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Public Support for Economic and Military Coercion and
Audience Costs'

ABSTRACT: | specify the role public support for economic aniditary coercion and
reactions to executive inconsistencies play in geimg and/or weakening approval for
executives. In times of international crises, thi@stors may compete against each other
when it comes to determining public approval. Tarake this claim, | conducted a
survey experiment on a representative sample dfsatudetermine when audiences
will support economic or military coercion, and htvis willingness to support specific
coercive action affects their evaluation of theaetiwe’s handling of international
crises. | find that public policy preferences cawda stronger effect than a preference
for having a leader behave consistently. Specificafind that, (1) executive
inconsistency is not punished when a leader bagks& drom a military commitment in
a non-threatening crisis, (2) executive inconsigesare not only punished in military
disputes but also in cases of economic coercionighment is in fact more prominent
in sanctions cases), and (3) executive inconsigteac be punished both in major and

lesser conflicts.
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Western action (or lack thereof) in the currenti&yrisis has been a natural laboratory
of sorts for audience costs theory. Three of thddi@most high profile democratic
leaders have been notably inconsistent about ieémg militarily, even after the Assad
regime crossed what President Obama referredddrad line’; employing chemical
weapons outside Damascus in August of 2013. Presidleama, Prime Minister
Cameron, and French President Hollande clearlyaginthe need to intervene,
however all have failed to do so. President Obams unsuccessful in garnering
Congressional support, David Cameron’s effortethdfter a 285-272 House of
Commons vote on the matter, and Hollande publidadigked down stating that France
would not take unilateral action.

Audience cost theory has played a paramount nallea field of international
relations in recent decades (Levendusky and Hora®i2; Downes and Sechser
2012). Audience costs refers at its core to tha tat when leaders commit to a course
of military action and subsequently renege on themise, they will suffer a ‘cost’
with constituents (i.e. their popularity will demdl). As summed up by Chaudoin, ‘a key,
common assumption of audience cost theory is tndieaces have preferences over
consistencyAudiences care about whether a policymaker’'©astare consistent with
past promises’ (Chaudoin 2014:3). Even the prospiggaying limited audience costs
can affect leaders’ behavior (Tarar and Levent@@i3). Examples include the French
withdrawal of troops from Fashoda in 1898, and iHezg Kennedy’s preoccupation
with allowing Khrushchev to save face during thé2€uban Missile Crisis (Tarar and

Leventoglu 2013).



In this paper, | propose a theoretical expansiah@iconcept of audience costs
to the realm of economic coercion. This can helgersense of the recent mixed
findings for audience costs theory in the militeeglm, as well as explain the lack of
significant domestic backlash Western leaders sedfafter being inconsistent
regarding threats to the Assad regime. While thlel's interest in the military realm is
understandable, the signaling logic inherent tdena® costs theory can also be
extrapolated to other coercive foreign policy damsaincluding economic coercion.
Economic sanctions are becoming increasingly commah their use rising
exponentially since World War | (Pape 1997; Drudp2; Drezner 2003).

| specify the role public support for economic anititary coercion and
reactions to executive inconsistencies play in geimg and/or weakening approval for
executives. In times of international crises, thi@sgors may compete against each other
when it comes to determining public approval. Ttigly constitutes the first systematic
examination of which has the strongest effect. ¥an@ne this claim, | conducted a
survey experiment on a representative sample ofrigare adults to determine (a) when
audiences will support economic or military coercio crises that either threaten
national security or do not pose such a threat,(Bjptdow this willingness to support
specific coercive action affects their evaluatiéhe executive’s handling of
international criseS A direct test of the effects of executive incotesisy for cases of
military and economic coercion is useful for undengling national action in different
types of crises, and addresses one of the thealritcminae of audience costs theory,

which is the lack of disaggregation by type of cber foreign policy action.



| find that public policy preferences can haverargger effect than a preference
for having a leader behave consistently. Specificafind that, (1) executive
inconsistency is not punished when a leader bagks drom a military commitment in
a non-threatening crisis, (2) executive inconsigsare not only punished in military
disputes but also in cases of economic coercionighment is in fact more prominent
in sanctions cases), and (3) executive inconsigteac be punished both in crises that
pose a threat to national security as well asigesrthat do not pose such a threat.

The paper proceeds as follows. | first briefly mélthe central claims of
audience cost theory. | then discuss the recematiire that proposes boundary
conditions that limit the applicability of audiencests. | then present an alternative
approach to make sense of mixed findings regaralijence costs theory: expand
rather than limit the theoretical scope of audiecmsts> The methods section describes
the survey experiment | conducted with a represiestaample of American adults. The
results section follows. | conclude with a summaifryhe findings and their implications

for audience costs and accountability researchtermational relations.

