obama did not have any real intent to impact British public

opinion. It is certainly true that the president’s actions were simultaneously motivated by multiple

considerations. However, this move would only be valuable to Obama’s political allies if it indeed

could have affected British public opinion. If the speech was intended to have no impact on public

opinion, then it would be an entirely empty gesture to Obama’s political allies.

Ultimately, the U.K. voted to leave the E.U. by a slim margin, with 51.9% in favor and

48.1% opposed.34 While Obama was persuasive within subsets of the British audience, his in-

terjection was not sufficient to prevent Brexit. In some ways, this is not surprising. The Brexit

question was extremely salient within the British public well before Obama offered his opinion.

British voters had already received a large number of cues from their domestic elites, and it was

likely that most of the British public already had entrenched opinions on Brexit. The large and

measurable effect of Obama’s speech even on such a salient topic is notable. While I do not claim

that this single interjection directly dictated Britain’s policy, it does indicate that leaders can be

34EU Referendum Results. BBC.
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persuasive to predictable subsets of a foreign public. Additionally, the narrow margin of victory

highlights precisely why President Obama would use his precious time to attempt to persuade the

British. The margin was so close, that even a small shift could have reasonably been expected to

change the outcome of the referendum.

This is a case of a modern, powerful president influencing subsets of a foreign audience on

a question of economic integration. However, this international public diplomacy has long been

used to persuade foreign publics, and can be applied to a broad range of policy questions. In the

second half of this chapter, I examine evidence of a historical attempt to influence public opinion

on a security question.

4.2 The Hot Dog Summit: The British King and Queen in the

US, 1939

In the late 1930s, tension between Britain and Germany was increasing, and Britain was ea-

ger to obtain support from the United States in the conflict. While historians believe that U.S. Pres-

ident Roosevelt personally supported intervention, a large majority of American citizens strongly

opposed getting involved in another European war. The British government recognized that the

U.S. government’s policy options were limited by U.S. public opinion, and therefore sought to

persuade the American people directly. This deliberate effort to obtain military cooperation from

the U.S. government through the mechanism of public opinion is a second case of international

public diplomacy as persuasion. In this case, I examine the effect of the most publicized of their

efforts: The British Royal couple’s tour through the United States in June, 1939.

I first outline the shape of the existing debate in the United States prior to the Royal visit.

Both American voters and American politicians were focused on domestic issues in the 1930s,

and most believed that either there would not be another European war, or that Britain would

defeat Germany without American help. I then argue that this case fits my first two conditions of

foreign elite persuasion: the British King and Queen were highly relevant to the American public
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and the distribution of the U.S. media infrastructure was sufficiently robust. As a result, I expect

the British King and Queen to draw significant attention from the American public, and I present

media evidence that this was indeed the case.

Additionally, I examine survey evidence that the Royal visit was persuasive within the pre-

dicted subsets of the American population. While the British hoped for a general increase in public

support for intervention, their limited time allowed them to physically visit only a few states. As a

result, media coverage and public attention to the royal visit was concentrated in a few states. By

examining the differential shift of American public opinion in states that they visited in compari-

son to the country-level trend, I attempt to isolate the effect of the British campaign. Additionally,

I examine the variation based on the British monarch’s perceived credibility. I use two measures

of perceived credibility. First, Americans who expressed approval of President Roosevelt were

more likely to accept the President’s endorsement of the British Royal couple, and therefore more

likely to view the British Royal couple as credible. Second, Americans whose father was born in

a country allied with Great Britain were more likely to believe their preferences were aligned with

the British King and Queen due to their family’s national origin, and therefore viewed the British

Royal couple as credible. I find that these subsets of the American public who lived in states that

the Royal couple visited significantly increased their support for military intervention with respect

to other Americans.

American debate

Following the first World War, the United States struggled through the Great Depression

and was wholeheartedly focused on its domestic challenges. According to one historian, “most

Americans in the 1930s were neither isolationists nor internationalists... they simply ignored the

world.”35 In November 1935, only 11% of respondents answered that foreign policy was the

most important issue facing the U.S.36 This apathy decreased only marginally as the world turned

35[Divine, 1979, 12]
36Levering [1978]
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back to conflict. In July 1937, Japan invaded North China, and in March 1938, Hitler initiated

his advances in Europe by occupying Austria. In the U.S., political attention remained decidedly

internal, codified in multiple Neutrality Acts. In May 1939, one month before the royal visit, only

15.5% of respondents supported sending the U.S. army to aid the U.K. in the growing conflict.37

The idea that the U.K. was not in dire need drove some of this isolationism. In May

1939, only four months before Britain declared war on Germany, 68% of Americans surveyed

thought there would not be a war “between any of the big European countries.” Further, 84% of

respondents who expressed an opinion thought that if war did break out, England, France, and

Russia would defeat Germany and Italy.38 It is unsurprising that most Americans did not want to

expend resources to aid Britain when they thought there would not be a war, or if there was a war,

that Britain did not need American aid to win it.

Political elites also remained staunchly anti-intervention through the late 1930s. Berinsky

[2007] characterizes the debate among political elite by analyzing the statements made by Con-

gressmen. From December 1937 to May 1939, nearly 100% of discourse from Republican con-

gressmen opposed intervention. Democratic Congressmen were slightly more favorable towards

intervention, with nearly 40% of their discourse supporting intervention during this time period.

However, even within this group, the majority of statements were anti-war. As the British King and

Queen crossed the Atlantic to visit the United States, most Americans and American politicians

either actively opposed intervention or had no opinion on the question.

The British campaign

The British Ministry of Information engaged in propaganda in many parts of the world,

but the American program was seen as the most vital. Broader British policy decisions were con-

structed with the American public opinion response in mind. For example, when Chamberlain

returned from signing the Munich Agreement with Hitler in September 1939, the best positions

for cameras were given to American newsreel cameras rather than the British ones, at the direction
37Gallup Poll #1939-0152, May 4-9, 1939.
38Gallup Poll #1939-0159
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of Downing Street. Chamberlain stated to his private secretary “... if [Hitler] broke [the Munich

Agreement], he would demonstrate to all the world that he was totally cynical and untrustworthy.

This would have its value mobilizing public opinion against him, particularly in America.”39 Ad-

ditionally, when the French cabinet capitulated in 1940, the British published a declaration of an

insoluble union between the two states. Churchill’s private secretary stated that the declaration was

published “only in order that it might have its effect on U.S. opinion.”40

The British maintained a press office in New York starting in 1920 and throughout the

interwar period. This British Library of Information (BLI) declared a policy of “No Propaganda”

in the U.S. in 1924 and focused on distributing information solely on request. However, as the

pressure to recruit American support grew, they increased their efforts to build relationships with

American journalists and social groups. While they remained wary of the public derision of the

term “propaganda,” in 1938 the press office registered as a propaganda agency in response to the

U.S. Foreign Agents Registration Act. In the same year, the British International Propaganda and

Broadcasting Inquiry outlined plans for British war propaganda in the U.S., funded by the British

Secret Service. The effort centered around censoring radio broadcasts from Britain, cultivating

relationships with American journalists and Anglo-American organizations, and distributing pro-

British films and pamphlets, in addition to facilitating a large number of speaker circuits in the

United States.

The largest and most visible single effort by the British to attract American public attention

was the Royal trip to the United States. In August 1938, U.S. President Roosevelt extended an

invitation to the Royal couple. Roosevelt explicitly acknowledged the benefit to American public

opinion in his invitation:

I know you will not mind my telling you that in my judgment, to the American people,
the essential democracy of yourself and the Queen makes the greatest appeal of all.
[Emphasis added]”

King George accepted his invitation, though he noted the difficulty of being away from

39[Cull, 1995, 21]
40[Cull, 1995, 71]
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the U.K.: “As it is undesirable for me, in these disturbed days, to be too long absent from the

United Kingdom, ... I fear that it may not be possible for me to avail myself of your hospitality

for more than four days.” That the King was willing to leave his country at all during this time

of extreme peril indicates that he expected to receive some substantial return from his visit to the

United States.41

The King and Queen arrived in the United States on June 7, crossing via train from their

Canadian tour. They passed through New York, Connecticut, New Jersey, and Delaware before

arriving in Washington, DC on June 8, 1939. While in DC, they visited Capital Hill to meet with

Congressmen and laid a wreath at the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier and George Washington’s

tomb at Mt. Vernon. They then traveled through Pennsylvania back to New York to visit Manhattan

and attend the World’s Fair. They ended their visit at Roosevelt’s retreat in Hyde Park, where they

dined on hot dogs and baked beans.42 This picnic, playfully called the “Hot Dog Summit,” received

significant press coverage. Headlines focused on the fact the King George asked for a second

hotdog, while the Queen enjoyed her hotdog with a knife and fork.43 The tone of this meal was

deliberately constructed by President Roosevelt. When he suggested it to King George, he wrote:

“If you could stay with us at Hyde Park for two or three days, the simplicity and naturalness of

such a visit would produce a most excellent effect.”44

British relevance and American media

My theory of indirect diplomacy argues that leaders will attract more foreign attention when

they address audiences to which they are relevant and audiences within strong media markets. This

case meets both of these requirements.

While the usual measures of press freedom are not available for 1930, evidence indicates

that the American system had a robust and free press system at this time. The earliest data set

on press freedom of which I am aware begins in 1948, and codes the United States as “free”- the

41The FDR Library.
42Brewer [1997, 29]
43Harold Faber. Roosevelt Home Marks Royal Hot-Dog History. New York Times. June 12, 1989.
44FDR Library. Letter from Roosevelt to King George, November 2, 1938.
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best score.45 While this is a full decade after the British campaign, historical accounts indicate

that the United States enjoyed relatively little state censorship of media flow aside from war-time

censorship (1917-1918, 1941-1945) during this time period. In fact, a larger concern for the Amer-

ican journalists covering the war was the British censorship of radio broadcasts, which carefully

restricted the stories and required that a British officer with a “kill switch” attend broadcasts.46

Additionally, the news outlets had high distribution rates. In the 1930s, many citizens got

their information from newspapers. In 1940, more than 1,800 daily newspapers distributed over

41 million copies, or 1.17 daily newspapers per household.47 The American public had sufficient

access to free press we can expect that a large portion of the population received information

presented in the news media, and this information was not politically manipulated by the state.

Second, the British Royal family had high relevance to the American public. In addition to

the political importance of Great Britain to the United States, the Royal family enjoyed celebrity

status within the U.S. A New York Times articles claimed “To Americans Their Majesties appear

almost as legendary figures out of the past, who happen to be the figurative heads of one the

of greatest empires on earth.” When asked about whether Americans should greet the King and

Queen with a bow or curtsy, only 11% of respondents did not have an opinion.48The large majority

of Americans were familiar with the King and Queen of England. This familiarity is unsurprising,

because British policy had been very important to Americans in the recent decades, both as an ally

in WWI and as a prominent trade partner.

Attention to the Royal couple

The high relevance of the British royal couple to the American public and the high level

of distribution of free press predict that the Royal visit would have drawn high levels of public

attention within the American public. Both the volume and the content of the media coverage of

45Whitten-Woodring and Van Belle [2014]
46Cull [1995] In the WWI, leveraging their naval dominance, Britain cut the transatlantic cables that connected

Germany to the U.S., limiting the German ability to speak to the U.S. audience. The British did not face this problem
during either American public opinion campaign.

47Newspaper Association of America, U.S. Census
48Gallup Poll #1939-1056
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the visit indicates that this was indeed the case. On the day they arrived in Washington, the Royal

visit was covered on the front page of the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago

Daily Tribune, and LA Times, and the Wall Street Journal.49

In addition to discussing the Royal couple, these news articles noted the volume of public

turnout to greet the King and Queen. In Washington “thousands cheered and applauded” their

arrival. The New York Times reported “roars of welcome from skyscrapers and streets” from New

York, where “the note of friendly welcome arose almost to the pitch of hysteria” from a crowd that

began to gather at seven in the morning, four hours before the King and Queen arrived. As they

made their way to the World’s Fair, “hundreds of thousands of men, women, and children shouted

their approval of Britain’s George and Elizabeth.” Survey evidence also indicates that a large

percentage of Americans had an opinion about the Royal visit. When asked whether Roosevelt

should go to England to pay a return visit to the King and Queen, only 12% of respondents had no

opinion (though they were split evenly in their support of this proposition.)50

British credibility

What this attention negative or positive? One author claimed that the trip “ignited a

firestorm of pro-British sentiment”.51 Yet American sentiment, while enthralled with the royal

couple personally, was far from uniformly pro-British. One New York Times article during their

visit remarked that “A generation ago such a visit would have been unthinkable... strained by

difference over such matters as Venezuela and the Boer War. Nor had the memory of British sym-

pathy for the Southern Confederacy died away.” Another newspaper explicitly noted the Royal

incentives to “bring this nation to the side of Britain in the eve of a new European war,”(LA Times

June 7, 1939) but devalued this perspective: “such imputations seem as uncalled-for as they are in

bad taste. They are but a pip-squeak in the chorus of sincere welcome for the King and Queen.”52

My theory proposes that the British King and Queen would have been persuasive within

49ProQuest Historical Newspapers
50Gallup Poll #1939-0161
51Cull [1995, 28]
52Los Angeles Times. June 7, 1939
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Figure 4.10: King George IV and Queen Elizabeth’s 1939 route, FDR Library

the population which both received their message and perceived the Royal couple as credible cue-

givers. As King George noted in his letter to President Roosevelt, the Royal couple had extremely

limited time to spend the United States. As a result, they limited their tour to five states: Delaware,

Maryland, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Figure 4.10 shows their route. In contrast

to the modern information age, news media in this era was much more localized, and news more

frequently was focused on local rather than national events. As a result, I expect Americans in

the states visited by Royal couple to have been exposed to more news media about the visit than

Americans in other states.

Within the Americans that were exposed to the message, the Royal couple would have

increased support for intervention within the population which viewed them as credible. I propose

two measures of credibility. First, I expect Americans who approved of President Roosevelt to

be more likely to have viewed the British royal couple as credible. President Roosevelt explicitly

endorsed the Royal visited. In addition to initiating the visit with an invitation, President Roosevelt

traveled alongside the royal couple and hosted them at his estate. Americans who found Roosevelt

104

http://www.fdrlibrary.marist.edu/aboutfdr/royalvisit.html


to be credible would have been more willing to accept his endorsement of the Royal couple. This

leads to the hypothesis: Americans which lived in states visited by the Royal couple and which

expressed support for Roosevelt increased their support for intervention following the Royal visit

(Hypothesis 2).

Additionally, I expect Americans from families that originated from an Allied states to be

more likely to view the Royal couple as credible. Berinsky [2007] shows that Americans of British

descent were more supportive of intervention to aid Great Britain during WWII, while American

of German descent were less supportive of intervention. I propose that Americans descended from

any of the allied states would have been more likely to perceive the Royal couple as credible. The

tension in Europe was presented in the U.S. as a conflict with France, Russia, and the U.K. against

Italy and Germany. In the primary global cleavage of the day, these countries were characterized

in the media as being on the same side. Insofar as Americans identified with their national origin,

they would also view their own preferences as being aligned with that set of countries. Therefore,

I expect Americans whose family was from England, Wales, Scotland, Ireland, France or Russia to

have been more likely to see the British King as a credible cue-giver. This produces the hypothesis:

Americans which lived in states visited by the Royal couple and which were descended from a

family from an Allied country increased their support for intervention following the Royal visit

(Hypothesis 3).

Data

The late 1930s saw the beginning of public opinion polling in the United States. The Royal

visit to the U.S. fell between two Gallup polls, one collected March 23-28, 1939 and another

collected July 10-15, 1939.53 I test my hypotheses on the data from these two surveys. Surveys

taken in July are coded as after the royal visit (After Visit=1), and surveys taken in March are coded

as before the royal visit (After Visit=0). I additionally code whether a respondent lived in a state

visited by the King and Queen (Royal Visit). Both of these surveys asked “In case Germany and

53AIPO 0152 and 0163 Available at the Roper Center Public Opinion Archives.

105

https://ropercenter.cornell.edu/


Italy go to war against England and France, how far should we go in helping England and France?”

I measure Support for Intervention with an index variable summing the respondent’s answers to

the three options provided by the survey. “Send our army and navy abroad to fight Germany

and Italy,” “Sell airplanes and other war materials to England and France,” and “Sell them food

supplies.” This variables ranges from 0 to 3, where 0 indicates that the respondent supported none

of the interventions and 3 indicates that the respondent supported all types of intervention.

To test Hypothesis 2, I measure the respondent’s support for President Roosevelt with their

answer to the question: “Do you approve of President Roosevelt.” This is a dichotomous variable

which equals 1 if they answered “yes” and 0 if they answered “No” or “No opinion.” For Hy-

pothesis 3, I construct a measure that estimates the respondent’s ancestry. Three surveys between

January 22 and March 9, 1939 asked respondents “in what country was your father born?” About

10% of respondents reported that their father was born in one of the Allied countries: England,

Wales, Scotland, Ireland, France, or Russia. Neither of the surveys surrounding the Royal visit

asked respendants about their father’s country of birth. However, we can estimate this variable

based on the data from the three previous surveys. Following the method outlined by Franklin

[1989], I use a two-stage auxiliary instrumental variable method to construct a measure of a re-

spondent’s Allied Ancestry.54

Surveys in this time period were collected using the quota sampling method, which delib-

erately underrepresented sections of the population. The sampling method was designed to better

represent the voting population, but this provides a biased representation of the population. How-

ever, it is possible to deduce a representative view of the population by weighing the data according

54This method has two steps. First, I use the respondent’s state, economic class, size of hometown, race, age,
occupation code, and whether they have either a phone or a car to estimate the probability that their father was born
in an allied state within the surveys collected January 22 to March 9. I then use this model, along with the same
demographic variable, to generate predicted values of ‘Allied Ancestry’ for the surveys that were run directly before
and after the Royal visit. This allows me to examine the change in support for intervention within respondents who
are likely to have been descended from Allied states even though the surveys surrounding the royal visit did not ask
about national origin. Franklin [1989] emphasizes that the key assumption for this method is that the primary survey
and the auxiliary survey are both drawing form the same population. Because I am using two Gallup polls collected
with the same sampling method, this is a reasonable assumption. Further, because I am estimating a demographic
characteristic, which does not change for a single individual over time, rather than an opinion, we can reasonably
assume that this characteristic is the same for the population in early 1939 as is it for the population during the royal
visit in June 1939.
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to the true distribution of the population.55 I use the survey weights provided by Berinsky et al.

[2011] to account for the bias in this sampling method.56 I estimate Support for Intervention with

an unordered multinomial logit model with standard errors clustered at the state level.

Table 4.3 shows that the respondents surveyed before and after the Royal visit are not

significantly different in terms of their Allied Ancestry, whether they live in a state visited by the

King and Queen, race, gender, phone ownership, or age. We can therefore be confident that these

surveys are comparing two similar groups. Approval for Roosevelt decreased over this time period.

I control for each of these characteristics in my analysis.

Table 4.3: Balance Table

Before Royal Visit After Royal Visit Difference in Means
(p-value)

Royal visit 0.254 0.256 0.8317
Allied Ancestry 0.117 0.0015 0.184
Roosevelt Approval 0.609 0.564 0.005***
Black 0.024 0.022 0.6481
Female 0.332 0.323 0.419
Owns Phone 0.522 0.52 0.8786
Age 21-34 0.341 0.335 0.596
Age 35-49 0.328 0.344 0.191
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Results

Over the course of the two months between the surveys, on average, American support for

intervention decreased. However, within the states visited by the Royal couple, respondents which

express approval of Roosevelt did not see this decrease. In this way, the Royal couple was able to

stem the tide of anti-interventionism that the American public was exhibiting. Table 4.4 contains

my baseline results. Recall that this is a multinomial logit regression. The table contains a single

regression, and each column reflects the coefficients for a different level of support for intervention

55Berinsky [2006]
56I use the “profBlackGender” weight in my baseline results, as recommended by Berinsky and Schickler for ques-

tions that are correlated with race. I additionally examine the robustness of my results with the alternative weights.
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Table 4.4: Support for intervention following Royal Visit, by Approval for Roosevelt

Support for Intervention
Reference Category: 0

1 2 3

Royal Visit 0.0588 1.005** 0.664
(0.499) (0.391) (0.476)

After Visit -0.537** -0.397* -0.213
(0.257) (0.208) (0.267)

Roosevelt Approval -0.308 0.246 0.534**
(0.273) (0.218) (0.268)

Royal Visit x After Visit -0.268 -1.007** -1.736***
(0.601) (0.461) (0.638)

Royal Visit x Roosevelt Approval 0.300 -1.011** -1.065*
(0.601) (0.474) (0.581)

After Visit x Roosevelt Approval 0.622* -0.00488 -0.391
(0.350) (0.278) (0.347)

Royal Visit x Roosevelt Approval x After Visit -0.620 0.805 1.703**
(0.746) (0.575) (0.777)

Weights 0.107 -0.153* 0.0408
(0.102) (0.0913) (0.106)

Constant -0.0463 1.143*** -0.257
(0.219) (0.184) (0.233)

Observations 2,172 2,172 2,172
Log-Likelihood -2667 -2667 -2667
Pseudo R2 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

relative to zero support for intervention. The significant coefficient on the interaction term in

column 3 shows that respondents in states visited by the Royal couple which expressed approval

of Roosevelt were significantly more likely to support all three types of intervention following the

Royal visit. These results hold when I include a battery of demographic controls and state fixed

effects.Figure 4.11 shows the marginal change in support for all three types of intervention within

Americans in states visited by the Royal couple which approved of Roosevelt in comparison to

all Americans surveyed. While the average American significantly decreased their support for

intervention over this time period, this effect evaporates within the subset of Americans who were
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Figure 4.11: Change in Support for Intervention, by Approval of Roosevelt

most likely to be persuaded by the Royal cue.

The second measure of credibility, Allied Ancestry, shows similar results (Table 4.5) Amer-

icans whose father was born in an Allied country did not express the decrease in support for in-

tervention seen in the rest of the American population. Again, the significant movement was an

increase in support for all three types of intervention (Table 4.5, Column 3). Figure 4.12 shows the

predicted change in support for all intervention options. While there was a 14% decrease in public

support for intervention among the average American over this time period, Americans with allied

ancestry in states visited by the King and Queen did not see a measurable change in their support

for intervention.

4.3 Conclusion

Together these cases demonstrate that leaders can have a measurable effect on public opin-

ion in a foreign public. Obama’s speech produced a measurable shift in opposition to Brexit within

the subset of the British population which shared his trade objectives. Additionally, the British

King and Queen increased the relative support for intervention in WWII within Americans that
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Table 4.5: Support for intervention following Royal Visit, by Allied Ancestry

Support for Intervention
Reference Category: 0

1 2 3

Royal Visit 0.00268 -0.315 -0.364
(0.351) (0.294) (0.371)

After Visit -0.312 -0.406** -0.426**
(0.216) (0.175) (0.215)

Allied Ancestry -1.037 -1.715* -2.034*
(1.095) (0.885) (1.095)

Royal Visit x After Visit 0.473 0.307 -1.447**
(0.523) (0.430) (0.667)

Royal Visit x Allied Ancestry 0.691 2.075 1.275
(1.992) (1.641) (2.100)

After Visit x Allied Ancestry 0.442 -0.363 -0.000587
(1.627) (1.320) (1.674)

Royal Visit x Allied Ancestry x After Visit -5.698* -1.248 6.451*
(3.134) (2.430) (3.447)

Weights 0.0411 -0.234*** -0.000602
(0.0885) (0.0784) (0.0935)

Constant 0.0184 1.539*** 0.217
(0.182) (0.151) (0.184)

Observations 3,531 3,531 3,531
Log-Likelihood -4351 -4351 -4351
Pseudo R2 0.00963 0.00963 0.00963

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

were likely to view them as credible.

It is important to note that this persuasion is only apparent in the subset of the foreign

population which viewed that leader as a credible source. Leaders will rarely be seen as credible

to an entire population, but they can have a large impact within predictable subsets of a foreign

public. I am not claiming that either of these cues on their own produced a change in policy.

Ultimately, the British public voted in favor of Brexit, and the U.S. entered WWII only after it was

directly attacked in Pearl Harbor. However, that these single visits produced a measurable shift in

public opinion in notable, and suggests that the larger campaigns by leaders to influence a foreign
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Figure 4.12: Change in Support for Intervention, by Allied Ancestry

public can change how the public thinks about the policy questions they face. While low-cost

in the traditional sense, this public diplomacy can shift the foreign public expressed preferences.

Insofar as the foreign government relies on public approval to maintain their stability, this shift

in public opinion in turn shifts in the range of policy options that are politically feasible for the

foreign government.

Both of these cases examine a policy question that had a high level a salience within the

foreign population before the leader visited. This level of salience is both a strength of these

cases, because it ensures we have direct public opinion data on the relevant policy questions, and a

weakness for a test of this theory. Citizens receive a great number of signals from domestic political

elites on highly salient policies, and therefore the citizens have relatively entrenched opinions

on salient policy questions. As a result, the anticipated effect of a single additional cue from

a foreign leader is low, even if that foreign leader is exceptionally credible and relevant to the

foreign audience and the foreign audience has a high level of media access. However, this high

salience is a necessary feature of these cases. In order to hone in on the domestic discussion of

a specific question, it is necessary that I select policy questions that have been identified as clear
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points of interest, and therefore have survey evidence available both before and after the foreign

intervention. Additionally, the fact that both of these policy questions are highly salient within the

domestic context prior to the foreign leader’s visit makes this a “hard test” of the theory in which

it is harder to pick up a measurable effect.

A leader’s ability to impact foreign discourse on policies is a powerful tool. In this chap-

ter, I have demonstrated that, under certain conditions, leaders can persuade foreign public, and

substantively shift that audiences expressed preferences. However, the ability to influence foreign

public opinion can also be valuable to a leader when they are not able to persuade a significant

portion of the foreign public. More often, leaders will only be able to provoke a backlash within a

foreign public. Under most conditions, leaders would want to avoid this strategy- it can be harder

to achieve political goals with countries where you are unpopular. But, precisely because it is a

costly strategy, this approach can enable leaders to credible communicate to to other important

actors. In the following chapter, I discuss the conditions under which a leader may leverage their

influence in a foreign public to create a costly, credible signal. This tool is only illuminated after

determining that a leader can, in fact, have a real impact on foreign public opinion, as demonstrated

in this chapter.
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Chapter 5

Backlash: Why leaders go public abroad to

antagonize a foreign audience

The stated intention of public diplomacy campaigns is almost always to increase public

support within a foreign audience.1 However, many public diplomacy campaigns fail spectacularly

in that regard and some even appear to create a backlash, decreasing public approval of the visiting

leader or the visiting leader’s preferred policy. I refer to this response from the foreign public as

“backlash.” In this chapter, I argue that politicians sometimes, if rarely, deliberately produce that

backlash. U.S. President Bush railed against “old” Europe when recruiting international support

for a coalition to fight in Afghanistan, and his rhetoric directly insulted publics in Germany and

France.2 UK Prime Minister Teresa May took aggressive bargaining positions in negotiating the

Brexit that were seen as absurd and alienated the partners with whom she needed to strike a deal.3

Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu traveled to the United States in order to oppose a multilateral

agreement with Iran, only to infuriate the Obama administration in power and the majority of

American voters.4

While these examples have largely been explained as public diplomacy failures, I argue that

1USC Center on Public Diplomacy defines it as attempt to “foster mutual trust and productive relationships.”
2Outrage at ‘old Europe’ remarks. January 23, 2008. BBC
3Instant View: Reaction to Brexit Speech by PM Theresa May. January 17, 2017. Reuters.
4Jeffrey M. Jones. Americans’ Views of Netanyahu Less Positive Post-Visit. March 11, 2015. Gallup
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alienating the nominal target of an international diplomacy campaign can be a purposeful strategy

of political leaders used to garner support from segments of their domestic audience. When a

leader’s domestic audience is opposed to the preferences of the foreign target audience, a backlash

from the foreign audience can be a costly, and thereby credible, signal that the leader shares the

domestic audience’s preferences. Therefore, in certain cases, by intentionally provoking a backlash

from a valuable foreign audience, leaders can exchange foreign condemnation for an increase in

domestic support.

This chapter proceeds as follows. The following section outlines the motivating puzzle of

Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu’s March 2015 trip to the United States. The third section presents

a formal model of the interaction between the leader of a country, who can choose whether to evoke

a costly backlash from a foreign audience, and the leader’s own domestic public, who is deciding

between supporting the incumbent leader or the opposition. This game outlines the conditions un-

der which a leader can benefit from provoking backlash from a foreign audience. The conditions

this model identifies are narrow- I do not expect this dynamic to manifest frequently. However, it

has the potential to be powerful when it does occur. This argument provides an explanation for

the puzzling occurrences of grossly botched campaigns by highly strategic and informed actors. It

additionally explains a new way that an “audience cost” can benefit a leader. Just as democratic

leaders may benefit in international negotiations from potential costs from their domestic audience,

leaders can benefit in their domestic sphere when they have a foreign audience that can impose a

cost on them, though the mechanism is different. The fourth section outlines conditions necessary

for a leader to be able to elicit a backlash from a valuable foreign audience. Leaders must have

access to the global microphone in order to implement the mechanism described here. These con-

ditions parallel, but are not identical to, the conditions necessary for a leader to be able to persuade

a foreign audience outlined in the previous chapter. Section five demonstrates that Netanyahu’s

visit to the US fits the conditions outlined by the model and, while initially puzzling, can be un-

derstood as a rational strategy through this frame. It additionally shows that Netanyahu’s visit had

the predicted effect both within the Israeli and the American public. He paid a cost in favorability
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within American Democrats and Americans who approve of Obama, but increased support for a

Likud-led coalition within Isrealis support the parties with whom he eventually establish a majority

coalition. Section six discusses broader applications of this mechanism and concludes.

5.1 Mr. Bibi goes to Washington

In the early months of 2015, the Obama administration was finalizing a multilateral agree-

ment with Iran which froze Iran’s nuclear weapons program in exchange for eliminating sanctions

that had crippled it’s economy. On March 3rd, Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu traveled to the

United States to deliver a speech to a joint session of Congress opposing the agreement. Netanyahu

argued that the agreement was a “very bad deal” both because it allowed the Iranians to restart their

program after only ten years and because it relied on fallible inspectors to enforce the agreement.

He called on the Congress to stand by Israel and reject the proposal.

The speech attracted dramatic media coverage for two reasons. First, Netanyahu’s speech

was strongly critical of the Obama administration. While political leaders frequently visit the

United States, it is uncommon for them to employ such directly combative language challenging

the sitting President. This surprising tone was sensational and attracted media outlets. Second,

Netanyahu was invited by the Republican speaker of the House Boehner without consulting the

Obama administration. Boehner’s team arranged the invitation with Israeli Ambassador Dermer,

and informed the White House of the invitation only hours before announcing it publicly. The

media portrayed this as an insult to the Obama administration and an unprecedented breach of

diplomatic protocol. Critics even claimed that it was unconstitutional for Congress to “receive

ambassadors and other public ministers” in place of the president.5 Ultimately, 58 Congressmen

boycotted the speech.6 This dramatic exchange of insults between domestic politicians further

sensationalized Netanyahu’s speech.

The American public reaction to Netanyahu’s speech was mixed, but ultimately the speech

5Elizabeth Cobbs. March 2 2015. Why Boehner’s invite to Netanyahu is unconstitutional. Reuters.
6Alexandra Jaffe. March 3, 2015. 58 members of Congress skipped Netanyahu’s speech. CNN.
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mobilized Democratic support in favor of the agreement with Iran and decreased public approval

of Netanayhu. In February, 63% of Americans disapproved Boehner’s invitation to Netanyahu.7

After his visit, Netanyahu’s favorability ratings within the US dropped 7 percentage points, from

45 to 38%.8 The response in the Israeli public was also very divided. Polls report that 52% of

Israelis opposed the speech, and 62% said that the speech would not be able to stop the agreement

with Iran.9 Shortly after the speech, Netanyahu’s primary opponent in Israel, Isaac Herzog, made

a speech on prime time television emphasizing the potential cost of the speech and claiming that

“Israel stands isolated and alone” as a result of Netanyahu’s actions.10

Additionally, Netanyahu was unsuccessful in convincing Congress to reject the agreement

with Iran. Far from rallying against the agreement, Congress postponed a bill that would have

allowed a vote against the agreement.11 By politicizing the issue, some argue that Netanyahu

increased support for the deal from Democrats in Congress.12 The United States, along with the

UK, Russia, China, France, and Germany, signed the agreement with Iran on July 14 in Vienna,

initiating the end of the Iranian sanctions.

The Puzzle

Ultimately, Netanyahu exchanged his valuable time only to receive public condemnation

in the United States, a key Israel supporter, without any hope of actually preventing the agreement

with Iran, and mixed domestic response in Israel. What explains this decision? Why would Ne-

tanyahu spend valuable days traveling to the US to address the Congress about an issue on which

US politicians already had deeply entrenched opinions and that alienated Israel’s most important

supporter?

Observers have provided at least three explanations for this puzzle. First, some view the

7Alexandre Jaffe. February 17, 2015. Majority of American oppose Netanyahu invite. CNN.
8Jeffrey Jones. March 11, 2015. Americans’ Views of Netanyahu Less Positive Post-Visit. Gallup.
9Michele Chabin. February 26, 2015. Many Israelis deplore Netanyahu’s US visit. USA Today.

10Ilene Prusher. March 3, 2015. Israel is Left Divided by Netanyahu address to Congress. Time.
11Ted Barrett and Alexandra Jaffe. March 5, 2015. McConnell pospones vote on Iran bill. CNN.
12Jeremy Peters. January 28, 215. GOP’s Invitatin to Netanyahu is aiding Obama’s Cause in Iran. Zack Beauchamp.

February 5, 2015. Netanyahu’ planned speech to Congress is already backfiring. Vox.
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speech as a sincere effort to derail the negotiations with Iran.13 These commentators defend Ne-

tanyahu as a honest representative of Israel’s interests, addressing Congress without regard for the

probable negative consequences, or even willing to sacrifice his popularity for a cause in which

he truly believes. In this view, the potential of a nuclear Iran is so dire to Israel that Netanyahu is

forced to play all his cards, even if they has a low chance of success or even a high probability of

failure. Netanyahu had the resources to understand the likely outcome of his speech, and it seems

unlikely that he would fall on his sword without regard for political implications. Other analysts ar-

gue that the speech was a miscalculation, and that Netanyahu genuinely believed be could persuade

the American public or the American Congress.14 That the speech was a simple mistake cannot

be ruled out. However, this explanation requires a high level of naivete, and I argue that is not

required to understand Netanyahu’s visit. The agreement with Iran was already highly politicized

and salient, and Congress was well aware of Netenyahu’s position before his visit. Therefore, I

argue that it unlikely that Netanyahu believed he could change their minds. Additionally, the atten-

tive public had already received a large number of signals from their elites on whether to support

the Iran agreement. Therefore, it would be reasonable to expect that a single additional signal, no

matter how credible, to have a small persuasive effect.15

A second group of explanations claims that Netanyahu did not expect to change the out-

come of the agreement with Iran, but was seeking to damage President Obama’s image in the

United States.16 Obama and Netanyahu had notoriously sour personal relations, and Netanyahu

would likely have preferred to see a Republican in the White House.17 This explanation places

the agency on Speaker of the House Boehner and the Republican party, who were gearing up to

for the election in 2016 and would benefit from painting Obama as anti-Israel. This is probably

partially true. The Republicans in the House were motivated by their domestic political pressures,

and Netanyahu’s access to the stage at a joint session of Congress required their invitation. How-

13Edwin J. Feulner. Standing with Israel. March 4, 2015. Heritage Foundation.
14Eugene Robinson. Boehner’s invitation to Netanyahu backfires on them both. Washington Post.
15Zaller [1992]
16Vox. January 21, 2015.
17New York Times. Obama and Netanyahu: A story of slights. November 9, 2015.
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ever, it is difficult to imagine that Netanyahu was prioritizing an American election schedule more

than a year later over an eminent and hotly contested election at home in Israel. Therefore, this

perspective explains why Netanyahu received an invitation from the Republicans, but it does not

explain why he accepted it.

Finally, some commentators argue that the speech was a maneuver to gain domestic sup-

port in Israel. Natanyahu’s speech took place just two weeks before an election in Israel, when

Netanyahu’s Likud party was just barely ahead of the opposing Zionist Union party. Netanyahu’s

platform focused on security issues rather than issues like the state of the domestic economy and

the housing crisis that were the focus of the Zionist Union’s campaign.18 The dramatic visit to

the United States brought the threat of a nuclear Iran to the forefront of the domestic debate in

Israel. Additionally, with this speech, Netanyahu was showcasing his international connections

and political influence. One commentator observed that Netanyahu was “doing something that

opposition leaders cannot do: speak the way he does with his English and get this reception from

Americans.”19 Netanyahu used the speech in the US to highlight the importance of his pet issues

and political strengths.