AUDIENCE COSTSAND ITSLIMITS

Audience costs literature highlights the importaotexecutive consistency in
militarized disputes. The rationale being thathatinternational level, leaders engaging
in pre-war bargaining have incentives to appeahliigesolved about not backing down
if their claims are not met. Both strong and wegdes will be motivated to signal to
their opponents that they are strong; that is, éhggging in war is not excessively

costly for them and that they are resolved to feltorough (Fearon 1994). This



motivates leaders to commit publicly to harsh cesrsf action, including waging war,
if their opponent does not yield. Committing publimakes leader’s threats credible
because international opponents know that wherliticggm breaks a public promise
they will pay audience costs domestically and cdote office’

International relations scholars have conductesh&(Fearon 1997; Smith
1998; Guisinger and Smith 2002) and observatiomgigcal studie$ highlighting the
beneficial positions democratic states would halative to autocratic ones when it
comes to credibly signaling resolve by making aligdbreign policy commitment in an
international dispute (but see Weeks 2008). Sugdpodudience costs was found in
Tomz’'s (2007) seminal laboratory experiment. Subsatgresearch has identified
boundary conditions or limits to audience cost®theSuch work includes experimental
studies conducted in the United Kingdom (Reifled &totto 2012; Davies and Johns
2013) and the United States (Trager and Vavreck 20dvendusky and Horowitz
2012). Trager and Vavreck emphasize the importahe&ecutive rhetoric in
determining the magnitude of audience costs. Lewgkyand Horowitz (2012) also
highlight the importance of domestic factors, exanyg the effects partisanship,
partisan elites and executive justifications hawveaodience costs. Reifler and Scotto
(2012) focus on individual-level differences andresponsiveness to new information
when evaluating leaders. Davies and J§B0%3) find that perceived levels of national

threat affect whether executive inconsistency isighed.



EXPANDING THE LOGIC OF AUDIENCE COSTS

Although the central focus of audience costs has Ingilitarized conflicts, the “two-
level game” signaling logic (Putnam 1998) inhetterdudience costs theory can be
extrapolated to other coercive foreign policy damsaincluding economic coercion.
Imposing sanctions signals disapproval of the pediof the targeted state, and this
signal can be aimed at either international or dsiim@udiences (Barber 1979; Daoudi
and Dajani 1983; Nincic and Wallensteen 1983; Degnsand Mo 2001; Eland 2002;
Whang 2011). Popular support for economic sanctiamscompel leaders to employ
them, as occurred after the public outcry demantliegmposition of tougher sanctions
against apartheid-era South Africa (Drury 2001,)486me authors have applied certain
aspects of audience costs theory to the economimagMartin 1993; Dorussen and Mo
2001; Chaudoin 2014). On the practical front, emiz have witnessed European and
American leaders threatening economic coerciorctiiteagainst states that arguably do
not pose enough of a direct threat to national sy garner public support for
military action, such as Syria, Iran, or Russiaifealleged involvement in the Ukraine
crisis.

Theoretically, expanding the logic of audience sastthe realm of economic
coercion can help disentangle the effects of pogareferences for executives following
through on their threats and popular support fecs coercive foreign policies.
Focusing audience costs research exclusively ompoliey domain confounds these two
sets of public preferences. Comparing the incidefi@idience costs across different
types of coercion will not only further our understiing of the domestic political

dynamics that accompany economic coercion. Higlihghhow public preferences for



certain foreign policy responses will affect suggor executives who consistently
implement these policies or back down after hatimgatened them will help make
sense of mixed findings in audience costs research.

In order to more realistically examine domesticiandes’ willingness to support
economic and military coercion it becomes necessaintroduce varying levels of
threat into the picture. Theoretically, we knowttharceived levels of threat can affect
audiences’ willingness to support national actidavis and Silver (2004) as well as
Huddy et al. (2005) find that heightened threatlse\can make domestic audiences
support harsh policies they would otherwise findageptabl&.This does not mean that
audiences will necessarily prefer harsher polieieen threat levels are heightened, as
relatively less costly policies might also be cdesed effective. It does mean, however,
that higher threat levels might reduce public concegarding the relatively higher
costs typically associated with harsher policiesl(iding human, financial and political
costs). Arguably, this is what American Presidebhai@a unsuccessfully tried to do by
framing the conflict in Syria as threatening ‘camerests at stake for the United States’
when he had transitioned from supporting economéaon to proposing military
action (Garamone 2013).

Threat perception has also been found to affedeauad costs directly. Davies
and Johns (2013) compare different types of inteynal crises, and find that, in a
nuclear confrontation, an inconsistent Prime Maistas not punished. Here | wish to
complement their findings by comparing crises #dratsimilar except in that they
represent varying levels of threat. It is feastblexpect that when a crisis is

threatening, the public will support an executiieowiakes an active role and commits



to either military or economic coercion. On theesthand, we might expect that in a
crisis that does not threaten national securitystiturents will be more discriminating
about what coercive foreign policies to support asitigenerally tend to favor
relatively less costly measures such as economittisas’ Executive inconsistency
should lead to audience costs only when the utiadfthreat was in line with what
constituents were willing to suppoft.

To the best my of knowledge, this study constittiesfirst systematic
guantitative study to examine the connections betwmiblic support for military and
economic coercion, the threat a crisis poses tomaltsecurity, and leaders’ actions in

times of international criseghe research questions that guide this study are:

(1) Do we observe audience costs for both economigralitéry coercion?