This paper shares the view that Netanyahu intended the speech to influence his own domes-

tic constituency. However, existing explanations cannot explain how it could do this. If this ma-

neuver is driven by domestic politics, how could an American public backlash benefit Netanyahu

domestically? Under what conditions will this be a viable strategy for a political leader? When

would we expect other leaders to engage in similar activities?

I answer these questions by formalizing the mechanism with which a leader can benefit

domestically by provoking a foreign backlash. I identify two intuitive and necessary conditions

required for this mechanism to function. First, the cost of the foreign backlash must be sufficiently

large to provide a credible signal, but not so large that no leader is willing to pay it. Second, the

preferences of the foreign audience must be sufficiently distant from the preferences of the key

18Where Netanyahu’s speech has already succeeded- and where it had failed. NBC. March 3, 2015., Noam Sheizaf.
March 3, 2015. Netanyahu’s Congress speech: An election stunt, after all. 972., Wiliam Booth. Netanyahu’s address
to Congress will be most important speech of his life. The Washington Post. February 28, 2015.

19Brookings Fellow Natan Sachs
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domestic audience that the backlash from the foreign public signals that the leader’s preferences

are indeed aligned with the domestic audience’s preferences. This model demonstrates that an

equilibirum

In this scenario, a political leader is motivated to give a speech that will elicit a negative

response from the foreign audience because he can expect an increase in his domestic support. The

“backlash” from the foreign audience is costly to the leader in terms of future cooperation from the

foreign country, and the leader’s willingness to pay a cost in terms of foreign public support serves

as a credible signal to the speaker’s domestic public of the speaker’s own preferences. It thereby

can increase domestic public support for the speaking leader.20

5.2 A theoretical model of foreign backlash

I examine an incomplete information game between two strategic actors: The leader of a

country and the public of that country. The public, P, must choose whether to support the leader

or an opposition, and the leader seeks to maintain public support by convincing the public that

his preferred policy is closer to their preferences than the opposition. The leader prefers either a

hawkish policy, H, with probability p or a moderate policy, M, with probability 1− p. I refer to

each preference as the leader’s “type.” Each policy is placed along a continuous policy spectrum

ranging from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates a purely dovish policy and 1 represents a purely hawkish

policy. H is always further to the right on the spectrum (more hardline) than M (H > M). The

leader’s type is not known to the public.21

The timing of the game is displayed in Figure 5.1. The leader moves first, and has the

option of 1) costlessly declaring a moderate policy, 2) costlessly declaring a hawkish policy, or

20I expand on the conditions necessary for a leader to be able to evoke a costly backlash from a foreign audience in
section 5.3.

21While political leaders have the benefit of sophisticated polling firms and survey to determine the preferences of
the public, the public rarely has a reliable way to determine the true preferences of their political candidates. When
seeking public election, leaders have an incentive to say whatever will earn them public support, and therefore their
words are not necessarily credible signals of their true preferences and of what policy they will implement once in
office. As a result, the public is uncertain about the leader’s preferences.

119



Figure 5.1: Backlash Game

3) declaring a hawkish policy by addressing a foreign audience. If the leader chooses to make a

speech to the foreign audience, the leader pays the cost of a backlash from that audience. In this

game, I assume that the leader is able to elicit a negative backlash from a foreign audience that is

costly to the leader. While it is easier to push an audience away than it is to pull them towards you,

it is certainly not the case that the leader will always be able to evoke an backlash from a valuable

foreign audience. A leader’s ability to get a reaction depends both on whether the foreign public

cares about his issue and the leader’s ability to garner media attention within the foreign country.

Additionally, the magnitude of the backlash’s cost depends on the value the leader places on the

future cooperation of that foreign country. I expand on the conditions that shape the potential for

and size of this backlash in section 5.3. For now, I assume that there is a dovish foreign public that

would respond to a speech with a constant backlash cost, c > 0.

After observing the leader’s move, the public chooses to support either the leader or the

opposition, O. The location of the opposition’s preferred policy on the policy spectrum relative to

H and M is publicly known. Finally, the actor, L or O, which receives support from the public sets

the state’s policy.

Leader’s payoffs

The leader values receiving public support and implementing his policy. Let G > 0 be the

value the leader receives from being reelected and implementing his preferred policy. Let G0 = 0
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be the utility the leader gets if he is not reelected. The leader additionally pays a cost to his own

public if he is dishonest during his campaign. If a leader declares a policy, either costlessly or

through a a costly speech abroad, which is not the policy he implements once in office, then he

faces a cost from his domestic audience after he is elected. In other words, the domestic audience

punishes leaders who lie during their campaign and run on a platform that differs dramatically

from the policy they implement once elected. If a hawkish leader declares a moderate policy and is

elected by a public that prefers the moderate policy, then he pays a cost, k > 0, in decreased public

support if he implements his hardline policy once he is in office. This is the cost of not following

through on promises made to the public which elected him. Similarly, a moderate leader elected

by a hawkish public will pay this cost to implement a moderate policy after he is elected.

Thus, the leader values getting elected by a constituency that shares his policy preferences

over getting elected by a constituency that does not share his policy preferences. Let Ux, where

x ∈ {m,h}, represent the leader’s utility depending on their type. Similarly, let Dx and Ix, where

x ∈ {m,h} represent the policy that the leader declared during their campaign and the policy they

implement once in office, respectively. The utility for a hawkish leader (Uh) of implementing a

hawkish policy (Ih) after begin elected on a hawkish platform (Dh) is greater then the utility the

hawkish leader receives from implementing that same hawkish policy after running on a moderate

platform: Uh(Ih|Dh) > Uh(Ih|Dm). The inverse is also true for a moderate leader: Um(Im|Dm) >

Um(Im|Dh). I assume that the leader is sufficiently committed to their policy that he prefers to

implement his preferred policy even if the public that elected him prefers the opposite policy:

Uh(Ih|Dm)>Uh(Im|Dm) and Ud(Im|Dh)>Um(Ih|Dh). The cost of reneging on campaign promises

inflicted by the leader’s constituent base, k, is the difference between these outcomes, so another

way of stating this assumption is: Um(Im)− k > Um(Ih) and Uh(Ih)− k > Uh(Im). If elected, the

leader will always implement his preferred policy.
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The public’s payoffs

The public’s payoff is a function of the distance between the public’s policy preference

and the policy which is eventually implemented by the leader who is in power, where the public’s

payoff decreases as this distance gets larger. However, the public is uncertain whether the leader

or the opposition will implement a policy closer to the public’s preferred policy.

In this stylized model, I have assumed that the foreign public is dovish, and therefore pro-

duces a backlash against a hawkish policy. In order for this to be beneficial to the leader in shoring

up his domestic support, it must be the case that the domestic public is more likely to support

the leader if they believe that he is the hawkish type. This depends on where the opposition’s

policy preferences are relative to the dovish and hawkish leader’s preferences. When the opposi-

tion’s preferences are between the dovish leader and the hawkish leader (D < O < H),the public

will support the Hawkish leader over the Opposition when their policy preference is sufficiently

hawkish (P >
H +O

2
). I refer to this configuration as Moderate Opposition. Alternatively, if the

Opposition is more hawkish then either the Dovish or Hawkish type Leader (M < H < O), which

I refer to as an Extremist Opposition, then the public will only support the hawkish leader when

the public is moderate or hawkish themselves (
O+H

2
> P >

O+M

2
).22 When one of these two

conditions hold, the public will support a the leader if they believe the leader is the hawkish type,

and the opposition if they believe the leader is the dovish type. When either of these conditions

hold, I refer to the public as a “hawkish public.”

Separating Equilibrium

Given that there is a hawkish public, when will the leader be willing to pay the cost of

angering a foreign public in order to demonstrate that he is in fact a hawk? I identify a separating

equilibrium where the hawkish leader makes the speech abroad in order to elicit the costly backlash

and the moderate leader costlessly declares their moderate policy. In this equilibrium the voter

22See Appendix 4 for analysis.
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concludes that the leader is a hawk when they observe a costly speech abroad, and they conclude

that the leader is a dove if they observe a costless declaration of either a moderate or a hawkish

policy.

The public will support the leader only when they observe the costly speech. Therefore, in

order for the equilibrium to hold, the moderate leader must prefer to not give the speech and avoid

the cost of the speech (c) and the punishment from misrepresenting their preferences (k) over giving

the speech and getting elected: Um(Im)< c+k. The moderate leader is not elected if they costlessly

declare either a hawkish or a moderate policy. The payoff for each of these strategies is the same

and the moderate leader is indifferent between then. Thus, when Um(Im) < c+ k, the moderate

leader does not have an incentive to deviate from costlessly declaring a moderate strategy.

In this equilibrium, the hawkish leader pays a cost in the form of a backlash abroad in

order to declare a hawkish policy. He prefers to pay this cost over costlessly declaring a hawkish

policy because the voter will assume he is the hawkish type only if he pays the cost, and he prefers

to pay the cost and get elected over not getting elected. This will be true when: Uh(Ih) > c.

Additionally, the hawkish leader prefers to pay the cost of getting the backlash over costlessly

declaring a hawkish policy, because the backlash will get him elected, so the same condition above

holds. Thus, when Uh(Ih) > c, the hawkish type leader will not have an incentive to deviate. If

both types of leader’s value implementing their preferred policy equally (Um(Im) = Uh(Ih) = G),

then these two conditions simplify to G− k < c < G.

When G− k < c < G and the public is a hawkish public, there exists a separating equi-

librium where the hawkish leader makes the costly speech abroad, the dovish leader costlessly

declares a dovish policy, and the public supports the leader if they observe a costly speech abroad

and supports the opposition otherwise.

When foreign public backlash is beneficial

A leader can increase his hawkish domestic audience’s evaluation that he has hawkish

preferences when there is a foreign audience that can provide a costly backlash. In this way, leaders
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can benefit domestically from alienating a foreign public. This model identifies three conditions

that are required in order for a leader to want to provoke a backlash in a foreign audience. Leaders

will only be willing to access the benefit described above when 1) the foreign public’s backlash is

sufficiently costly to the leader that it can be informative to the domestic public, 2) the backlash is

not so costly that it is not worth the domestic gain it would produce, and 3) the relevant domestic

audience to the leader has hawkish preferences. My goal is not to solve for all possible equilibria

but, rather, only to show that backlash can be reasonable within a simple model.

First, it must be the case that the backlash from this audience is sufficiently costly to the

leader that it allows him to credibly signal that he is in fact committed to the policy that his domestic

constituency prefers The strength of the signal received by the domestic audience depends on the

magnitude of the cost that the foreign public can impose on the leader. If the cost if large enough,

then both the moderate and the hawkish type leader will pool on declaring a hawkish policy with

a costly foreign speech. The moderate leader will mimic the Hawkish type leader, and the signal

will not longer be informative. This will destroy the credibility of the message.

Assuming a constant level of public backlash,23 the cost associated with the backlash will

be larger when the leader’s international goals require cooperation from that foreign public’s coun-

try, and therefore require at least tacit support of that foreign public. A backlash from the public

of important ally will be costlier to a leader than a backlash in a state that is not an important ally

because the leader depends on the ally to come to their aid in case of a conflict. If public opinion

in that country has turned against the visiting leader, then they will be less likely to support inter-

vening in their defense. Similarly, aggravating the public of a potential adversary may also carry

a higher cost than provoking the same backlash from a state which is less likely to be conflictual.

If public opinion encourages a conflict between the two states, the visiting leader stands to pay a

higher cost from provoking a backlash.

If the American president alienates a foreign public that had no significant impact on his

international goals, such as Bolivia or Nepal, then the the cost be pays for his backlash, and the

23I discuss the determinants of the magnitude of a backlash in the following section.
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resulting signal of his preferences, would be minimal. Because the President does not rely on co-

operation from the these relatively small states for his future goals, the negative consequences of

their displeasure does not have significant implications for his future international goals. A neg-

ative backlash from the public in Ecuador would have a minimal impact, while a public backlash

from Germany against the American President would be more costly and therefore more informa-

tive to the American public about the American President’s preferences.

On the other hand, when British Prime Minister Teresa May negotiated with the EU on

the conditions of Brexit, she stood to pay a significant cost when she lost public favor within her

negotiating partners. A falling out with the EU would greatly damage the UK’s trade, and so May

would pay a cost in expected future international economic outcomes. By paying this cost, May

was able to credibly signal her commitment to a hardline policy to her domestic constituents.

Second, the foreign backlash cannot be so costly that neither type of leader is willing to pay

it. This condition requires that the value the leader places on holding power is greater than the cost

of the backlash (c < G). While an extremely high cost may be very effective in communicating the

leader’s preferences to his domestic public, the loss of future cooperation from critical international

players would outweigh the domestic gains. The leader may get elected, but they will be unable to

achieve their international goals which rely on international cooperation. If the cost of the backlash

is too large, then neither type of leader will pay this cost, and we will again see no informative

signal.

Third, and finally, in order for the foreign backlash to increase the domestic public’s eval-

uation that the leader shares their preferences, the domestic public must prefer a hawkish type

leader over a moderate type leader. I assume that the foreign public will decrease their support of a

foreign leader when they advocate a policy that is extremely repulsive to them. For this reason, the

foreign public will react with a backlash to a hawkish policy only when they have strongly dovish

preferences.

The stylized model I present here assumes a hawkish domestic public, but this can be gener-

alized to other policy spectrums, and this mechanism also functions with the inverse configuration.
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If the domestic public prefers a moderate type leader, the leader may signal that he has moder-

ate preferences by provoking a costly backlash from a hawkish foreign public. Additionally, this

mechanism maps on to economic policy questions. For example, the negative response from Eu-

ropean public to Theresa May’s aggressive stance on the Brexit negotiation may inform the British

public that May is committed to an uncooperative platform. The key point is that the foreign public

must have preferences that are opposed to the preferences of the key domestic constituency that the

leader wishes to win over in order for a leader to benefit for a foreign public backlash,. If this were

not true, then the leader would not benefit from increasing the public’s belief that he is hawkish,

or opposed to the policy preferences of the foreign public, and therefore the leader would never

choose to pay any cost to take this stance.

In short, when there is a public that can provide an informative backlash that is costly

enough to be informative but not prohibitively costly, a leader will value the domestic response to

the backlash over the cost of the backlash, and so will have an incentive to seek a foreign backlash

from an international public diplomacy campaign.

5.3 Who can provoke a backlash?

The first half of this chapter addresses the puzzle of why a leader would want to antagonize

a foreign public, and outlines the domestic and international conditions under which a leader would

benefit from provoking a foreign public backlash. In this section, I move on to the question of

when a leader will be able to provoke a backlash that would meet these requirements. While, on

average, rational actors avoid paying costs, when actors do wish to pay costs, this can be difficult

to achieve.24 The cost that creates the informative signal in this model depends on the leader’s

ability to affect public opinion within the foreign audience. Not all leaders have equal access to

the global microphone, and therefore not all leaders will be equally able to capture the attention of

the foreign audience sufficiently to provoke a meaningful backlash. The magnitude of the cost of a
24For example, democratic leaders benefit in international negotiations due to their ability to pay audience costs

if they are caught bluffing. They may not wish to pay the audience costs, but their ability to do so gives them an
advantage in negotiations over their autocratic counterparts.
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backlash is also shaped by the breadth of the backlash itself; a backlash will be more costly when

a leader alienates a larger portion of the foreign constituency.

The logic of which leaders will be successful in eliciting a backlash follows a similar struc-

ture as the conditions under which leaders are able to attract foreign public attention in order

persuade a foreign audience. In Chapter 2, I argue that a leader’s ability and incentive to persuade

a foreign public depends on four conditions: 1) the leader’s relevance to the foreign public, 2)

the foreign public’s access to a free media, 3) the foreign public’s belief that the leader has pref-

erences that are aligned with their own, and 4) the foreign public’s ability to influence their own

government’s policies.

The first two of these conditions are necessary in order for a leader to draw attention from

an audience, whether to persuade or provoke a backlash. We expect leaders to be more able to

draw the attention of the subsets of the population to which they are relevant, or stated differently,

the population that is already familiar with the leader because of the attention that leader receives

in the media that the audience consumes. These populations will be more reactive to the leader’s

speech because they have prior beliefs about the leader, so it is cognitively cheaper for them to

process their information.

Similarly, leaders will be more able to capture the attention of subsets of foreign audiences

that have access to media infrastructure. While all elite cues depend on the media to convey their

messages, leaders traveling internationally are especially reliant on the existing media infrastruc-

ture to distribute their message. A leader will only provoke a message within a foreign audience

if that audience learns of the leader’s message and consumes the media analysis that frames the

visiting leader as offensive.25

In order for the backlash mechanism to function, it is additionally necessary that the leader’s

25These two conditions to attract foreign public attention are discussed in detail in Chapter 2 and testing in a large-n
study in Chapter 4. In comparison to persuasion, there is a lower threshold of relevance and media access for a leader
to be able to attract a backlash. On top of the attention a leader would attract based on their level of relevance within
an audience, the sensationalism of a negative or surprising stance which would provoke a backlash is likely to attract
additional media attention in a market environment. However, the dynamics between leaders are the same. In this
project, I focus on the capabilities between leaders to attract attention, and leave it to future research to explore levels
of attention based on the differing strategies of individual leaders.
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domestic audience have sufficient access to free media such that when they hear about the backlash

through their media system, they believe that it is a true representation of the events. The leader

will only benefit domestically from paying a cost in foreign public opinion if his domestic audience

is aware of the events. While media infrastructure is necessary for any message to be transferred, a

free press is necessary for the story to be a credible signal to the domestic audience. If the domestic

press is controlled by the state, then the story of the negative backlash, is unlikely to benefit the

leader, even if it is true. A rational domestic public would concur that the leader has an incentive

to fabricate the story, and therefore would not update their beliefs about the leader’s preferences.

By controlling the media, a leader loses their own ability to use international actions to credibly

signal their preferences to their own domestic audience. All else equal, a leader will benefit more

domestically from a foreign backlash when their own domestic public has access to free media.

The ability of a leader to persuade a foreign audience is critically dependent of the foreign

audience’s perception of their preference alignment. This is not a condition of backlash. A leader

that is not perceived as having aligned preferences with the audience may still be able to provoke

an informative backlash. In fact, the backlash requires that the leader be perceived as expressing

preferences that are not aligned with the foreign audience’s. For this reason, the subset for the

foreign audience which disagree with the platform advocated by the visiting leader in the subset

of the foreign public from which we would expect a backlash. However, if a leader is generally

seen as having aligned preferences with the foreign audience to whom they are speaking, then an

antagonistic speech would be sensational and surprising, and therefore attract a larger response.

The conditions for backlash differ from those of persuasion because if a leader is seeking

persuasion, we can safely assume that a leader will maximize the persuasive effect of their speech.

However, when seeking a backlash, the leader may have a strategic incentive to again strike a

balance between the impact of his speech, and therefore the size of the foreign backlash, against

the size of the domestic benefit. Therefore, the relevance and media conditions predict the upper

bound of the backlash a leader can provoke, but a leader may choose to elicit a smaller backlash.

Leaders can soften their statement by selecting a smaller venue, choosing delicate phrasing and
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tone, and selecting the media outlet they address. In fact, it is common practice in diplomacy to

package even the most aggressive statements in a veneer of polite respect.

Finally, as with persuasion, the “value” of a backlash will be conditioned on the degree

to which the foreign public is able to shape the policy set by their own government. A negative

foreign reaction is costly to the leader insofar as that negative opinion decreases the probability

of beneficial future cooperation between the leader’s state and the foreign state. The more that

the negative public opinion constrains future cooperation, the higher the cost of the backlash to the

leader. Therefore, public backlashes in democratic states, where the public has a direct institutional

ability to shape leader’s incentives, will be more costly to foreign leaders. Where the public has

little impact on their leaders’ incentives, their opinion will be of little import for future policy, and

therefore a negative backlash will be inconsequential and not costly.

Leaders that have access to the global microphone, or specific international bully pulpits,

all else equal, will have a larger potential to leverage a costly backlash in order to credibly signal to

their domestic audience. In this way, like many international relations strategies, this is yet another

tool that is most available to the leaders that already have access to significant power. However, it

does provide a outlet for leaders that might otherwise be disadvantaged. While attention is often

correlated with military and economic capabilities, some leaders can capture global attention due

to their cultural or historical position within foreign audience. Leaders can leverage this attention

to their advantage even when they cannot use it to persuade the foreign public.

5.4 Netanyahu’s benefit from backlash

When examined through this model, Netanyahu’s puzzling visit to the United States is not

in fact puzzling. Facing a tight election at home, Netanyahu was precisely in the position where

he would be willing to pay a cost in international support from an important ally in order to win

support from a key domestic constituency. Further, his relevance within American domestic poli-

tics and the American and Israeli media give him a podium to use this tool. The remainder of this
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chapter discusses how this case satisfies the requirements identified by the model for Netanyahu

to be willing to provoke a costly backlash from the American public due to the magnitude of the

American backlash and the opposing preferences of the American and Israeli publics. It will then

examine the evidence that Netanyahu was positioned to be able to elicit this backlash based on his

relevance within the American public and the strength of the media environment. Finally, it will

present evidence that Netanyahu did indeed create a negative backlash within the predicted subset

of the American public.

Cost of American backlash

The support of the American people has historically been a valuable asset for the state of

Israel. Israel receives as large amount of military assistance from the United States. In 2016, the

Congressional Research Service reported that Israel had received 127 billion dollars in US aid

since its inception, accounting for 20% of Israeli’s defense budget. The United States also sells

weapons to Israeli that would be otherwise difficult for the state to acquire.26 Additionally, the

United States frequently defends the Israeli state in UN resolutions, vetoing dozens pertaining to

Israel. This financial and diplomatic support is seen as critical to the survival of Israel.

For these reasons, Israel stands to lose significantly if it alienates the United States. Insofar

as the American public shapes American foreign policy, decreased support in the American pubic

has significant implications for Israel’s well being. In other words, the cost that the American

public can impose on Netanyahu, the value of c for this case, is sufficiently large that it can serve

as an informative signal for the Israeli public about Netanyahu’s preferences. It is not so small that

the Israeli public might conclude that even a moderate leader would be willing to pay it, as would

be the case in an uninformative pooling equilibrium.

However, the American backlash was not so harmful to Netanyahu that it outweighed the

domestic benefits. While many scholars have questioned whether American support of Israel is

in American strategic interests, American public support of Israel has been consistently robust

26Raoul Wootliff and Marissa Newman. November 19, 2015. Knesset passes 2015-2016 budget by 61-59 majority.
The Times.
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and bipartisan since the 1970s. During the Cold War, Israel was a pro-American government in a

region heavily influenced by the Soviet Union, driving bipartisan support which as persisted past

the rivalry with the USSR. Further, evangelical Americans see it now as a religious duty to defend

Jerusalem, and many Americans perceive Israelis as having shared values with themselves. Though

Democratic voters are less uniformly supportive of Israel than Republican voters, support has been

historically strong across the aisle and Israeli support remains a cornerstone of American ideology.

Both the Republican and the Democratic presidential candidates in 2016 campaigned on strong

support of Israel and scholars have found that Senator support of Israel depends largely on their

own ideological partisanship rather than variation in their constituency.27 Therefore, we might

expect that leaders would continue their support of Israel in spite of a temporary shift in public

opinion away from Israel. Due to the political importance of Israel within American domestic

politics, Israeli politicians know that they are not truly at risk of losing American support. As a

result, Netanyahu was willing to provoke the American public by criticizing Obama in front of

Congress in March 2015 without fearing a devastating retribution. In this way, this case meets

Goldilocks condition for a leader to seek a foreign public backlash. The strategic reliance of the

US on Israel creates an upper bound to the cost the Netanyahu could have expected to pay for an

American public backlash.

American public vs Israeli Right wing

In addition to imposing the required level of costs on Netanyahu, the American public

was well suited to send a desirable signal to the Israeli public because their preferences were

appropriately misaligned with the crucial Israeli population. Americans were divided on the Iran

agreement, but a significant portion were largely supportive. Nearly two thirds expressed support

for the agreement in March 2015.28 However, American public opinion of the agreement depended

strongly on partisanship, with nearly four times as many Democrats approving of the agreement

27Rosenson et al. [2009]
28Scott Clement and Peyton M. Craighill. March 30, 2015. Poll: Clear majority supports nuclear deal with Iran.

Washington Post.
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than Republicans.29

In contrast, the Israeli public as a whole was strongly opposed the agreement with Iran.

After the agreement was signed in July 2015, 69% of Israelis stated that they opposed the deal and

78% said that they though it endangered Israel.30 In fact, nearly half of Israelis surveyed in 2013

even supported a direct unilateral attack on Iran’s nuclear facilities, rather than negotiating with

Iran.31 Three quarters thought that the agreement would not stop Iran’s nuclear program, and only

16% expressed support for the agreement.

This hawkish view was especially true for the far right, the subset of Israelis which Ne-

tanyahu needed to win the support of in order to win the election. Netanyahu pulled a victory from

a very narrow race by taking a dramatic shift to the right in the last moments of his campaign. In

addition to taking an antagonistic approach to opposing the Iran agreement, Netanyahu turned his

back on the two state solution, revising his stance in 2009 that he did support a two state solution

and doubling down on his policies which aggressively challenged the United States’ efforts.32 This

change in policy dovetails with his strategy of signaling his hawkish preferences by provoking an

American backlash.

The preferences of the foreign public imposing the backlash, the American Democrats,

were opposed to the preferences of the domestic audience which Netanyahu needed to win support

from. As a result, the backlash from the American public was useful in increasing the Israeli’s esti-

mation that Netanyahu’s preferences were aligned with their own, and in turn increase their support

for Netanyahu in the election. Therefore, this case meets both of the requirements identified by the

model for Netanyahu to be motivated to strategically provoke a foreign public backlash.

American attention to Netanyahu

In order to be able to influence the American public, Netanyahu first needed to attract their

attention. Netanyahu is a frequent character in the American media, and is also frequently ref-

29Gallup. US Public Opinion on Iran Deal. September 4, 2015.
30Teresa Welsh. September 14, 2015. Where Israel stands on the Iran deal. US News.
31Poll: Two-thirds of Israeli Jews back unilateral Iran strike. Israel Hayom. October 4, 2013.
32William Booth. March 16, 2015. Netanyahu says no Palestinian state if he wins. Washington Post.
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Figure 5.2: Google searches from within the US. American public attention to “Netanyahu”
“Israel,” and “Iran” spiked during Netanyahu’s visit to the United States on March 3, 2015.

erenced by American policians. As a result of this exposure, Netnayahu, along with the country

he represents, enjoys high relevance within the American public. Only 5% of Americans surveys

report that they don’t have an opinion on Israel, and 21% report no opinion on Netanyahu.33 As a

result, we would expect Netanyahu to be able to draw significant attention from the American pub-

lic, and this was indeed the case. News outlets were flooded with stories about his speech and the

political implications of the agreement with Iran. On the eve of the speech, Netanyahu commented

“Never has so much been written about a speech that hasn’t been given,” and pundits were quick to

agree.34 Public attention followed the focus of the media. As Figure 5.2 shows, Google searches

of “Netanyahu” skyrocketed to thirty times normal levels in the States and searches for “Israel”

doubled. Attention to “Iran” jumped by 145%, and attention to “Iran’s nuclear program” increased

320%, reflecting a shift in American public’s attention towards Netanyahu’s topic in addition to

their attention to the individual.35

This public attention in also apparent in the level of opinions reported in surveys about his

visit. Four in ten Americans reported that they were following Netanyahu’s visit “very closely”

or “fairly closely”, and over half reported having seen some new coverage about the visit. These

high numbers reflect a sharp divergence from the ambivalence that often characterized American

attention to foreign policy issues.36

33Lydia Saad. February 15, 2017. Israel Maintains Positive Image in U.S. Gallup.
34Howard Kurtz. March 3, 2015. Netanyahu’s moment: When politics and media coverage go nuclear. Fox.
35Google Trends
36Pew Research Center for the People & the Press Poll, March 2015, NBC News/Wall Street Journal Poll, February

2015
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The backlash in American public opinion

Due to the level of attention he commanded in the American media market, Netanyahu had

the ability to elicit a backlash from the American public. Due to the magnitude of the cost from the

American public and the opposition between their preferences and the preferences of Netanyahu’s

Israeli audience, Netanyahu also had the motivation to utilize this tool. My theory anticipates that

Netanayhu will provoke a backlash within the subset of the American public which opposed his

platform. This predicts that Democrats and individuals who approve of Obama will have been

alienated by Netanyahu’s speech. I examine the evidence for this hypothesis by combining four

surveys which asked American respondents about their opinion of Netanyahu before and after his

speech. Gallup and Pew each both ran one survey within three weeks before and three weeks

after Netanyahu’s visit. Together, these surveys interviewed 2,341 respondents between February

8th and February 22nd and 2,525 respondents between March 5th and March 28th. This is not a

panel which surveys that same respondents before and after Netanyahu’s speech. However, this

design does compare surveys taken by the same two survey firms both before and after the speech.

This increases our confidence that the sample is not biased by variation in sampling between the

two groups. I additionally control for a battery of demographic variable in order to account for

individual variation which may affect how Americans react to Netanyahu’s speech.

The dependent variable is a dummy variable indicating whether the respondents reported a

favorable opinion of Netanyahu. I examine two key independent variables. The first is a dummy

indicating whether the respondent is a Democrat and the second is a dummy indicating whether the

respondents expressed approval of President Obama. These two variables both represent the subset

of Americans that I expect to be alienated by Netanyahu’s speech. In other words, I expect that

these subsets of the American population will decrease their favorability of Netanyahu following

his speech. While both variable capture similar concepts, they are only correlated at 0.43, and so

they are capturing significantly different subsets of the American public.

The results of this analysis indicate that this is precisely where the backlash occurred.

Model 1 in Table 5.1 shows that American opinion of Netanyahu became more unfavorable fol-
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lowing his speech. However, model 2 demonstrates that this movement only occurred within Amer-

ican Democrats. This result holds after controlling for a battery of demographic controls (model

3). Where significant, the controls behave has intuition would lead us to expect: more conservative

Americans, male American, and older Americans are more likely to have a favorable opinion of

Netanyahu. The interaction in model 3 is displayed visually in Figure 5.3. Within Republicans,

there is a .04% decrease in favorability towards Netanyahu over this time period. However, within

Democrats, there is a 1.6% decrease in favorability towards Netanyahu, four times larger than the

change in opinion within Republicans. This result is also evident if we examine Americans who

express approval of President Obama instead of Democrats. The first column of Table 5.2 repeats

the baseline change in faborability towards Netanyahu over time for reference. Model 4 shows that

there was a decrease in favorable opinions of Netanyahu within American that approve of Obama.

This result is robust to a battery of controls (model 5). Figure 5.4 shows this result visually. Amer-

icans which did not approve of Obama had no significant change in their opinion of Netanyahu

following his speech, while American that did approve of Obama reported a 1.8% decrease in their

favorability towards Netanyahu. As anticipated, the backlash in American public opinion was cen-

tered in Americans who were likely to oppose the platform with Netanyahu advocated: Democrats

and Americans which approved of Obama.

5.5 Israeli public opinion

Aggregate survey data indicate that there was a small increase in Israeli support for Ne-

tanyahu and Netanyahu’s Likud party, immediately following his trip to the US. However, it is

unclear how to interpret these aggregate numbers. During the heated election, there are many fac-

tors influencing voter opinion, and so it is difficult to parse out the effect of a single event. In

order to examine whether Netanyahu was able to increase support within the Israelis which view

their preferences as opposed to the preferences of the American public, as this theory predicts, I

analyze individual level survey data before and after Netanyahu’s trip. I use data from the Israel
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Figure 5.3: Marginal effect on Netanyahu’s speech on favorability towards Netanyahu by parti-
sanship. While Republicans decreased their approval of Netanyahu by .4% following his visit,
Democrats decreased their approval of Netanyahu by 1.6%, four times that of their Republican
counterparts.
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Figure 5.4: Marginal effect on Netanyahu’s speech on favorability towards Netanyahu by ap-
proval of Obama. Americans that did not approve of Obama did not change their favorability
towards Netanyahu following his speech, while Americans that approved of Obama decreased
their favorability rating of Netanyahu by 1.8%.
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Table 5.1: Favorable opinion of Netanyahu following speech and partisanship

Dependent variable: Favorable towards Netanyahu

(1) (2) (3)

After Visit −0.079∗∗∗ −0.034∗ −0.043∗∗

(0.017) (0.019) (0.020)

Democrat −0.035 0.098
(0.059) (0.062)

After Visit x Democrat −0.178∗∗∗ −0.163∗∗∗

(0.037) (0.041)

Male 0.021
(0.018)

Attends Church Weekly −0.006
(0.019)

College Degree 0.001
(0.019)

Income: > 30k & < 75k 0.040∗

(0.023)
Income: > 75k 0.026

(0.025)
Age 0.001∗∗∗

(0.001)
White 0.058∗∗∗

(0.022)
Ideology: Liberal −0.388∗∗∗

(0.025)
Ideology: Moderate −0.211∗∗∗

(0.021)
Jewish 0.188∗∗∗

(0.058)

Constant 1.714∗∗∗ 1.723∗∗∗ 1.449∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.030) (0.092)

Observations 3,399 3,399 2,707
R2 0.006 0.085 0.168
Adjusted R2 0.006 0.084 0.164
Residual Std. Error 0.489 0.470 0.450
F Statistic 22.114∗∗∗ 105.031∗∗∗ 41.742∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 5.2: Favorable opinion of Netanyahu following speech and approval of Obama

Dependent variable: Favorable towards Netanyahu

(1) (4) (5)

After Visit −0.079∗∗∗ 0.017 0.013
(0.017) (0.020) (0.023)

Approves of Obama −0.068 0.044
(0.050) (0.056)

After Visit x Approves of Obama −0.216∗∗∗ −0.182∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.035)

Male 0.013
(0.018)

Attends Church Weekly −0.011
(0.019)

College Degree 0.009
(0.019)

Income: > 30k & < 75k 0.023
(0.023)

Income: > 75k 0.012
(0.025)

Age 0.001∗∗

(0.001)
White 0.013

(0.023)
Ideology: Liberal −0.300∗∗∗

(0.028)
Ideology: Moderate −0.167∗∗∗

(0.022)
Jewish 0.182∗∗∗

(0.059)

Constant 1.714∗∗∗ 1.738∗∗∗ 1.510∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.033) (0.095)

Observations 3,399 3,293 2,625
R2 0.006 0.174 0.192
Adjusted R2 0.006 0.174 0.188
Residual Std. Error 0.489 0.446 0.443
F Statistic 22.114∗∗∗ 231.679∗∗∗ 47.723∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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National Election Surveys 2015 project, which interviewed 1,595 Israelis between February 15th

and March 16th. Of these, 789 were interviewed before Netanyahu’s March 3rd speech, and 806

were interviewed after the speech.37

The dependent variable I analyze is the reported preference for a coalition led by Likud.

Netanyahu’s goal in the election was to form a majority coalition, and he was ultimately successful

in gaining support of United Torah Judaism, Shas, Kulanu, and the Jew Home parties. Netanyahu

achieved this by running a campaign that catered to Israelis on the right side of the political spec-

trum. In order to support a coalition with these parties, Netanyahu needed to gain the tacit support

of their constituents.

In order to test whether Netanyahu’s visit to the United States was successful in increasing

the likelihood that he would be able to construct a coalition with these right-wing parties, I examine

the relationship between whether a respondent supported one of these parties in the 2013 Knesset

election, and whether they express a preference for a coalition led by the Likud. If the visit had a

positive impact in the key population, then this group of Israeli should increase their support for a

coalition led by the Likud party.

This theory predicts that the population that perceives their preferences as misaligned with

the American publics’ would be most likely to be swayed by Netanyahu’s speech to the US

Congress. While this precise characteristic was not addressed in the survey, this survey did ask

respondents whether they agreed with the statement that “Israel should do what is best for its secu-

rity, even at the price of a confrontation with the American administration.” This question reflects

a willingness to alienate the United States, indicating that they do not see their interests as aligned.

Israelis who voted for a coalition party in 2013 were 21% more likely to say that they “strongly

agreed” than Israelis who did not vote for a coalition member in 2013. The voters who support the

coalition members are precisely the Israelis who are likely to view their interests are misaligned

with the United States, and therefore we would expect them to be receptive to a leader who is

willing to elicit a backlash from the American public.

37http://www.ines.tau.ac.il/2015.htmlIsrael National Election Studies
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I additionally control for the respondents, age, gender, whether they identify as Jewish,

and whether they identify as upper class. Table5.3 shows the balance of these variables between

the Israelis surveyed before and after Netanyahu’s visit. In my analysis, I examine increasingly

narrow time ranges around Netanyahu’s speech. This balance table shows the description of the

respondents included in the broadest time range and the most narrow time range. In both sets, the

respondents surveyed before and after Netanyahu’s speech are not significantly different from each

other. This increases our confidence that the results are not driven by demographic differences in

the set of respondents sampled before and after the speech.