(2) Does the level of national threat a crisis posea &tate moderate the effects

of audience costs across policy domains?

THE EXPERIMENT
Experiments are useful tools in accountability aesk. First and foremost, given that
political leaders strategically select their belawun anticipation of public reactions,
inferring the importance of accountability mechamsby analyzing observational data
can be problematic. As Schultz notes, ‘if we casenbe only the domestic costs that
leaders choose to pay, then we will generally risscases in which these costs are

large’ (Schultz 2001:33). Second, studies of coeréoreign policies that examine cases



in which policies were actually implemented om# thost successful cases: the ones in
which the threaalone was enough to modify the policies of anothate (Drezner
2003; Lacy and Niou 2004).

Six hundred and fifty-seven American adults pgpaed in the survey
experiment in December of 2011. The study wasdigloy Knowledge Networks, an
online survey source used in both government aadeanic research. They routinely
conduct web-based experiments on a probabilitysbpaeel representative of the
American population. Participants are recruitednfi@ published sample frame of
residential addresses that covers approximatefyed@ent of American householts.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of egperimental conditions in a 2x2x2
factorial design. The experimental factors aretlfegat posed by the international event
(crisis that did not threaten national securitysisrthat did pose such a threat); (b) type
of foreign policy threat (economic sanctions, raifitintervention); and (c) executive

consistency (backed down, followed through).

Traditionally, theories of accountability have feed on the most dramatic form
of punishment —voting a leader out of office (Arster 2007). Recent studies have
lowered this threshold. Snyder and Borghard (20ibté that a substantive decline in
executive approval generated by a leader backimgndmm a threat can undermine
political effectiveness and consequently shoulthtas a case of audience costs.
Voeten and Brewer (2006) emphasize that demoagaécutives require public support
not only to begin a war but also to continue fightit. As has become customary in
experimental studies of audience cdstsmeasure punishment by comparing executive

approval level across experimental conditions. &sueed the main dependent variable,



approval, by asking participant#n ‘the crisis you just read about, do you approke o
how the President actedfsing a scale ranging from O (definitely disapow 10
(definitely approve). Admittedly, there is no coptieal model that specifies what metric
is best for measuring approval, and no consensatsen how to best to measure it in
experimental studies of audience costs (Tomz 206d7.avy et al. 2015 use a 7-point
scale; Levendusky and Horowitz 2012 use a 5-paig).d chose an 11-point scale as
there is some evidence that more continuous meapuogide more information than
discrete Likert scales by overcoming endpoint dear§Studer 2012). The second
measure | used was the difference in executivecajppafter a coercive foreign policy
threat was made and after the executive renegétiothreat. This variable,, captures

the change in approval for each individual paraaip

Half of the sample read about an internationaistisat posed a threat to
national security in which Kazakhstan had invadsavieaker neighbor Uzbekistdf.
Uzbekistan was described as having abundant mirf@gloquality uranium that could
be used for developing nuclear weapons. Kazakhesadescribed as having a history
of supporting anti-American and anti-western tastagroups. Participants read that a
victory by the attacking country would constituteevere threat to U.S. national
security™® The rest of the participants read that Kazakhistahinvaded its weaker
neighbor Uzbekistan. They read that if Kazakhstéor'ses took over their neighbor it
would pose no threat to U.S. national security.

Following these paragraphs, participants learnatlttte U.S. President publicly
committed to impose economic sanctions on the gorent of Kazakhstan or to

sending U.S. troops to defend the weaker countrsniBary bullet points were

1C



introduced at this stage. They stated that Kazakhsad invaded its neighbor and
described the threat posed by the crisis as welas/pe of coercive foreign policy
threat the executive had made. The first measuegexdutive approval was assessed at
this stage. This initial approval measure will Isedi in two ways: (a) to examine what
coercive policy options participants are willingsiopport (since it reflects support for
economic or military coercion before learning abwhether the executive was
consistent or inconsistent), and (b) final exeaiapproval scores will be subtracted
from these initial measures in cases of inconststém calculate individual difference in
support, OrA.

Participants then read that Kazakhstan contingeidviasion, and that the
executive acted consistently and followed throughhe threat or that they had backed
down. A second set of summary bullet points wasegmwted, immediately preceding the
second measurement of executive approval. Thess points indicated that
Kazakhstan was continuing to invade its neighbescdbed the threat posed by the
crisis, the type of coercive foreign policy thréa¢ executive had made, as well as
whether this threat had been implemented. Partitsp@ad that the conflict was
ongoing in order to avoid contaminating approvaligng from executive action in a
crisis with any satisfaction/dissatisfaction thatildl potentially emerge from an
American foreign policy action being successfuliwtessful (Gelpi, Feaver and Reifler

2005).
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RESULTS
Before discussing the results, there are two preény points | wish to address. First, |
follow Levendusky and Horowitz’s (2012) lead and@@ that randomization truly took
place. A multinomial logistic regression was rurcheck whether demographic
characteristics and political affiliation predictée assignment of participants to
experimental conditions. The results support titeondhat randomization effectively
occurred and the different values obtained fordéygendent variables are causally
linked to the experimental factors. Second, thdystests on the assumption that people
are willing to support economic and military coercbecause they consider them to be
effective measures in times of crisis. | find ttiag assumption hold$!