Table 5.3: Balance Table

Feb 25-March 8 Feb 28 - March 5
Before Speech After Speech p-value Before Speech After Speech p-value

Coalition Vote 0.143 0.12 0.177 0.127 0.137 0.524
Age 46.37 47.77 0.144 45.86 47.3 0.524
Female 0.5 0.5 0.859 0.57 0.51 0.33
Jewish 0.81 0.79 0.173 0.51 0.73 0.752
Upper Class 0.28 0.29 0.773 0.22 0.3 0.18

The analysis shows that, as predicted, there was an increase in support for a coalition

lead by Likud within Israelis who voted for a coalition member in the 2013 election (Table 5.4.

This relationship becomes stronger as we narrow the window of time included in the analysis.

The relationship is not significant including respondents surveyed from February 25th to March

8 (Model 6), or from February 26th to March 7 (Model 7). However, the relationship becomes

significant and growing substantively larger when we look at only respondents surveyed a couple

days before and after Netanyahu’s speech, even though this decreases the number of observations

significantly (Models 8 & 9). This result is robust when controlling for demographic characteristics

of the respondents (Model 10). This result also holds if we control for the respondent’s agreement

with the statement: “Israel should do what is best for its security, even at the price of a confrontation

with the American administration.” Although many supporters of of the coalition parties agreed

with the statement, support for prioritizing Israel’s security over relations with the United States

does not entirely account for change in support for a Likud-led coalition following Netanyahu’s

141



visit. Netanyahu’s speech was successful in increasing support for this coalition precisely within

the Israelis who he needed to win over: the voters of the parties that Netanyahu needed to partner

with in order to form a majority coalition.

Table 5.4: Change in support for Likud-led coalition following Netanyahu’s visit to US

Dependent variable:

Preference for a coalition led by the Likud

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Feb 25- Feb 26- Feb 27- Feb 28- Feb 28-

March 8 March 7 March 6 March 5 March 5

Coalition vote in 2013 0.246∗∗∗ 0.250∗∗∗ 0.184∗ 0.076 0.023
(0.077) (0.093) (0.102) (0.128) (0.127)

After visit −0.013 −0.016 −0.040 −0.028 −0.005
(0.045) (0.050) (0.055) (0.059) (0.060)

Coalition vote in 2013 0.167 0.164 0.290∗∗ 0.398∗∗ 0.377∗∗

x After Visit (0.125) (0.135) (0.146) (0.164) (0.164)

Age −0.003∗

(0.002)
Female 0.029

(0.055)
Jewish 0.239∗∗∗

(0.066)
Upper class −0.168∗∗∗

(0.061)

Constant 0.266∗∗∗ 0.269∗∗∗ 0.294∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.277∗∗∗

(0.029) (0.035) (0.039) (0.046) (0.101)

Observations 469 373 319 270 260
R2 0.057 0.063 0.071 0.076 0.154
Adjusted R2 0.051 0.056 0.062 0.066 0.131
Residual Std. Error 0.448 0.448 0.452 0.447 0.434
F Statistic 9.331∗∗∗ 8.323∗∗∗ 8.021∗∗∗ 7.309∗∗∗ 6.561∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

Interestingly, this effect is not robust when examining favorability towards Netanyahu
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rather than the preference for a Likud-led coalition. Table 5.5 reports the results with this al-

ternative dependent variable. While Netanyahu’s speech does appear to have increased support for

Likud-led coalition within the necessary constituents, it does not seem to have increase his per-

sonal popularity in a significant way. However, Netanyahu did not need to increase direct votes

for himself. Rather- to secure leadership, he needed to increase support for his coalition within

potential partners.

5.6 Conclusion

Far from being a mere error in judgment, the public backlash that leaders sometimes pro-

voke in their international public diplomacy campaigns can in fact be a deliberate strategy. When

the backlash comes from a foreign audience whose support is valuable to the leader’s interna-

tional goals and who’s preferences are opposed to the preferences of the leader’s key domestic

constituency, this backlash can be a costly signal from the visiting leader to his domestic audience

that he is committed to their preferred policy, and thereby increase his domestic political support.

In order to argue that a negative reaction from a foreign audience is a tool for a political

leader, it must be true that the leader anticipates the backlash and deliberately evokes this response.

I am not arguing that every backlash is deliberately evoked by a mastermind political leader. It is

reasonable that leaders sometimes desire to persuade an audience, mis-estimate that audience’s

receptiveness to their statement, and accidentally evoke a backlash. However, this backlash is at

least somewhat predictable, and therefore in order to explain this action, we must understand how

it can benefit the leader. The formal model presented here shows that a a leader’s ability to evoke

a reaction from the foreign audience can be valuable to a leader even if they are not persuasive to

the foreign public- they can in fact ultimately benefit for a negative foreign public reaction.

Netanyahu’s speech in the United States did not merely highlight his ability to gain at-

tention as an international actor, but is also provoked a backlash from the American public and

politicians. This backlash was particularly informative to the Israeli constituents that Netanyahu
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Table 5.5: Change in favorability towards Netanyahu following his visit to US

Dependent variable:

Favorability towards Netanyahu

(11) (12) (13) (14) M(15)

Feb 25- Feb 26- Feb 27- Feb 28- Feb 28-

March 8 March 7 March 6 March 5 March 5

Coalition vote in 2013 1.530∗ 1.261 0.733 0.414 −0.105
(0.913) (1.056) (1.242) (1.740) (1.658)

After visit 0.470 0.153 −0.083 −0.202 −0.236
(0.512) (0.568) (0.636) (0.714) (0.704)

Coalition vote in 2013 −0.410 −0.140 0.411 0.730 0.713
x After Visit (1.466) (1.568) (1.712) (2.108) (2.011)

Age −0.006
(0.021)

Female 0.767
(0.630)

Jewish 2.359∗∗∗

(0.794)
Upper class −1.575∗∗

(0.699)

Constant 4.136∗∗∗ 4.453∗∗∗ 4.667∗∗∗ 4.786∗∗∗ 3.503∗∗∗

(0.342) (0.419) (0.470) (0.567) (1.135)

Observations 228 189 153 130 126
R2 0.019 0.013 0.009 0.008 0.137
Adjusted R2 0.006 −0.003 −0.011 −0.016 0.086
Residual Std. Error 3.590 3.626 3.637 3.677 3.445
F Statistic 1.463 0.794 0.432 0.333 2.685∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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needed to defeat the Zionist Union and this is precisely what allowed Netanyahu to improve his

domestic prospects. I argue that the speech was a deliberate play at domestic politics. By pay-

ing a cost in the valuable foreign American public, Netanyahu was able to credibly communicate

his commitment to a hard line policy in opposing Iran. This in turn allowed him to win over

the right wing constituency, leading to an unexpectedly large victory. This chapter argues that

Netanyahu was able to draw American media and public attention, provoke a negative backlash

within predictable subsets of the American public, and thereby increasing Israeli public belief that

Netanyhau was committed to a hardline strategy, and increasing Israeli public support within key,

and predictable constituencies.

Having identified the basic mechanism, we can see that this phenomenon has broader ap-

plications. In this stylized model, I have focused on the leader’s ability to credibly signal to his

domestic audience. Played out on the global stage, public diplomacy campaigns can also be lever-

aged to signal to other interested audiences. A leader may use a costly negative foreign public

backlash in order to credibly signal his commitment to a policy to leaders of other states. If a

potential alliance partner was concerned that the leader was not truly committed to the alliance,

then a leader might reassure them by paying a cost of a foreign public backlash. Alternatively, a

leader could use a costly foreign public backlash to signal resolve in a negotiation with an adver-

sary, thereby convincing their negotiating partner to back down and concede. For example, when

Bush campaigned internationally to gain support for the invasion of Iraq, his aggressive stance

was off-putting for publics in Germany and France. By paying the cost in public approval from

French and German audiences, Bush could increase the Iraqi evaluation that he was committed to

an aggressive policy.

While the intended audience of the credible signal changes, the underlying conditions nec-

essary for this strategy for be both possible and wise are the same: the leader must be able to draw

that attention of the foreign audience, the cost of the foreign public backlash must be sufficiently

large to be a credible signal but not so large to dissuade any leader from paying it, and the pref-

erences of the intended audience must to opposed to that of the alienated foreign public such that
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their backlash indicates preferences that are aligned with those of the intended audience. When

a leader has the ability to draw the attention of a valuable foreign public, this attention can serve

him in a variety of ways. The most direct, discussed in the first chapters of this dissertation, is to

persuade their attentive audience. However, this chapter shows that attention can be valuable even

when the leader can’t (or doesn’t wish to) persuade that audience. The ability to move foreign

public opinion negatively provides leaders with a counter-intuitive strategy. As with other methods

of signaling resolve, the ability to pay a cost in terms for foreign public support can aid a leader

in a variety of goals. This theory tell us who has sufficient access to which foreign audience to be

able to use this tool, and more interestingly, when it will be worth their while to use it.

Public diplomacy is a multifaceted tool. In order to understand it, we must examine the

potential for strategies other than the what the leader’s claim. If they can benefit from public

diplomacy in indirect ways, as this chapter demonstrates, then we should expect them to do so.

Public diplomacy may be “cheap” at first glance, but when the response is costly, a leader can

transform their cheap diplomatic trip into a strategic domestic victory.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

Public diplomacy is often dismissed as inconsequential cheap talk. This dissertation agrees

that it is often cheap, but, in spite of that, it can be a valuable tool used to persuade foreign audi-

ences and shape important political outcomes. Further, although it can be cheap to implement, it

frequently has consequences that are quite expensive, and this can be leveraged to be a costly, and

therefore credible, signal. In short, public diplomacy can be a powerful tool for leaders, with a rich

range of applications.

In order to unravel when and how public diplomacy can be effective, we must first under-

stand which leaders have access to which global microphones. In the game of global politics, as

in many other professions, the ability to capture the target’s attention is crucial. In sales, salesmen

seek to focus on the best features of their product. Pickpockets need to misdirect their marks in

order to be successful. In international relations, public attention is a valuable tool, and this tool

has thus far been both under studied and too often entirely discounted. The value of attention is

an open secret around the world. Governments invest immense resources in the battle for global

attention. Additionally, there is a rich literature chronicling the range of methods governments

utilize to this end. However, in order to understand the issue at a global level and incorporate it

into the other modes of influence at states’ disposal, it is necessary to generalize and quantify the

ability to attract attention. This project makes an important first step both predicting and measuring
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a leader’s ability to draw public attention in foreign countries.

While the power of the microphone is not necessarily equivalent to the economic or mili-

tary power, it is likely to correlate with these more tangible assets. Indeed, I argue that it is often

precisely because of the tangible assets that a leader would be an interesting character to global

audiences: powerful actors are able to influence events that publics care about, and therefore the

audience has an incentive to give them attention in exchange for information that is valuable to

them. The leader’s ability to capture foreign public attention is largely not in their control- it is

dependent on the position of their country in the target country’s mentality as well as the con-

struction of the foreign country’s media infrastructure. Investing in attention is not a panacea that

weaker countries can use to overcome the injustices of the world. Like so many other aspects of

international relations, this tool is heavily weighted in favor of the already powerful. However, it is

as asset that can be nurtured. While most studies of soft powers focus on attraction or persuasion,

the precursor of that, attention, may be equally important and perhaps a more versatile a tool. To

this end, under some conditions, it may be the case that “there’s no such thing as bad publicity”

applies to many leaders– perhaps explaining their shocking and bombastic public behavior. This

characteristic may not merely be an unfortunate side effect of a large personality. It may indeed be

an asset in international politics. However, as we see later, the type of attention a leader receives

from a public becomes important

By unpacking the tool of attention, this dissertation opens a larger tool kit of the manner

in which public diplomacy can benefit a leader. This project has focused on two ways in which

public diplomacy can bolster a leader’s support in two specific ways: persuading subsets of a

foreign public which can then influence the policies of that foreign government, and provoking a

backlash from a foreign public which can serve as a costly signal to subsets of the leader’s domestic

audience. However, the key insight that public diplomacy can have a real impact on foreign public

audiences opens a wide and varied toolbox for leaders. In this conclusion, I will discuss two

additional potential mechanisms.

Just as a costly backlash can be informative to an audience, a lack of reaction could be

148



a signal of the target’s preferences. Start with the assumption that a foreign public that views a

visiting leader as having preferences aligned with their own would respond positively to a public

diplomacy visit, and would have a greater response to leaders that it perceives as important to

its foreign policy outcomes. If this is the case, then the domestic audiences of a visiting leader

can rationally interpret a lack of reaction from a foreign public as an informative signal of that

foreign country’s view of their own country. In this way, a leader can use a public diplomacy

visit as a screening mechanism to induce the foreign public to publicly reveal their preferences.

Attention remains an important precursor for this mechanism. If the visiting leader is ignored

simply because they are inconsequential to the audience, then the lack of reaction would indicate

mere indifference, not a meaningful public opinion of the leader or the leader’s home country.

This mechanisms additionally requires some free press in the visiting leader’s home country. If

the media in entirely state controlled, then it will be difficult for the leader to send costly signals

to their public through their international actions. The leader may well pay a costly signal, but if

the public learns about it through a source that is well known to be biased, the credibility will be

significantly dampened.

Similarly, if a leader pays a cost in terms of domestic support at home in response to

a foreign visit, then a visit could be a costly signal to other relevant actors, such as subsets of

the foreign public or governments of third party countries. For example, if a leader travels to

a foreign country there to endorse a politician, the endorsement may appear to be cheap talk at

first look. However, if this endorsement is seen unfavorably by key domestic components, then

the leader could lose domestic support a result of the visit. When this is the case, observing

parties may rationally interpret this public diplomacy campaign as a credible signal of their genuine

endorsement of the foreign politician.

All four of these mechanisms are not mutually exclusive. In fact, there are a range of au-

diences paying attention to many simultaneous global public diplomacy engagements, and it is

entirely consistent with this theory that the leader could benefit in different way from the different

reactions in each audience. This project additionally deepens our understanding of the interplay
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between domestic and international pressure that motivate leaders’ actions. The two-level game

that leaders play between international negotiating partners and their domestic audiences can be

better conceptualized as a multi-level game, considering the many international audiences that can

provide different levers for the leader to pursue their goals. This project has focused on two audi-

ences that could be influenced by public diplomacy: the government of the foreign country and the

visiting leader’s domestic public. However, international trips are frequently widely broadcasted

and attract attention well beyond the borders of the leader’s home and the destination state. The

mechanisms outlined in this dissertation could well operate with multiple international audiences,

both public and elite, in the complex global network.

This tool may be equally relevant for non-state actors, both as implementers and targets.

The Catholic church certainly leverages its high level of visibility and deeply entrenched con-

nection in many publics to engage in very popular public diplomacy campaigns. International

terrorist organizations and non-government organizations each invest deeply in public diplomacy

campaigns, and much of their success is predicated on their ability to draw attention from varied

international media outlets. However, these motivations differ from the mechanisms outlined in

this project for two reasons: First, this project assumes that leaders depend on a domestic public

for political support. Non-state institutions do rely on key “domestic” actors for money and re-

sources, but the institutions that relate these actors to the figure head differ significantly. Second,

the “domestic publics” may be less easier to identify and target. While traditional public diplomacy

focuses on addressing publics which are geographically concentrated, broad non-state diplomacy

may be targeted at populations that are more broadly dispersed. As a result, different strategies

would be necessary to attract their attention.

Understanding the variety of ways in which public diplomacy can benefit a leader can help

to explain the seemingly puzzling use a time by leaders, and it can also inform the diplomatic

policies of leaders. This project has two direct implications for explaining and predicting the effect

of public diplomacy. First, rational theories of international relations need to consider the potential

persuasive impact of public diplomacy very seriously. Although these speeches are low-cost, under
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certain conditions they can have a real impact on public opinion, even on highly salient issues. Of

course, this is not to say that most speeches will shift public opinion towards that speakers desired

policy. Rather, in aggregate, they are an important factor in the larger dialogue surrounding a

policy.

Further, this project highlights the importance of examining potential goals of public diplo-

macy that are contrary to the ever-present nominal intention of increasing peace and global hap-

piness. Precisely because leaders can have a true impact on a foreign public, they are also able to

pay a cost in that venue, and this can be leveraged towards ends only indirectly related to the issue

focused on in the public diplomacy campaign. Should Kim Jong Un seek a platform in the US?

Should Justin Trudeau? Observers may not be surprised by my expectation that Kim would have

little sway in the US public opinion. However, Trump must also consider that Kim can leverage

his platform from the White House to credibly communicate to third audiences, such as elites in

North Korea or publics in other countries. If Kim can pay a credible cost in during his visit, it

may enhance his domestic supporters’ view hat he is committed to a hardline policy. Through this

mechanism, the visit may indeed bolster Kim’s domestic security even if it has little persuasive

effect within the American public. If Trump gives Kim the opportunity to pay a costly signal of

resolve, he may end up enabling the dictator with a seemingly low-cost diplomatic stunt. Addi-

tionally, as the world watches, there are a wide range of interested characters who may rationally

update their believes about Kim. If the visit is costly to him in terms of domestic approval, Kim

may be able to use this visit to signal his commitment to a cooperative policy to interested govern-

ments and publics. Public diplomacy must be evaluated with the larger set of potential audiences

in mind in order to be well understood.

Trudeau, along with his home country Canada, enjoys a generally positive reputation within

the American public, and therefore one might reasonably expect that his public diplomacy over-

tures would be positively received by the American public. However, the sub-set of American

voters on whom Trump relies on are likely to view Trudeau negatively. Therefore, Trump need not

worry that Trudeau would be convincing to his base, and therefore is not a threat to weaken Trump
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domestic stance. Instead, openly villainizing and alienating Canada, Trump may be perceived as

more committed to the isolationist polices favored by his core. Similarly, Trump is planning on

visiting the UK on July 2018, and this trip is expected to provoke a strongly negative backlash

within the British public. To some, this trip seems bull-headed and a waste of time, even alienating

the European allies who we rely on for trade and security cooperation. However, this backlash,

precisely because it is costly, can benefit Trump by signaling to his largely anti-internationalist

base that he is committed to their preferred policy.

This project points to many avenues of future research. First, this project has emphasized

the strategic options available to traveling leaders, and deliberately sidelined the potential reactions

from domestic politicians in order to isolate a single moving piece. Domestic politicians can shape

this mechanism in a number of ways. First, as the primary elites to whom publics turn for cues,

they can amplify a leader’s access to a foreign public. While leaders can in theory access most

global audiences if they are sufficiently determined, the invitation or obstruction of the individuals

in power in the targeted states will greatly influence the level of attention that the leader is able to

receive, as well as the tone of that attention. Additionally, the role of a public diplomacy campaign

depends significantly on the nature of the domestic dialogue on the topic prior to the visit. Where

the domestic discussion has been loud and heated, individuals of the public will already have

entrenched opinions on the topic, rendering the intervention of a foreign leader less impactful.