Before presenting the subsequent regression asalysdl briefly describe
executive approval. Figure 1 provides a generahaose of how the experimental
factors affect executive approvalThe grey bar in Figure 1 represents average approv
across all conditions, and can be considered aurea$ baseline approval. The bars
with solid lines represent cases in which execsta@nsistently implemented their
threats; bars with dashed lines represent incamisases. Bars with vertical lines
represent high threat scenarios, whereas bardwithontal lines represent crises that

did not pose a threat to national security.

[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

A number of trends can be observed in Figure Xkt Rine left-hand side of the

figure suggests that in threatening crises exeewtpproval when a leader follows
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through on a military threat or a threat to impeagactions is practically
indistinguishable (71 per cent and 73 per centeetfplly). However, in a low threat
crisis, executive approval will be higher for impagsanctions (71 per cent) than for
intervening militarily (50 per cent -the lowestirgt for any consistent President).
Second, the right-hand side of the figure showsapproval rates for inconsistent
executives are generally lower than those of ctersicounterparts. Executive approval
is particularly low when the President renegesases of economic coercion, in both
threatening (36 per cent) and non-threatening (4@ per cent). Although these
figures are merely descriptive statistics, theyggsg that audience costs might play a
role in economic coercion; examining the statistzaelyses below will help us

understand the rationale behind these patterns.

(1) Do we OBSeERVE AUDIENCE CoOSTS FOR BOTH ECONOMIC AND MILITARY

COERCION?

To assess whether approval for consistent exeauvaigher than approval for
inconsistent ones, an OLS regression was condutiable 1 suggests thBkecutive
Consistencyas a significant effect on approval, as executivies publically commit to

a course of coercive foreign policy and subsequeatiege have lower approval levels.
That is, inconsistent executives are punished &okimg down after issuing economic or
military threats in both threatening and non-theeatg crises. Audience costs can be

observed in cases of economic sanctions as wall@sses of military intervention.
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[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

The interaction betwedroreign Policy ThreaandExecutive Consistendy also
significant An analysis of the marginal effects of the indeparidrariables on
executive approval (Brambor, Clark and Golder 2@&)ws that executive
inconsistency is punished more severely in casesa@iomic coercion than in
militarized disputesin these cases the difference in approval for cbesi Presidents
(M=7.20) and for those that renege on sanctions3{83) more than doubles the
difference between consistent (M=6.04) and incdestdeaders (M=4.82) in cases of
military coercion. Not only do audience costs ofera cases of economic coercion, but
the potential loss in executive approval followingonsistency is even steeper than
when the President reneges on military threats.

It is feasible that the lower the execution costoaiated with a coercive foreign
policy are, the higher the domestic political casii be for reneging. Reneging after
committing to a foreign policy that will be cosilyterms of lives and treasure can be
perceived as having a positive effect, as thesks @a#f be avoided. However, reneging
after threatening the imposition of sanctions, \Wwhecrelatively less costly than military
action, is not accompanied by this positive extignaAs we will see in the following
section, | find that people generally tend to supgee imposition of sanctions more so
than military intervention. In this sense this naigion supports the notion that
constituents will punish executive inconsistencgsidering whether the action the
executive failed to enact is something they watbeskee implemented in the first

place!’
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These results suggest that the monotonic trend {80€7) finds between level
of escalation and degree of audience costs mighaky be curvilinear. Tomz
compared 4 different levels of escalation (thrédbrre, display of force, use of force
without US casualties, and use of force with USua#s) and finds that although
audience costs do not increase smoothly with eaak bf escalation, a monotonic trend
is observable because audience costs generallydencrease with escalation. Here |
find that whereas the risk of paying audience costieeases when executives escalate
policies pertaining to the military domain, theg@increase when the executive
threatens the implementation of economic sanctiomsipared to a military threat). It
remains to be seen whether different levels oflagoa in the economic coercion
spectrum impact the effect backing down has onwkexapproval. Public support for
a given coercive foreign policy might interact witgputational concerns associated with
backing down after coercive foreign policies haseatated beyond a threat or display

level.

(2) DOES THE LEVEL OF NATIONAL THREAT A CRISIS POSES TO A STATE MODERATE

THE EFFECTS OF AUDIENCE COSTSACROSSPoLiIcy DOMAINS?

To answer this question we should first examinetiwrethe public’s willingness to
support economic or military coercion varies acaggdo the threat posed by an
international crisis. This will allow us to learrone about what coercive policy options
the public prefers to be considered when natioaalisty is (and isn’t) at stake. We will
then see if these public preferences moderate whatldience costs are paid (when the

executive subsequently backs down on the threatths initially made). The first step
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was therefore conducting a regression with thé rirsasure of executive approval

(before participants learned whether the execwtoted consistently or inconsistently).

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Table 2 shows tha&toreign Policy Threahas a significant effect on domestic
support for the executive in times of internatiocahflict*® Domestic audiences are
generally more likely to support the use of ecorwsainctions than of military force.
This reflects a broader lack of support for ‘boatsground’ that has become relatively
commonplace among Western audierices.

Table 2 also suggests a significant interactiomwbenThreat of Crisisand
Foreign Policy ThreatAlthough the use of economic coercion is gengralbre
supported than military coercion, this is particlyidhe case in a non-threatening crisis.
A marginal effects analysis suggests that the miffee in support for economic and
military coercion is almost tripled in a non-thre@ihg crisis compared to in a
threatening one (M=7.42 for economic coercion mgh threat crisis and M=6.83 for
military coercion; M=7.0 for economic coercion ithoav threat crisis and M=5.2 for
military coercion). When national security is als, citizens will generally support a
President who actively engages in coercive foreiglities, be it economic or military
coercion. However, when a crisis does not poseeatho national security, constituents

are significantly less likely to support costliefigies such as military intervention.

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]
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The second step to answer the research questioe abmlves examining the
three-way interaction betwediireat of CrisisForeign Policy ThregtandExecutive
ConsistencyBrambor, Clark and Golder 2006) presented in TablEhis interaction
indicates that public preferences for the use ohemic or military action (given the
threat of a crisis) indeed moderate the degreehiohnexecutive inconsistency is
punished. An analysis of the marginal effects efittdependent variables on executive
approval suggests that consistently implementitigeeieconomic or military coercion is
rewarded when national security is at stake. lagteming crises approval for executives
who consistently enact military or economic coema®high. The highest mean for
executive approval is for presidents who consistertact economic sanctions in
threatening crises (M=7.28). The mean for militeogrcion is somewhat lower than
that of economic coercion (M=7.10), but remainshhighposing economic sanctions
might provide the executive with enough popularsupin times of conflict, even
when national security is threatened. Both militacgion and imposing economic
sanctions are considered effective responses gstofiinternational crises that threaten
national security. Consequently, executive incdanaisy is punished for both military
(M=4.52) and economic coercion (M=3.57) in suchesas

Figure 2 above shows that executive inconsistenliyat always be punished.
When national security is not at stake, audienstsdollowing inconsistent behavior
are paid in the economic realm but not in the anjitdomain. In crises that are not
threatening executive approval is high after sanstiare implemented (M=7.13),

whereas executives who commit to imposing sancimkssubsequently renege lose
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support (M= 4.02). On the other hand, when an eiexthreatens troop deployment in
a crisis that does not pose a direct threat t@natisecurity and subsequently backs
down, approval will be slightly higher (M=5.12) th& would have been had they
followed through on the threat (M=4.99). There asraward for following through on
threats for military action when domestic audiensege not initially supportive in

relatively low stakes settings.

INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL COSTSOF EXECUTIVE INCONSISTENCY

Here | take the analysis a step further and examafigidual-level dynamics. The
percentages in Table 3 are the result of subtet@ch participant’s approval for the
executive after they back down to the approval dediafter the initial threat to impose
sanctions or to intervene militarily was made. Babls quite straightforward. As Tomz
stated, in experiments, ‘one can obtain unbiastchates of the treatment effects via

cross-tabulation’ (Tomz 2007, 826).

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

Three main patterns can be observed in Table &, ira threatening crisis the
percentage of participants who withdraw suppotbfaing inconsistency is higher (71
per cent in cases of military coercion; 62 per ¢éeneconomic coercion) than in non-
threatening ones (64 per cent and 44 per centctgfhg). While Table 3 does not

compare consistent and inconsistent cases andhegefdre not be used to compare
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public reactions following consistent and incoreigtaction, the percentages above lend
some support to the idea that inconsistency folgvéither military or economic
coercion will be punished in threatening crisexdde, in non-threatening crises,
punishment following executive inconsistency inegsasf economic coercion (64 per
cent) is higher than for military coercion (44 gent). This suggests that supporting
executives who back down from a threat to impos@emic sanctions in non-
threatening crises also operates at an indivichva |

However, the most interesting aspect of Table@abably observed in the row
for military coercion in non-threatening crises. & observe that the percentage of
participants who punish inconsistency (44 per cenpyactically indistinguishable from
the percentage of individuals whose approval fergkecutivencreasesafter they back
down (41 per cent). This suggests that audiencghtmbt punish executives who are
inconsistent following a military threat in a caghat does not threaten national
security. Although there seems to be a substgmi@ientage of individuals who are
relieved when military action is not followed thgiu(even in threatening crises we can
see that executive approval increases for 26 pdrafgarticipants when the executive
backs down on a military threat), in this case 8@ high that inconsistency isn’t

actually punished at all.

CONCLUSION
When leaders act in ways that do not reflect thriops of those they represent,
constituents can punish them and potentially o¢ent out of office (Anderson 2007).