Measurement issues have limited the types of cases we can study empirically, but this the-

ory is not limited to massive public diplomacy campaigns surrounding issues that are sufficiently

salient that pollsters are gathering pre-and post survey samples. This dissertation has focused on

case studies of large, dramatic cases of public diplomacy on highly salient topics in order to test

hypotheses using broad empirical data. Most of the public diplomacy campaigns in the the world

do not meet these requirements, and so it is likely that the fundamental mechanism is at play in a

much larger field. Rather than the few, dramatic cases that are focused on by this dissertation, the

important movement in this mechanism may be at the frequent, more subtle level.
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Appendix A

Measuring attention: Google Trends

The Google Trends allows used to access data on the volume of search of a given term

over time, between terms, and searches from different geographic locations. In their own terms:

“The Google Trends homepage lets you ...Explore what the world is searching for by entering a

keyword or a topic in the Explore bar...Interest over time represents search interest relative to the

highest point on the chart, but doesn’t convey absolute search volume.”1 This data “ is an unbiased

sample of Google search data.” It removes duplicate seraches from the same person and searches

that include apostrophes or special characters.

In order to understand the data I use in this project, it is first necessary to understand

that Google Trends data is inherently relative. For example, Figure A.1 shows the output from

Google Trends for searches for “pumpkin” over the course of 2017 in the United States. Interest in

pumpkins gradually increase from late August, peaking the week before Halloween. Searches for

“pumpkin” again jumps during the week of Thanksgiving, and then return to its low levels for the

rest of the year. In these query, the week before Halloween in the highest search volume, so it is

coded at “100”, and every other week is coded relative to that volume. The week of Thanksgiving

ha a value of “55,” indicated that people in the United States search for “pumpkin” right before

Thanksgiving a little over half as much as they do in the lead up to Halloween. These numbers are

available for download in .csv form from the website.
1Google Trends Support
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Figure A.1: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” within the United States, 2017

If we additionally request searches for “tree” during the same time period (Figure A.2),

searches for “pumpkin” takes the same shape. However, searches for “tree” during the week be-

fore Christmas is now the largest search volume within this query, and therefore is coded “100.”

Searches for “pumpkin” in the week before Thanksgiving, which was previously coded “100” is

now coded “69”, and the rest of the data on “pumpkin” is similarity scaled down to represent an

amount in reference to the peak value of tree around Christmas.

Similarly, data is available comparing searches from different geographic regions. Fig-

ure A.3 adds the search volume for “pumpkin” in Australia. Unsurprising, Australians do not

increase their attention to pumpkins surrounding Halloween, which is not a popular holiday in that

country.

It is important to use search terms in the appropriate language for a geographic region.

Consider Figure A.4, which shows the search volume for “book” and “libro” in Mexico during

2017. The word in Spanish, “libro,” displays significantly more volumen and variation than the

word in English. In order to address this issue. I first recorded the primary languages spoken

within each country according to the CIA World Factbook. Google Trends limits the number of

terms in a query to 5. First, I created a set of search terms combined the names of all countries in
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Figure A.2: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” and “tree” within the United States, 2017

Figure A.3: Google Trends output for “pumpkin” and “tree” within the United States, and
“pumpkin” within Australia, 2017
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Figure A.4: Google Trends output for “book” and “libro” within the Mexico, 2017

five languages which covered the primary language for 110 countries: English, French, Spanish,

Arabic, and Chinese. For the remaining origin countries, I made individual search terms which

included that country’s primary language or languages, where those languages were available in

Google Translate.

For this project, I gathered the data at the month level, and then took that annual average

for a directed dyad. From some robustness checks, I analyzed the directed-dyad month data.
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Appendix B

Head of state international travel data

This data contains directed-dyad-day observations of heads of state visiting foreign coun-

tries and making public statements in foreign countries. This dataset currently contains head of

state international visit data for 11 countries including 1,411 trips.

• Brazil- Presidential speeches, interviews, and notes available at

https://www2.planalto.gov.br/acompanhe-planalto/releases

• Canada- Prime ministers statements and speeches are available from 2004 to present at:

http://pm.gc.ca/engstatements

and http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news/speeches.

Archived data is available at:

http://bac-lac.cloudapp.net:8080/wayback/*/www.primeminister.gc.ca.

Paul Martin’s archived speeches and statements from 2004 to 2005 available at

http://bac-lac.cloudapp.net:8080/wayback/20060126130547/http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news.asp

and Stephen Harper’s archived speeches and statements 2006 to 2015 are available at

http://bac-lac.cloudapp.net:8080/wayback/20151103144213/http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news.

• Germany: Prime Minister’s foreign trips covering 199 trips from 2005 to 2016. This data is

available at
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https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/Webs/BKin/EN/AngelaMerkel/OnTheRoad/

on the road node.html.

• India, 2005-2016, Prime Minister travel, 2008-2016 Presidential travel covering 151 trips.

This data is available at

http://presidentofindia.nic.in/foreignvisit.htm,

http://pratibhapatil.nic.in/visits.html,

http://www.pmindia.gov.in/en/pm-visits/?visittype=internationalvisit,

and http://archivepmo.nic.in/drmanmohansingh/pmsvisits.php.

• Italy, 1999-2016 Presidential travel, speeches, and communications. This data is available at

http://www.quirinale.it/elementi/Elenchi.aspx?tipo=Visita.

• Japan 2011-2016 Prime Minister’s diplomatic statements, with location covering 23 foreign

trips. This data is available at

http://japan.kantei.go.jp/noda/diplomatic/index.html.

• Mexico, Presidential “Press”, including interviews, speeches, and communications, available

at

http://www.gob.mx/presidencia/archivo/prensa,

http://calderon.presidencia.gob.mx/prensa/conferencias-de-prensa/,

and http://fox.presidencia.gob.mx/actividades/

• Russia: The Russian government discloses the records of Presidential trips (available 2000-

2017) and Prime Minister events with geographic location (available 2008-2017). Excluding

trips and events within Russia, this produces records of 287 international trips by the Presi-

dent during this time and 122 international trips by the Prime Minister. This data is available

at

http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/trips,

http://premier.gov.ru/en/events/,
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and http://archive.premier.gov.ru/eng/events/pressconferences/.

• Turkey- President’s travel published at

https://www.tccb.gov.tr/.

• United Kingdom: Prime Minister’s overseas travel covering 199 trips from 2010 to 2016.

This data is available at

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/ministers-transparency-publications.

• United States, 1906-2016 Presidential international travel covering 734 trips. This data is

available at

.
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Appendix C

Attention analysis robustness tables

This appendix contains analysis to supplement the investigation presented in Chapter 2.
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Table C.1: Attention within years: 2004-2007

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

2004 2005 2006 2007

Contiguity 13.057∗∗∗ 12.556∗∗∗ 13.625∗∗∗ 10.563∗∗∗

(1.092) (0.934) (0.817) (0.700)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 3.061∗∗∗ 2.607∗∗∗ 3.545∗∗∗ 2.348∗∗∗

(1.006) (0.851) (0.721) (0.616)
Capabilities ratio −0.037∗∗∗ −0.038∗∗∗ −0.035∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003)

Ideal point difference −1.567 −0.810 −0.545 −0.695
(1.053) (0.900) (0.776) (0.661)

Ideal point difference 2 0.822∗ 0.807∗∗ 0.526∗ 0.503∗

(0.447) (0.373) (0.318) (0.262)
Polity difference −0.867∗∗∗ −0.780∗∗∗ −0.620∗∗∗ −0.521∗∗∗

(0.133) (0.114) (0.099) (0.086)
Polity difference 2 0.043∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗∗ 0.035∗∗∗ 0.028∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005)

State B FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Constant 26.091∗∗∗ 23.410∗∗∗ 24.615∗∗∗ 19.580∗∗∗

(2.188) (1.884) (1.644) (1.415)

Observations 7,881 8,082 8,082 8,082
R2 0.165 0.187 0.224 0.221
Adjusted R2 0.150 0.172 0.210 0.207
Residual Std. Error 16.416 14.199 12.401 10.629
F Statistic 10.882∗∗∗ 12.835∗∗∗ 16.107∗∗∗ 15.857∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.2: Attention within years: 2008-2011

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

2008 2009 2010 2011

Contiguity 10.193∗∗∗ 9.752∗∗∗ 11.211∗∗∗ 8.994∗∗∗

(0.657) (0.614) (0.673) (0.510)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00005) (0.00005) (0.00005) (0.00004)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 3.669∗∗∗ 2.893∗∗∗ 5.066∗∗∗ 4.306∗∗∗

(0.579) (0.540) (0.591) (0.452)
Capabilities ratio −0.023∗∗∗ −0.026∗∗∗ −0.025∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

Ideal point difference −0.061 −0.783 −0.716 −1.869∗∗∗

(0.606) (0.555) (0.600) (0.454)
Ideal point difference 2 0.339 0.667∗∗∗ 0.731∗∗∗ 1.271∗∗∗

(0.237) (0.218) (0.235) (0.172)
Polity difference −0.389∗∗∗ −0.432∗∗∗ −0.463∗∗∗ −0.426∗∗∗

(0.081) (0.074) (0.081) (0.060)
Polity difference 2 0.020∗∗∗ 0.023∗∗∗ 0.027∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

State B FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Constant 18.728∗∗∗ 17.438∗∗∗ 14.627∗∗∗ 12.486∗∗∗

(1.328) (1.246) (1.376) (1.049)

Observations 8,082 8,082 8,149 8,092
R2 0.273 0.292 0.382 0.299
Adjusted R2 0.260 0.279 0.371 0.286
Residual Std. Error 9.978 9.327 10.289 7.773
F Statistic 20.951∗∗∗ 23.052∗∗∗ 34.624∗∗∗ 23.825∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.3: Attention within years: 2012-2015

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

2012 2013 2014 2015

Contiguity 8.039∗∗∗ 8.747∗∗∗ 7.051∗∗∗ 8.391∗∗∗

(0.465) (0.517) (0.467) (0.516)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00003) (0.00004) (0.00003) (0.00004)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 2.294∗∗∗ 3.176∗∗∗ 1.711∗∗∗ 2.519∗∗∗

(0.411) (0.457) (0.413) (0.457)
Capabilities ratio −0.015∗∗∗ −0.015∗∗∗ −0.016∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Ideal point difference −1.624∗∗∗ −1.020∗∗ −0.737∗ −0.652
(0.394) (0.434) (0.429) (0.474)

Ideal point difference 2 1.147∗∗∗ 0.976∗∗∗ 0.964∗∗∗ 1.024∗∗∗

(0.146) (0.159) (0.171) (0.182)
Polity difference −0.383∗∗∗ −0.391∗∗∗ −0.433∗∗∗ −0.584∗∗∗

(0.054) (0.061) (0.055) (0.061)
Polity difference 2 0.021∗∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ 0.026∗∗∗ 0.036∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004)

State B FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Constant 12.136∗∗∗ 11.883∗∗∗ 11.527∗∗∗ 13.741∗∗∗

(0.947) (1.053) (0.952) (1.056)

Observations 7,981 7,981 7,981 7,981
R2 0.275 0.316 0.278 0.288
Adjusted R2 0.262 0.303 0.265 0.275
Residual Std. Error 6.967 7.746 7.001 7.734
F Statistic 20.975∗∗∗ 25.451∗∗∗ 21.297∗∗∗ 22.368∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.4: Monthly attention from public of State A towards State B

Monthly attention from State A to State B

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

Contiguity 10.389∗∗∗ 11.302∗∗∗ 9.904∗∗∗ 8.739∗∗∗

(0.050) (0.059) (0.056) (0.052)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 1.162∗∗∗ 1.888∗∗∗ 3.018∗∗∗ 1.529∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.051) (0.049) (0.047)
Capabilities ratio −0.001∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗∗ −0.025∗∗∗ −0.013∗∗∗

(0.00002) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Ideal point difference −1.675∗∗∗ −1.211∗∗∗ −2.339∗∗∗

(0.044) (0.050) (0.047)
Ideal point difference2 1.041∗∗∗ 0.850∗∗∗ 0.550∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.019) (0.019)
Polity difference −0.455∗∗∗ −0.559∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Polity difference2 0.026∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗

(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)

State B FE Yes Yes
Month FE Yes Yes
State A FE Yes

Constant 6.881∗∗∗ 8.517∗∗∗ 18.178∗∗∗ 29.239∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.036) (0.160) (0.167)

Observations 1,486,656 1,157,472 1,157,472 1,157,472
R2 0.090 0.099 0.211 0.327
Adjusted R2 0.090 0.099 0.211 0.326
Residual Std. Error 10.336 10.786 10.095 9.326
F Statistic 29,340.420∗∗∗ 14,147.140∗∗∗ 1,082.399∗∗∗ 1,577.111∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.5: Standardized attention from public to State A towards State B

Standardized attention from State A to State B

(1) (2)

Contiguity 79.211∗∗∗ 74.342∗∗∗

(1.163) (1.137)
Distance −0.003∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0001)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 12.484∗∗∗ 6.866∗∗∗

(1.032) (1.031)
Capabilities ratio −0.069∗∗∗ −0.076∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.007)

Ideal point difference −10.302∗∗∗ −14.929∗∗∗

(1.035) (1.021)
Ideal point difference 2 2.897∗∗∗ 3.532∗∗∗

(0.407) (0.409)
Polity difference −0.980∗∗∗ 1.898∗∗∗

(0.138) (0.149)
Polity difference 2 0.060∗∗∗ −0.134∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.009)

Constant 39.270∗∗∗ 62.316∗∗∗

(2.450) (2.911)

Observations 96,456 96,456
R2 0.134 0.195
Adjusted R2 0.132 0.194
Residual Std. Error 60.951 58.765
F Statistic 96.612∗∗∗ 104.353∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.6: Attention from public of State A towards State B, high internet access states

Attention from State A to State B

(1) (2) (3)

Contiguity 9.544∗∗∗ 12.092∗∗∗ 9.104∗∗∗

(0.289) (0.379) (0.341)
Distance −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.00002) (0.00002) (0.00002)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 0.541∗∗ 2.014∗∗∗ 1.815∗∗∗

(0.215) (0.293) (0.284)
Capabilities ratio −0.001∗∗∗ −0.008∗∗∗ −0.035∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.002) (0.002)

Ideal point difference −2.093∗∗∗ −1.690∗∗∗

(0.266) (0.261)
Ideal point difference2 1.419∗∗∗ 1.137∗∗∗

(0.103) (0.099)
Polity difference 0.067∗ −0.139∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.041)
Polity difference2 −0.007∗∗∗ 0.002

(0.002) (0.002)

State B FE Yes
Year FE Yes

Constant 8.981∗∗∗ 10.099∗∗∗ 28.341∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.224) (0.720)

Observations 44,902 31,860 31,860
R2 0.115 0.136 0.338
Adjusted R2 0.115 0.136 0.335
Residual Std. Error 10.239 10.925 9.587
F Statistic 1,171.892∗∗∗ 557.263∗∗∗ 105.709∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.7: Attention from public of State A towards G20 states

Dependent variable:

Attention from State A to State B

(1) (2) (3)

Contiguity 6.069∗∗∗ 4.639∗∗∗ 5.846∗∗∗

(1.002) (1.068) (0.980)
Distance −0.0005∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Trade 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗ 0.000∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Alliance 14.115∗∗∗ 12.373∗∗∗ 7.031∗∗∗

(0.612) (0.713) (0.767)
Capabilities ratio −0.0003∗∗∗ −0.002∗∗∗ −0.003∗∗∗

(0.00003) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Ideal point difference −1.568∗∗∗ 2.774∗∗∗

(0.574) (0.696)
Ideal point difference2 0.743∗∗∗ −0.358∗

(0.159) (0.197)
Polity difference −1.879∗∗∗ −1.958∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.106)
Polity difference2 0.118∗∗∗ 0.112∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006)

State B FE Yes
Year FE Yes

Constant 16.515∗∗∗ 21.010∗∗∗ 33.751∗∗∗

(0.412) (0.746) (1.568)

Observations 12,649 10,660 10,660
R2 0.092 0.122 0.280
Adjusted R2 0.091 0.122 0.278
Residual Std. Error 17.941 17.897 16.228
F Statistic 254.882∗∗∗ 165.129∗∗∗ 137.692∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table C.8: Visits and Media access, internet

Dependent variable: Visits

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

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Dest. unemployment 0.003∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗ 0.002∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Dest. polity 0.002∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.0004 0.002

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Dest. internet 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ −0.001∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0004) (0.0003)
Dest. press freedom 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.0002 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Military spending 0.600∗∗∗

(0.085)
European NATO 0.145∗∗∗ 0.302∗∗∗

(0.041) (0.027)
Energy use 0.001∗∗ 0.0005

(0.001) (0.001)
UN participation −0.066 0.049

(0.099) (0.098)
Major power 0.109∗∗∗

(0.040)
Defense pact 0.098∗∗∗ 0.062∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.022)
Aid 0.0001 0.0001∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0001)
Trade 0.488∗∗∗ 0.571∗∗∗

(0.098) (0.097)
UN similarity −0.015∗ 0.014∗

(0.009) (0.008)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −0.064∗∗∗ −0.100∗∗∗ −0.128∗∗∗ −0.234∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.024) (0.042) (0.040)

Observations 4,712 4,712 3,400 3,564
Log Likelihood −696.769 −583.611 −304.649 −376.072
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,405.538 1,219.222 673.297 812.144
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Table C.9: Visits and Media access, TV

Dependent variable: Visit

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

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗ 0.001∗∗

(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.001) (0.001)
Dest. unemployment 0.002∗∗ 0.002∗ 0.002 0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Dest. polity 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Dest. TV 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ −0.0002 0.0004

(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0003)
Dest. press freedom 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.001∗∗

(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Military spending 0.698∗∗∗

(0.176)
European NATO 0.244∗∗∗ 0.387∗∗∗

(0.056) (0.043)
Energy use 0.003∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)
UN participation −0.177 0.082

(0.158) (0.142)
Major power dropped

Defense pact 0.083∗∗∗ 0.076∗∗

(0.031) (0.030)
Aid 0.0001 0.0001

(0.0001) (0.0001)
Trade 0.500∗∗∗ 0.522∗∗∗

(0.128) (0.126)
UN similarity −0.027∗ −0.014

(0.015) (0.014)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −0.083∗∗∗ −0.144∗∗∗ −0.086 −0.176∗∗∗

(0.030) (0.040) (0.072) (0.066)

Observations 1,840 1,840 1,686 1,723
Log Likelihood −256.229 −185.076 −94.168 −94.540
Akaike Inf. Crit. 524.458 420.152 250.336 249.081
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Appendix D

International Visits analysis robustness

tables

Lebovic and Saunders examine the correlation between international visits from the Presi-

dent and Secretary of State of the United States based on a number of characteristics of the bilateral

relationship between the countries and the domestic characteristics of the destination country. In

order to control for alternative explanations for international visits, I include many of the controls

from their model. I use total aid data rather than military aid data due to data availability.