Even if constituents do not have specific knowledfyoreign affairs, they do have
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general ideas about what national action they weufgport when an international crisis
breaks out. The public might not fully comprehepédgfic foreign policy options such
as what constituted a ‘no fly zone’ in Libya, howew-as exemplified in the current
Syria crisis, or with widespread concern regardiag’s enrichment of uranium—
citizens do have opinions about whether we shoelguysuing some sort of coercive
action. Whether the executive acts in accordantee®e opinions will affect the levels
of domestic approval they will have in times ofeitational conflict. Had David
Cameron implemented the military threats made ag#ie Assad regime is it far-
fetched to envision some degree of domestic badtRlas

When an international crisis poses a threat tmnatisecurity, the public will
approve of executives who intervene militarily mpose economic sanctions because
they are willing to support both policy options. ¥/ha crisis does not pose such a
threat, domestic audiences will only support ecasamercion, and thus economic
threats will receive higher levels of public appabwWot only do | find that executive
inconsistency is punished in cases of economicccaw@rinconsistent executives pay
higher costs when reneging on the promise of economictisens than after backing
down on military threats. It remains to be seentiviethe curvilinear relationship
between escalation of commitment and increasingihate of audience costs
suggested here applies to different types of exeeagbmmitment to economic
coercion.

By focusing on the interaction between what pofi@enstituents are willing to
support and the actions of democratic leadersnegiof international conflict, this

study helps bring together two strands of accodlittatheory in international relations.
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The first; principle-agent theory that emphasizew kitizens hold leaders accountable
when they do not represent their substantive pgieferences —and how these public
preferences can foment or constrain the initiatibwarfare (Bueno de Mesquita &
Siverson 1995; Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Sivei&@mith 1999). The second;
theories of audience costs that emphasize whethdets act consistently between what
they promise they will do and the foreign policiesy actually implement. Establishing
connections between these areas of research al®tesexpand the applicability of the
concept of audience costs to cases that go beyenariginal scope outlined by Fearon
in 1994. It remains to be seen if the concept dience costs can be expanded to other

areas of statecraft beyond militarized and econaméecion.

21



REFERENCES

Anderson, C. 2007. The End of Economic Voting? @gancy Dilemmas and the
Limits of DemocraticAccountability.Annual Political Science Revielf:271-96.

Barber, J. 1979. Economic Sanctions as a Poligyument.International Affairss5(3):
367-384.

Berinsky, A., and D. R. Kinder. 2006. Making Sen$éssues Through Media Frames:
Understanding the Kosovo CrisiEheJournal of Politics68: 640-56.

Boettcher Ill, W., and M. D. Cobb. 2009. Don’t LHtem Die in Vain: Casualty
Frames and Public Tolerance for Escalating Comnmtrimelraq.Journal of Conflict
Resolutior63(5):677-97.

Brambor, T, W. R. Clark, and M. Golder. 2006. Urstending Interaction Models:
Improving Empirical AnalysefRolitical Analysis14:63-82.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., J. Morrow, R. Siverson, An8mith. 1999. “An Institutional
Explanation of the Democratic PeacArherican Political Science Revié8: 791—
807.

Bueno de Mesquita, B., and R. Siverson. 1995. “svat the Survival of Political
Leaders: A Comparative Study of Regime Types aditi¢zb Accountability.” The
American Political Science Revi&9 (4): 841-55.

Chaudoin, Stephen. 2014. Promises or Policies?xpefimental Analysis of
International Agreements and Audience Reactioternational Organization
Forthcoming.

Daoudi, M.S. and M.S. Dajani. 198conomic Sanctions: Ideals and Experience
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Davies, G. and R. Johns. 2013. Audience Costs arti@n@8ritish Public: The Impact of
Escalation, Crisis Type, and Prime Ministerial Riniet International Studies
Quarterly57(4): 725-37.

Davis, D., and B. Silver. 2004. Civil Liberties \&ecurity: Public Opinion in the
Context of the Terrorist Attacks on Ameridemerican Journal of Political Science
48 (1): 28-46.

Dorussen, H., and J. Mo. 2001. Ending Economic t&am Audience Costs and Rent-
Seeking as Commitment Strategi@ésurnal of Conflict ResolutioA5(4):395-429.

22



Downes, A., and T. Sechser. 2012. The lIllusion efridcratic Credibilitylnternational
Organization66(3):457-89.

Drezner, D. W. 2003. The Hidden Hand of Economiei€Cmn.International
Organization57: 643-659

Drury, A. Cooper. 2001. Sanctions as Coercive Digloy: The U.S. Presidents
Decision to Initiate Economic Sanctioilitical Research Quarterl$4(3):485-
508.

Eland, I. 2002. Economic Sanctions as a Tool oeigor Policy. InSmart Sanctions:
Targeting Economic Statecraédited byDavid Cortright and George Lopez.
Rowman and Little Field.

Entman, R. 200Projections of Power: Framing News, Public Opiniand U.S.
Foreign Policy.Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Eyerman, J., and R. Hart. 1996. An Empirical Téshe Audience Cost Proposition.
Journal of Conflict ResolutioA0(4):597-616.