• Military spending- total and as a percentage of global military spending

• US military aid. I use total aid form QWEDS because I am interested in aid from many G20

states, and to my knowledge, data on bilateral military aid is not available.

• Defense pact

• European NATO member

• Bilateral trade as a percentage of total trade

• Energy use per capita

• GDP per capita

• Similarity in UN votes

• UN participation- ratio of votes cast to possible votes
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• Major power status (P5 + Germany and Japan)

Lebovic and Saunders also include a set of “domestic” factors describing the United States,

such as a dummy indicating which president in is power and a dummy for whether the president is

in their second term. Because I focus on a more general model that examine the travel of leaders

of many countries, I do not include these domestic controls. Additionally, in many of the models,

I find that Destination GDP and military spending are highly correlated. The variance inflation

factor of these two variables are often between 5 and 12 when both are included in the model. To

avoid this collinearity, I exclude one or both of these in some models.

Table D.1 regresses the variables that I draw from Lebovic and Saunders on visits by the US

President, all the visits in my data, and with additional home country and year fixed effects. The

majority of the variables behave as expected. Military spending, aid, alliance, trade, UN voting

similarity and major power status are all positively correlated with visits. GDP is not significantly

correlated with visits, but as noted above, this is likely driven by the collinearity between GDP and

military spending in my data. UN participation significantly predicts visits from the US President,

but not from the larger sample of G20 leaders in my data.

The following regressions are support the analysis presented in Chapter 2.
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Table D.1: Visits from public of State A towards State B, Lebovic and Saunders model

Dependent variable:

Visit

(1) (2) (3)

US visits All visits All visits

Military spending 0.709∗∗∗ 0.707∗∗∗ 0.706∗∗∗

(0.141) (0.041) (0.040)
Aid 0.0001∗∗∗ 0.0001∗∗∗ 0.0002∗∗∗

(0.00003) (0.00002) (0.00002)
European NATO 0.047∗∗ 0.023∗∗∗ 0.025∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.007) (0.007)
Defense pact 0.018 0.071∗∗∗ 0.078∗∗∗

(0.024) (0.010) (0.011)
Trade 0.190∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗ 0.455∗∗∗

(0.089) (0.034) (0.036)
GDP 0.000∗ −0.000 −0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Energy use 0.0004 −0.0001 −0.0001

(0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003)
UN voting difference −0.004 −0.025∗∗∗ −0.023∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.002) (0.003)
UN participation 0.200∗ −0.011 −0.007

(0.121) (0.029) (0.030)
Major power 0.066 0.130∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.015) (0.015)

Year FE Y
Home FE Y

Constant −0.047 0.007 −0.005
(0.047) (0.005) (0.014)

Observations 1,471 13,888 13,888
Log Likelihood −51.487 265.260 391.346
Akaike Inf. Crit. 124.974 −508.519 −724.691

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table D.2: Visits from public of State A towards State B, OLS

Dependent variable:

Visit

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

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Military spending 0.401 0.403
(0.287) (0.288)

European NATO 0.322 0.320
(0.245) (0.245)

GDP 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)

Energy use −0.008∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)
UN participation −0.085 −0.096

(0.316) (0.316)
Major power 0.0001∗∗∗

(0.00003)

Defense pact 0.093∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.014)
Aid 0.035 0.028

(0.056) (0.056)
Trade 0.267∗∗∗

(0.052)
UN similarity −0.015∗∗

(0.006)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes
Destination FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant 0.012∗∗∗ 0.501∗∗∗ −0.018 0.005
(0.003) (0.023) (0.028) (0.035)

Observations 11,830 11,830 6,982 6,917
R2 0.026 0.174 0.208 0.216
Adjusted R2 0.026 0.165 0.194 0.202
Residual Std. Error 0.210 0.194 0.206 0.205
F Statistic 319.782∗∗∗ 18.984∗∗∗ 14.930∗∗∗ 15.213∗∗∗

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

173



Table D.3: Visits from public of State A towards State B, Probit

Dependent variable:

Visit

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

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

Military spending 0.401 0.403
(0.287) (0.288)

European NATO 0.322 0.320
(0.245) (0.245)

GDP 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)

Energy use −0.008∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)
UN participation −0.085 −0.096

(0.316) (0.316)
Major power 0.0001∗∗∗

(0.00003)

Defense pact 0.093∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.014)
Aid 0.035 0.028

(0.056) (0.056)
Trade 0.267∗∗∗

(0.052)
UN similarity −0.015∗∗

(0.006)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes
Destination FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant 0.012∗∗∗ 0.501∗∗∗ −0.018 0.005
(0.003) (0.023) (0.028) (0.035)

Observations 11,830 11,830 6,982 6,917
Log Likelihood 1,701.050 2,675.416 1,196.922 1,196.746
Akaike Inf. Crit. −3,398.099 −5,088.832 −2,149.844 −2,145.492

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table D.4: Visits from public of State A towards Democratic State B

Dependent variable:

Visits to Democratic States

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

Lagged attention 0.003∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗ 0.001∗

(0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Military spending 0.725 0.759
(0.634) (0.632)

European NATO 1.827 1.578
(1.112) (1.110)

GDP 0.000∗ 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)

Energy use −0.007 −0.006
(0.010) (0.010)

UN participation −1.951 −1.661
(1.409) (1.406)

Major power 0.00001
(0.0001)

Defense pact 0.139∗∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.022)
Aid 0.116 0.098

(0.119) (0.118)
Trade 0.379∗∗∗

(0.086)
UN similarity −0.026∗∗∗

(0.009)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes
Destination FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant 0.017∗∗∗ 0.507∗∗∗ −0.111 −0.063
(0.005) (0.031) (0.083) (0.087)

Observations 5,548 5,548 3,278 3,278
Log Likelihood 11.190 582.627 158.230 175.116
Akaike Inf. Crit. −18.380 −1,001.254 −172.461 −200.231

∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table D.5: Political vulnerability and visits, OLS

Dependent variable: Visit

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

Lagged attention 0.002∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.001∗∗∗

(0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Dest. election year −0.012 −0.013 −0.012 −0.014

(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
Dest. unemployment 0.001∗ 0.001∗ 0.002∗ 0.003∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Dest. polity 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗ −0.0005

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Military spending 0.473∗∗∗ 0.531∗∗∗

(0.072) (0.074)
European NATO 0.074∗ 0.107∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.038)
Energy use 0.0003 0.001

(0.001) (0.001)
UN participation −0.160∗ −0.093

(0.095) (0.098)
Major power 0.153∗∗∗ 0.138∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.039)
Defense pact 0.103∗∗∗

(0.022)
Aid 0.0001∗

(0.0001)
Trade 0.475∗∗∗

(0.097)
UN similarity −0.009

(0.009)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant 0.024∗∗ −0.066∗∗∗ −0.045∗ −0.130∗∗∗

(0.009) (0.022) (0.026) (0.040)

Observations 5,018 5,018 3,494 3,445
R2 0.024 0.072 0.184 0.207
Adjusted R2 0.023 0.067 0.178 0.200
Residual Std. Error 0.283 0.277 0.269 0.266
F Statistic 30.191∗∗∗ 15.462∗∗∗ 30.052∗∗∗ 29.746∗∗∗
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Table D.6: Political vulnerability and visits, Probit

Dependent variable: Visit

logistic probit

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

Lagged attention 0.026∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗ 0.009∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003)
Dest. election year −0.145 −0.166 −0.199 −0.108

(0.111) (0.115) (0.146) (0.078)
Dest. unemployment 0.017∗ 0.017∗ 0.031∗∗ 0.029∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.008)
Dest. polity 0.020∗∗ 0.022∗∗∗ −0.001 −0.017∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.006)

Military spending 3.749∗∗∗ 3.102∗∗∗

(0.857) (0.485)
European NATO 0.647 0.696∗∗∗

(0.403) (0.227)
Energy use 0.006 0.007

(0.009) (0.004)
UN participation −1.581 −0.790

(1.481) (0.804)
Major power 0.909∗∗ 0.286

(0.438) (0.239)
Defense pact 0.789∗∗∗

(0.175)
Aid 0.001∗

(0.0004)
Trade 2.126∗∗∗

(0.629)
UN similarity −0.142∗∗∗

(0.055)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −3.118∗∗∗ −4.570∗∗∗ −4.212∗∗∗ −2.744∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.306) (0.373) (0.284)

Observations 5,018 5,018 3,494 3,445
Log Likelihood −1,468.353 −1,341.242 −861.388 −808.475
Akaike Inf. Crit. 2,946.705 2,734.484 1,776.776 1,678.951
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Table D.7: Political vulnerability and visits to democratic states

Dependent variable: Visit

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

Lagged attention 0.026∗∗∗ 0.055∗∗∗ 0.024∗∗∗ 0.004
(0.003) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)

Dest. election year 0.041 −0.003 −0.093 −0.169
(0.130) (0.138) (0.177) (0.187)

Dest. unemployment 0.051∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗ 0.082∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.012) (0.018) (0.020)
Dest. polity 0.240∗∗∗ 0.177∗∗∗ −0.037 −0.103

(0.050) (0.052) (0.074) (0.082)

Military spending 8.057∗∗∗ 8.944∗∗∗

(1.971) (2.105)
European NATO 2.719∗∗∗ 2.453∗∗

(0.972) (1.050)
Energy use −0.009 0.023

(0.023) (0.021)
UN participation −3.607 −2.205

(2.253) (2.403)
Major power −1.789 −0.883

(1.218) (1.325)

Defense pact 2.029∗∗∗

(0.382)
Aid 0.001

(0.002)
Trade 3.409∗∗

(1.327)
UN similarity −0.641∗∗∗

(0.132)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Home FE Yes Yes Yes

Constant −5.348∗∗∗ −6.458∗∗∗ −3.986∗∗∗ −4.024∗∗∗

(0.460) (0.560) (0.726) (0.919)

Observations 3,128 3,128 2,143 2,143
Log Likelihood −955.064 −855.289 −521.343 −473.522
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,920.129 1,762.578 1,096.686 1,009.043
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Appendix E

Measure of trade exposure to US

This variable measures the level a geographic region depends on trade with the US. The

UK Office of National Statistics publishes data on the number of businesses, total employment

costs, and turnover by 18 NACE Rev2 industries at the NUTS3 level. The UK is divided into

174 territorial units (NUTS). These data can be connected to postal codes.1 Employment data

is available for 140 of them. Northern Ireland is excluded. This data provides the total number

of British residents employed in industry k (Ei), the total number of employed residents in any

industry within a region i, (Ei), as well as the regional employment by industry (Eik).

Bilateral trade between the US and UK at the industry level is available through Eurostat’s

Comext data base.2 Specifically this data can be found by following the path: “Databases by

theme” → “International trade” → “International trade in goods (extgo)′′→ “International trade

in goods” → “Detailed data (detail)” → “EU trade since 1988 by SITC (DS-018995)”. While

trade data is available by SITC (Standard International Classification) industry codes, the British

employment data is published by NACE (Nomenclature des Activits conomiques dans la Commu-

naut Europenne) Rev 2 industry codes. Correspondence tables are available from UN Statistics.3

However, to my knowledge, there are not correspondence tables that directly relate SITC codes to

1http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/nuts
2http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/
3https://unstats.un.org/unsd/cr/registry/regdnld.asp?Lg=1
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NACE Rev 2 codes. Using the UN correspondence tables, I first translated the SITC codes to CPC

(Cooperative Patent Classification) Rev 2 industry codes, and then to ISIC (International Standard

Industrial Classification) Rev 4 industry codes. This produces an industry level measure of trade

with the US (Exportsk - Importsk).
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Appendix F

Persuasion cases robustness tables

This appendix contains additional models in support of the cases presented in Chapter 4.
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Table F.1: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech by Regional Exports to the US

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support for EU

After Speech -0.0193 0.00383 0.0238 0.0188
(0.0334) (0.0318) (0.0324) (0.0370)

US Export Reliance -0.0280 -0.0330 -0.0263 -0.0535
(0.0369) (0.0331) (0.0333) (0.0323)

After Speech * US Export Reliance 0.0895* 0.0906* 0.0907** 0.104**
(0.0499) (0.0459) (0.0447) (0.0508)

UKIP -0.407*** -0.343*** -0.324***
(0.0244) (0.0265) (0.0309)

Age -0.00436*** -0.00406*** -0.00344***
(0.000626) (0.000613) (0.000657)

Female 0.0224 0.00949 0.0214
(0.0280) (0.0270) (0.0299)

Confidence in Obama 0.225*** 0.231***
(0.0299) (0.0326)

Regional Fixed Effects Yes

Constant 0.458*** 0.713*** 0.518*** 0.531***
(0.0262) (0.0578) (0.0626) (0.0696)

Observations 1,392 1,392 1,392 1,392
R-squared 0.002 0.104 0.134 0.227
Log-Likelihood -1002 -927.7 -903.8 -824.8
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

182



Table F.2: Unordered Multinomial Logit: Support for EU following Obama’s Speech

(9)
Support for EU

Reference category: Somewhat disapprove
Strongly disapprove Somewhat approve Strongly Approve

After Speech 0.0311 0.0449 0.157
(0.260) (0.211) (0.251)

US Export Reliance -0.0104 -0.144 -0.130
(0.182) (0.176) (0.250)

After Speech 0.354 0.720** 0.481
* US Export Reliance (0.327) (0.291) (0.386)
UKIP 0.844*** -1.957*** -1.634***

(0.206) (0.345) (0.472)
Age 0.0171*** -0.00879** -0.0140***

(0.00401) (0.00379) (0.00485)
Female -0.369** 0.0393 0.0407

(0.159) (0.152) (0.176)
Confidence in Obama -0.973*** 0.539** 0.610**

(0.208) (0.245) (0.307)
Constant 0.0815 0.324 -0.255

(0.373) (0.396) (0.484)

Observations 1,291 1,291 1,291
Log-Likelihood -1589 -1589 -1589
Pseudo R2 0.0890 0.0890 0.0890

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table F.3: Support for EU following Obama Speech, contingent on UKIP membership

(10) (11) (12) (13)
Support for EU

After Speech -0.00481 0.00336 0.0224 0.0201
(0.0363) (0.0370) (0.0360) (0.0410)

US Export Reliance -0.0316 -0.0301 -0.0222 -0.0464
(0.0378) (0.0364) (0.0364) (0.0367)

After Speech * US Export Reliance 0.111** 0.105* 0.102* 0.112*
(0.0537) (0.0537) (0.0518) (0.0593)

UKIP -0.396*** -0.374*** -0.311*** -0.278***
(0.0472) (0.0493) (0.0507) (0.0613)

After Speech * UKIP 0.0118 -0.00610 0.000281 -0.0186
(0.0853) (0.0856) (0.0814) (0.0903)

US Export Reliance * UKIP -0.0260 -0.0255 -0.0392 -0.0590
(0.0609) (0.0639) (0.0679) (0.0785)

After Speech * US Export Reliance -0.104 -0.0941 -0.0687 -0.0440
* UKIP (0.113) (0.111) (0.114) (0.129)
Age -0.00436*** -0.00406*** -0.00345***

(0.000630) (0.000617) (0.000663)
Female 0.0223 0.00936 0.0213

(0.0281) (0.0271) (0.0298)
Confidence in Obama 0.225*** 0.231***

(0.0298) (0.0325)
Regional Fixed Effects Yes

Constant 0.500*** 0.710*** 0.515*** 0.532***
(0.0267) (0.0575) (0.0623) (0.0690)

Observations 1,392 1,392 1,392 1,392
R-squared 0.077 0.105 0.135 0.228
Log-Likelihood -948.2 -927.0 -903.2 -824.1

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p0.01, ** p0.05, * p0.1
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Appendix G

Backlash model

In order to examine the full range of voter incentive to support the leader, I divide the

model into three cases defined the the location of the median voter’s preferred policy, V, relative

to M and H. The following examination considers each of the possible configurations in order to

identify the set of conditions under which the public will be more likely to vote for the leader if

they believe him to be a hawkish type ratherthan a moderate type. First, I consider the case where

the voter is more moderate than either type of the leader: V < M < H. Second, I examine the case

where the voter’s preferred policy is between the moderate and hawkish type’s policy preferences:

M <V < H. Finally, I look at the case where the voter is even more extreme than the hawkish type

leader’s policy preferences: V > H > M.

Let q be the public’s belief that the leader is the hawkish type. The voter will support the

leader when the voter’s beliefs about the leader’s type cause their expected utility from supporting

the leader to be greater than their expected utility from supporting the opposition. This will be true

when the distance between the voter’s policy preference and the opposition’s policy preference is

greater than the distance between the voter’s policy preference and their expectation of the leader’s

policy preference: |O−V |> p(|H−V |)+(1− p)(|M−V |).
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Case 1: V < M < H

I first consider the case where the voter is to the left of both the hardline and moderate types

of leader. When V < M < H, |M−V | and |H−V | will always be positive. I consider both the case

where O−V is positive (V < O) and where O−V is negative (V > O).

Case 1a: V < M < H & V < O

When O−V is positive, the voter will support the leader when

O−V > q(H−V )+(1−q)(M−V )

O−V > q(H−V )+(M−V )−q(M−V )

O−V > q(H−V −M+V )+(M−V )

O−V −M+V > q(H−M)

q <
O−M

H−M
= q∗

Recall that q is the voter’s belief that the leader is a hawk. In this case, when q < q∗, the

voter will support the leader, and when q > q∗, the voter will support the opposition. In this case,

the voter is more likely to support the leader if they believe he is moderate. Because 0 < q < 1,

the voter will always support the opposition when q∗ < 0. H −M is always positive, so q∗ will

be negative when O−M < 0, or O < M. When the opposition has a policy preference that is less

hardline than the moderate and the voter’s policy preference is less hardline than the opposition

(V < O < M < H), the voter will always support the opposition.

The public will always support the leader when q∗ > 1. q∗ will be greater than 1 when

O−M > H−M, or O > H. In other words, when V < M < H < O, the voter will always support

the leader.