Fearon, J. 1994. Domestic Political Audiences &edgscalation of Political Disputes.
American Political Science Revié8 (3):577-592.

.1997. Signaling Foreign Policy Interests: Tyldgnds versus Sinking Costs.
Journal of Conflict ResolutioA1(1):68-90.

Garamone, J. 2013. Obama Describes Core US Irgenetste Middle EasAmerican
Forces Press Service (U.S. Department of Defe@g)of September. Available
at: http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspxPad847

Gartner, S. 2008. The Multiple Effects of Casualba Public Support for War: An
Experimental Approaclihe American Political Science Revi#02(1):95-106.

Gaubatz, K. T. 1996. Democratic States and Commitinelnternational Relations.
International Organizatiorb0(1):109-139.

Gelpi, C., and M. Griesdorf. 2001. Winners or LegeDemocracies in International
Crises.The American Political Science Revié®(3): 633—47.

Gelpi, C., P. D. Feaver, and J. Reifler. 2005/2@&:cess Matters: Casualty Sensitivity
and the War in Iragnternational Security30(3):7-46.

Guisinger, A., and A. Smith. 2002. Honest Threatse Interactions of Reputation and

Political Institutions in International Crise®urnal of Conflict Resolution
46(2):175-200.

23



Huddy, L., S. Feldman, C. Taber, and G. Lahav. 200%eat, Anxiety, and Support of
Antiterrorism PoliciesAmerican Journal of Political Scien@® (3): 593—-608.

Kull, S., C. Ramsay, and E. Lewis. 2004. Misperioes, the Media, and the Irag War.
Political Science Quarterl{18(4):569-98.

Lacy, D., and E. Niou. 2004. A Theory of Economangtions and Issue Linkage: The
Roles of Preferences, Information, and ThreBte Journal of Politic§6(1):25-42.

Levendusky, M., and M. Horowitz. 2012. When Backidgwn is the Right Decision:
Partisanship, New Information, and Audience Coltte Journal of Politics
74(2):323-338.

Levy, J., McKoy, M., Poast, P, and G. Wallace. 2@#&cking Out or Backing In?
Commitment and Consistency in Audience Costs The&anerican Journal of
Political ScienceForthcoming.

Martin, L. 1993. Credibility, Costs, and Institutg World Politics45(3) :406-32.

Nincic, M., and P. Wallensteen. 19&3lemmas of Economic Coercion: Sanctions in
World Politics Praeger.

Pape, R. 1997. Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Waitkernational Security
22(2):90-136.

Partell, P., and G. Palmer. 1999. Audience Cosidterstate Crises: An Empirical
Assessment of Fearons Model of Dispute Outcomésrnational Studies Quarterly
43(2):389-405.

Perla, H. 2011. Explaining Public Support for theeldf Military Force: The Impact of
Reference Point Framing and Prospective Decisiokifdalnternational
Organization65(1):139-67.

Putnam, R. (1988). Diplomacy and domestic politihs:logic of two-level games.
International Organizatio®2(3):427-460.

Reifler, J. and T. Scotto. 2012. What Experimerda Cell Us About Audience Costs in
the UK and US. Working paper, presented at Europaditical Science Association
Annual Meeting in Berlin, Germany.

Robinson, P. 2000. The Policy-Media Interaction Elodleasuring Media Power
During Humanitarian Crisislournal of Peace Resear87(5):613-633.

Smith, A. 1998. International Crises and Domestlities. TheAmerican Political
Science Revie@?2(3): 623-638.

24



Schultz, K. 1999. Do Democratic Institutions Coastror Inform? Contrasting Two
Institutional Perspectives on Democracy and Wdernational Organizatiorb3(2):
233-266.

. 2001. Looking for Audience Cost®ournal of Conflict ResolutioA5(1):32-60.

Snyder, J., and E. Borghard. 2011. The Cost of Empteats: A Penny, Not a Pound.
American Political Science Revield5(3):437-56.

Studer, R. 2012. Does it Matter how Happiness iadvieed? Evidence from a
Randomized Controlled Experimedburnal of Economic and Social Measurement
37(4):317-336.

Tarar, A., and B. Leventoglu. 2013. Limited Audierosts in International Crises.
Journal of Conflict Resolutiof7(6):1065-89.

Tomz, M. 2007. Domestic Audience Costs in Inteoval Relations: An Experimental
Approach.International Organizatior61(Fall) 821-840.

. 2008. Reputation and the Effect of Internagiobaw on Preferences and
Beliefs. Working paper, Standford University.

Trachtenberg, M. 2012. Audience Costs: An Histdriaaalysis.Security Studieg1:3—
42.

Trager, R., and L. Vavreck. 2011. The Political Sa¥ Crisis Bargaining: Presidential
Rhetoric and the Role of Parymerican Journal of Political Sciené&&(3):526-
545.

Voeten, E., and P. Brewer. 2006. Public Opinioe,\ttar in Iraq, and Presidential
Accountability.Journal of Conflict Resolutiof0(6):809-30.