When 0 < h∗ < 1, then the voter will support the opposition if h > h∗ and the leader other-

wise. This will be true when O > M and O < H, or V < M < O < H. However, because voter is

less likely to support the leader if they believe he is a hardliner, there is no incentive for the leader

to pay a cost by provoking a backlash abroad in order to signal his commitment to a hardline policy.
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Case 1b: V < M < H & V > O

When O−V is negative, the voter will support the leader when

−(O−V )> q(H−V )+(1−q)(M−V )

V −O > q(H−V )+(M−V )−q(M−V )

V −O > q(H−V −M+V )+(M−V )

V −O−M+V > q(H−M)

q <
2V −O−M

H−M
= q∗

As with the previous case, if q∗< 0, the voter will never support the leader because 0 < q <

1. H−M is always positive, so q∗ will be negative when 2V −O−M < 0, or V <
M+O

2
. When

the voter is to the left of the midpoint between M and O, the voter will never support the leader.

q∗ > 1 when 2V −O−M > H−M, or V >
H +O

2
. When the Opposition is sufficiently far

to the left so that the voter is to the right of the midpoint between H and O, the voter will always

support the leader.

q∗ will be between 0 and 1 when V >
M+O

2
and V <

H +O

2
. When the voter is to the

right of the midpoint between M and O, and to the left of the midpoint between O and H, the voter

will support the leader when q < q∗. However, the voter is again less likely to support the leader if

they believe he is a hardliner, there is no incentive for the leader to pay a cost by getting a backlash

abroad in order to signal his commitment to a hardline policy.

Case 2: M <V < H

I next consider the case where the voter is between the Moderate and Hardline leader types

on the policy spectrum: M < V < H. H−V is always positive, and M−V is always negative. I

consider both V < O and V > O in turn below.
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Case 2a: M <V < H & V < O

When O−V is negative, the voter will support the leader when

O−V > q(H−V )− (1−q)(M−V )

O−V > q(H−V )− (M−V )+q(M−V )

O+M−2V > q(H +M−2V )

H +M−2V can be negative or positive. If H +M−2V is positive, V <
H +M

2
. In other

words, when V is closer to M than H, then the voter will support the leader when q < q∗:

q <
O+M−2V

H +M−2V
= q∗

q∗< 0 when O+M−2V < 0, or V >
O+M

2
. When the voter is to the right of the midpoint

between O and M, then voter will never support the leader. The voter is closer to the opposition

than either of the leader types, so they will support the opposition regardless of their beliefs about

the leader’s type.

q∗ > 1 when O+M− 2V > H +M− 2V , or O > H. When the opposition is to the right

of the hardline type leader, M < V < H < O, the voter will support the leader regardless of their

beliefs about his type.

q∗ will be between 0 and 1 when V <
O+M

2
and O < H. The voter is again less likely to

support the leader if they believe he is a hardliner, there is no incentive for the leader to pay a cost

by getting a backlash abroad in order to signal his commitment to a hardline policy.

If H +M− 2V is negative, V >
H +M

2
. When the Voter is to the right of the midpoint

between the H and M, the Voter will support the leader when

q >
O+M−2V

H +M−2V
= q∗
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In this case, the voter will support the leader when q > q∗. This will never be the case if

q∗ < 0, or V <
O+M

2
. When the voter is to the left of the midpoint between O and M, the voter

will always support the leader.

q∗ > 1 when O+M−2V < H +M−2V , or O < H. When the opposition is to the left of

the hardline type, the Voter will never vote for the leader. The Voter is closest to the Opposition,

so their will support the opposition regardless of their beliefs about the leader’s type.

q∗ will be between 0 and 1 when V >
O+M

2
and O > H. Unlike the previous cases, the

voter is more likely to support the leader if they believe he is a hardliner. M < V < H < O and

V >
O+M

2
define condition A.

Case 2b: M <V < H & V > O

The voter will support the leader when:

−(O−V )> q(H−V )− (1−q)(M−V )

V −O > q(H−V )− (M−V )+q(M−V )

V −O+M−V > q(H−V +M−V )

M−O > q(H +M−2V )

Again, H +M−2V can be negative or positive. If H +M−2V is positive, V <
H +M

2
. In

other words, when V is closer to M than H, then the voter will support the leader when q < q∗:

q <
M−O

H +M−2V
= q∗.

q∗ > 1 when M−O > H +M− 2V , or V >
H +O

2
. When the voter is to the right of the

midpoint between H and O, the voter will always support the leader. In this set up O<M <V <H,

and the voter is closer to both types of leader than she is to the opposition, and will always support

the leader.
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q∗ < 0 when M−O < 0. When M < O, the voter will always prefer the opposition. In

other words, when M < V < H & V > O, if V is closer to M than H, and O is to the left of M, V

will always pick leader and if O is to the right of M, V will always pick O. Because the voter is

less likely to support the leader if they believe the leader is a hardliner, there is no incentive for the

leader to seek a costly backlash abroad.

If H +M− 2V is negative, q >
M−O

H +M−2V
= q∗, and the voter will support the leader

when q > q∗.

If H +M− 2V is negative, q∗ > 1 when M−O < H +M− 2V . When V <
H +O

2
and

V >
H +M

2
, the voter will never support the leader.

h∗ < 0 when M−O > 0 or M > O. When V >
H +M

2
and M < O, the voter will always

support the leader.

There may be incentives to pay a cost to signal a hardline type when 0 < q∗ < 1. This will

be the case when V >
H +M

2
, M < O, & V >

H +O

2
hold. In other words, when M < O <V < H

and the voter is closer to the hardliner than the moderate and the opposition, then the voter is more

likely to vote for the leader if they believe he is a hardliner. This is condition B.

Case 3: M < H <V

When M < H <V , |H−V | and |M−V | will both always be negative.

Case 3a: M < H <V & V < O

Given M < H <V < O, the voter will support the leader when:

O−V >−q(H−V )− (1−q)(M−V )

O−V > q(V −H)− (M−V )+q(M−V )

O−V +M−V > q(V −H +M−V )
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O+M−2V > q(M−H)

q >
O+M−2V

M−H
= q∗

M−H is always negative in this case, so q∗ will be negative when O+M− 2V > 0, or

V <
O+M

2
. When the voter is the left of the midpoint between O and M, they will always support

the leader. When the voter is to the right of the midpoint between O and M, they will support

the leader when q > q∗. In other words, if the opposition is relatively close to M and H, then the

voter will sometimes vote for O. If the opposition is very far to the right, then the voter will always

support the leader

When q∗ > 1, the voter will never support the leader. This is true when O+M− 2V <

M−H, or V >
O+H

2
. When the voter is to the left of the midpoint of O and H, they will be closer

to the opposition then either type of leader, so they will always support the opposition.

There will be an incentive to signal a hard line type when 0 < q∗ < 1, which will be true

when V <
O+H

2
and V >

O+M

2
. This is condition C.

Case 3b: V > H > M & V > O

The voter will support the leader when:

−(O−V )>−q(H−V )− (1−q)(M−V )

V −O+M−V > q(M−H)

M−O > q(M−H)

q >
M−O

M−H
= q∗

q∗ < 0 when M−O > 0, or M > O. The voter will always support then leader when

V > H > M > O.

q∗ > 1 when M−O < M−H, or O > H. The voter will never support the leader when

V > O > H > M.
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There will be an incentive for the leader to signal a hardline type when 0 < q∗ < 1, or when

V > H > O > M. This is condition D.

In summary, this analysis has identified four conditions under which the voter will be more

likely to support the leader over the opposition if they believe the leader is a hardliner rather than

a moderate. These conditions are:

1. Conditions A: M <V < H < O and V >
O+M

2

2. Conditions B: M < O <V < H and V >
H +O

2

3. Conditions C: M < H <V < O, V <
O+H

2
, and V >

O+M

2

4. Conditions D: M < O < H <V

When any of these conditions hold, I refer to the public as a “hawkish” public.

192



References

Sean Aday, Steven Livingston, and Maeve Hebert. Embedding the truth a cross-cultural
analysis of objectivity and television coverage of the iraq war. The Harvard International
Journal of Press/Politics, 10(1):3–21, 2005.

Scott Althaus. Opinion polls, information effects, and political equality: Exploring ideolog-
ical biases in collective opinion. Political Communication, 13(1):3–21, 1996.

Scott L Althaus. Collective preferences in democratic politics: Opinion surveys and the will
of the people. Cambridge University Press, 2003.

David Autor, David Dorn, and Gordon H Hanson. The china syndrome: Local labor market
effects of import competition in the united states. The American Economic Review, 103
(6):2121–2168, 2013.

Matthew A Baum and Tim Groeling. War stories: The causes and consequences of citizen
views of war, 2010.

Matthew A Baum and Tim J Groeling. War stories: The causes and consequences of public
views of war. Princeton University Press, 2009.

Matthew A Baum and Philip BK Potter. War and democratic constraint: how the public
influences foreign policy. Princeton University Press, 2015.

D Scott Bennett and Allan C Stam. Research design and estimator choices in the analysis
of interstate dyads: When decisions matter. Journal of conflict resolution, 44(5):653–685,
2000.

Adam J Berinsky. American public opinion in the 1930s and 1940s the analysis of quota-
controlled sample survey data. Public Opinion Quarterly, 70(4):499–529, 2006.

Adam J Berinsky. Assuming the costs of war: Events, elites, and american public support
for military conflict. Journal of Politics, 69(4):975–997, 2007.

Adam J Berinsky, Eleanor Neff Powell, Eric Schickler, and Ian Brett Yohai. Revisiting
public opinion in the 1930s and 1940s. PS: Political Science & Politics, 44(03):515–520,
2011.

Susan Ann Brewer. To win the peace: British propaganda in the United States during World
War II. Cornell University Press, 1997.

193



Richard A Brody. Crisis, war, and public opinion: The media and public support for the
president. Taken by storm: The media, public opinion, and US foreign policy in the Gulf
War, pages 210–30, 1994.

Robert Calder. Beware the British Serpent: The Role of Writers in British Propaganda in
the United States, 1939-1945. McGill-Queen’s Press-MQUP, 2004.

Angus Campbell, Philip E Converse, Warren E Miller, and E Donald. The american voter.
New York: John Wiley and Sons, page 77, 1960.

Terrence L Chapman. Securing approval: domestic politics and multilateral authorization
for war. University of Chicago Press, 2012.

Terrence L Chapman and Dan Reiter. The united nations security council and the rallyround
the flag effect. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 48(6):886–909, 2004.

Joshua D Clinton and Ted Enamorado. The national news medias effect on congress: How
fox news affected elites in congress. The Journal of Politics, 76(4):928–943, 2014.

Geoffrey L Cohen. Party over policy: The dominating impact of group influence on political
beliefs. Journal of personality and social psychology, 85(5):808, 2003.

Italo Colantone and Piero Stanig. Global competition and brexit. Working Paper.

Nicholas John Cull. Selling war. Oxford University Press, 1995.

Robert A Divine. The reluctant belligerent: American entry into World War II. Knopf, 1979.

George W Downs and David M Rocke. Conflict, agency, and gambling for resurrection:
The principal-agent problem goes to war. American Journal of Political Science, pages
362–380, 1994.

Robert M Entman. Projections of power: Framing news, public opinion, and US foreign
policy. University of Chicago Press, 2004.

James D Fearon. Rationalist explanations for war. International organization, 49(03):379–
414, 1995.

James D Fearon. Signaling foreign policy interests tying hands versus sinking costs. Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 41(1):68–90, 1997.

Charles H Franklin. Estimation across data sets: two-stage auxiliary instrumental variables
estimation (2saiv). Political Analysis, 1:1–23, 1989.

Christopher Gelpi. Democratic diversions: Governmental structure and the externalization
of domestic conflict. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41(2):255–282, 1997.

Matthew Gentzkow, Edward L Glaeser, and Claudia Goldin. The rise of the fourth estate.
how newspapers became informative and why it mattered. In Corruption and Reform:
Lessons from America’s Economic History, pages 187–230. University of Chicago Press,
2006.

194



Jeremy Ginsberg, Matthew H Mohebbi, Rajan S Patel, Lynnette Brammer, Mark S Smolin-
ski, and Larry Brilliant. Detecting influenza epidemics using search engine query data.
Nature, 457(7232):1012, 2009.

Danny Guardino, Matt an Hayes. Foreign voices, party cues, and u.s. public opinion about
military action. Working Paper.

Daniel C Hallin and Paolo Mancini. Comparing media systems: Three models of media and
politics. Cambridge University Press, 2004.

James T Hamilton. News that sells: Media competition and news content. Japanese Journal
of Political Science, 8(01):7–42, 2007.

Danny Hayes and Mat Guardino. War and democratic constraint: how the public influences
foreign policy. Cambridge University Press, 2015.

Danny Hayes and Matt Guardino. The influence of foreign voices on us public opinion.
American Journal of Political Science, 55(4):831–851, 2011.

Donald L Jordan and Benjamin I Page. Shaping foreign policy opinions the role of tv news.
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 36(2):227–241, 1992.

Samuel Kernell. Going public: New strategies of presidential leadership. CQ Press, 2006.

James H Lebovic and Elizabeth N Saunders. The diplomatic core: The determinants of
high-level us diplomatic visits, 1946–2010. International Studies Quarterly, 60(1):107–
123, 2016.

Brett Ashley Leeds and David R Davis. Domestic political vulnerability and international
disputes. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 41(6):814–834, 1997.

Matthew S Levendusky and Michael C Horowitz. When backing down is the right decision:
Partisanship, new information, and audience costs. The Journal of Politics, 74(02):323–
338, 2012.

Ralph B Levering. The public and American foreign policy, 1918-1978. Foreign Policy
Association, 1978.

David Lindsey and William Hobbs. Presidential effort and international outcomes: Evidence
for an executive bottleneck. The Journal of Politics, 77(4):1089–1102, 2015.

Arthur Lupia and Mathew McCubbins. The democratic dilemma: Can citizens learn what
they need to know? Cambridge University Press, 1998.

Edward D Mansfield, Helen V Milner, and B Peter Rosendorff. Why democracies cooperate
more: Electoral control and international trade agreements. International Organization,
56(03):477–513, 2002.

Anna Maria Mayda and Dani Rodrik. Why are some people (and countries) more protec-
tionist than others? European Economic Review, 49(6):1393–1430, 2005.

195



Hugh Miles. Al-Jazeera: The inside story of the Arab news channel that is challenging the
West. Grove Press, 2005.

Helen V Milner. Interests, institutions, and information: Domestic politics and international
relations. Princeton University Press, 1997.

Martin Moore and Gordon Ramsay. Uk media coverage of the 2016 eu referendum cam-
paign. 2017.

Benjamin I Page, Robert Y Shapiro, and Glenn R Dempsey. What moves public opinion?
American Political Science Review, 81(01):23–43, 1987.

R Eugene Parta. Discovering the Hidden Listener: An Empirical Assessment of Radio Lib-
erty and Western Broadcasting to the USSR during the Cold War. Hoover Press, 2013.

Krzysztof J Pelc. Googling the wto: what search-engine data tell us about the political
economy of institutions. International Organization, 67(03):629–655, 2013.

Samuel L Popkin. The reasoning voter: Communication and persuasion in presidential
campaigns. University of Chicago Press, 1994.

Robert D Putnam. Diplomacy and domestic politics: the logic of two-level games. Interna-
tional organization, 42(03):427–460, 1988.

Wendy M Rahn. The role of partisan stereotypes in information processing about political
candidates. American Journal of Political Science, pages 472–496, 1993.

Shauna Reilly, Sean Richey, and J Benjamin Taylor. Using google search data for state
politics research an empirical validity test using roll-off data. State Politics & Policy
Quarterly, 12(2):146–159, 2012.

Beth A Rosenson, Elizabeth A Oldmixon, and Kenneth D Wald. Us senators’ support for
israel examined through sponsorship/cosponsorship decisions, 1993–2002: The influence
of elite and constituent factors. Foreign Policy Analysis, 5(1):73–91, 2009.

Kenneth F Scheve and Matthew J Slaughter. What determines individual trade-policy pref-
erences? Journal of International Economics, 54(2):267–292, 2001.

Paul M Sniderman, Richard A Brody, and Phillip E Tetlock. Reasoning and choice: Explo-
rations in political psychology. Cambridge University Press, 1991.

Richard Sobel. The impact of public opinion on US foreign policy since Vietnam: Constrain-
ing the colossus. Oxford University Press on Demand, 2001.

George Stephen. An awkward partner: Britain in the european community, 1998.

Alexander Thompson. Coercion through ios: The security council and the logic of informa-
tion transmission. International Organization, 60(01):1–34, 2006.

196



Michael Tomz. Domestic audience costs in international relations: An experimental ap-
proach. International Organization, 61(04):821–840, 2007.

Erik Voeten. The political origins of the un security council’s ability to legitimize the use of
force. International Organization, 59(03):527–557, 2005.

Kenneth Waltz. Theory of international relations. Reading: Addison-Wesley, pages 635–650,
1979.

Brian Weeks and Brian Southwell. The symbiosis of news coverage and aggregate online
search behavior: Obama, rumors, and presidential politics. Mass Communication and
Society, 13(4):341–360, 2010.

Jenifer Whitten-Woodring and Douglas A Van Belle. Historical Guide to World Media
Freedom: A Country-by-country Analysis. CQ Press, 2014.

John Zaller. The nature and origins of mass opinion. Cambridge University Press, 1992.

John Zaller. A new standard of news quality: Burglar alarms for the monitorial citizen.
Political Communication, 20(2):109–130, 2003.

197


	Signature Page
	Dedication
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	Acknowledgements
	Vita
	Abstract of the Dissertation
	Introduction
	Head of State International Public Diplomacy
	A common strategy
	Actors
	A Cost-Benefit analysis of Going Public Abroad
	Persuasion
	Backlash
	Outline of the Dissertation

	Which leaders can get attention in foreign publics?
	Condition 1: The visiting leader's relevance to the destination country
	Condition 2: The media environment of destination country
	Condition 3: When does a leader want to speak to a foreign audience?
	Global attention to international visits
	Determinants of international visits
	Conclusion

	Persuasion: When low-cost statements from leaders can influence a foreign audience
	When can a leader persuade a foreign public?
	When are foreign elites credible?
	Conclusion

	Can leaders change foreign opinions? Two cases of persuasion
	The ``Back of the Queue'': Obama on Brexit, 2016
	The Hot Dog Summit: The British King and Queen in the US, 1939
	Conclusion

	Backlash: Why leaders go public abroad to antagonize a foreign audience
	Mr. Bibi goes to Washington
	A theoretical model of foreign backlash
	Who can provoke a backlash?
	Netanyahu's benefit from backlash
	Israeli public opinion
	Conclusion

	Conclusion
	Measuring attention: Google Trends
	Head of state international travel data
	Attention analysis robustness tables
	International Visits analysis robustness tables
	Measure of trade exposure to US
	Persuasion cases robustness tables
	Backlash model
	References