Weeks, J. 2008. Autocratic Audience Costs: RegiypeTand Signaling Resolve.
International Organizatior62(1):35-64.

Whang, T. 2011. Playing to the Home Crowd? Symbdde of Economic Sanctions in
the United Statednternational Studies Quarterly5(3): 787-801.

25



Table 1: Effectsof Threat of Crises, Foreign Policy Threat, and Executive Consistency on Executive

Approval
Model With
Controls

Threat of Crisis -0.457 -0.489
(0.474) (0.465)

Foreign Policy Threat 1.093** 0.982**
(0.487) (0.476)

Executive Consistency 3.107**f 2.9471 %+
(0.472) (0.465)
Threat of Crisis* Foreign Policy Threat -0.141 -0.093
(0.682) (0.670)
Threat of Crisis* Executive Consistency 0.6p7 0.783
(0.682) (0.672)

Foreign Policy Threat* Executive Consistengy -3235 -3.018***
(0.679) (0.667)

Threat of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat* 2.100** 1.874**
Executive Consistency (0.961) (0.946)
Political Affiliation 0.323***
(0.564)
Age 0.140*
(0.007)
Education -0.132*
(0.068)
Gender -0.076
(0.239)
Income 0.039
(0.031)
Current Employment -0.048
(0.060)

Constant 4.023*** 3.220***
(0.323) (0.902)
N 639 634

Robust standard errors in parenthege$<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 2: Effectsof Threat of Crisesand Foreign Policy Threat on Executive Approval

Effects of Threat of Crises and Foreign Policy Threat on Executive Approval

Model With
Controls

Threat of Crisis 0.430 0.446
(0.317) (0.317)

Foreign Policy Threat -1.802*** -1.810***
(0.314) (0.313)

Threat of Crisis*Foreign Policy Threat 1.210**  1.206***
(0.445) (0.446)

Political Affiliation 0.150***
(0.053)

Age -0.003
(0.007)

Education 0.056
(0.064)

Gender 0.156
(0.225)

Income 0.047
(0.029)

Current Employment -0.027
(0.057)

Constant 6.99*** 5.230%**
(0.219) (0.841)
N 639 634

Robust standard errors in parenthé¥ep<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 3: Individual-level differencesin Presidential Evaluation Following Executive I nconsistency

Individuals Individuals Individuals
whose approval whose approval whose
decreased did not change approval
increased
Threatening Difference in
crisis economic 71% 22% 7% 100%
coercion
Difference in
military 62% 12% 26% 100%
coercion
Non-threatening| Difference in
crisis economic 64% 18% 18% 100%
coercion
Difference in
military 44% 14% 41% 100%
coercion

The differences presented in the upper sectioheofable (for threatening crises) are statistically
significant with a Pearson chi2 of 12.0625 (pr=@)00The differences presented in the lower seatfon
the table (for non-threatening crises) are statififi significant with a Pearson chi2 of 9.6837=p008).
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Figure 1. Executive Approval across Conditions

Approval of the President, %
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Figure2:

Effects of Threat of Crises, Foreign Policy Threat, and Executive Consistency on
Executive Approval
Threatening crises
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% Levy et al (2015) have also explored expandingahiicability of audience costs theory. Specifigal
they examine whether the public disapproves of @xezs who commit to staying out of a conflict and
subsequently intervene.

*This core notion of audience costs was originaityrfulated by Fearon (1994). As a simplified model o
international interactions, it does not addressradtte incentives such as not wanting to appe@sadved to
follow through as that might make an opponent fleey have no option but to attack.

* Gaubatz 1996; Partell and Palmer 1999; Schult®12001; Gelpi and Griesdorf 2001; Eyerman and Hart
1996.

® Snyder and Borghard claim that audience costsaaeeamong other things because audiences are more
concerned about ‘policy substance than about censig between the leader’s words and deeds. Where
these criteria are in conflict, punishment is mddely to be doled out for an unpopular policy tifana
failure to carry out a threat (Snyder and Borgh#il1:455). Similarly, Chaudoin (2014) finds thatcases
of international trade, preferences over policy icaieed outweigh the importance of preferences for
consistent executives.

® That is, the preferences of agents could chanderurigher perceived threat levels if one adopts a
principal-agent framework.

I assume that at an aggregate level these aredfergnces of domestic audiences. This does ndy itnat
every individual citizen will have these preferesicBee Trager and Vavreck 2011 for an analysiseof t
effects of individual level variation between ‘hasiland ‘doves’ on audience costs or Reifler andtSco
2012 for a UK-US cross-national analysis.

® Trachtenberg notes that there is at least one kis@rical case in which domestic audiences wbalde
punished their governments foot backing down on a threat. Given the general reha of Europeans to
risk going to war, if the French and the Britistvgonments would have followed through on threatske
action against Germany if Hitler remilitarized tRhineland in March of 1936, they would have projabl
lost upcoming elections (Trachtenberg 2012:47).

*To ensure the internal validity of the experimeptd-tested different versions of the instrumerntilat
studies conducted with American and British congaoé samples (between November of 2010 and
November of 2011). The objective was to ensuretti@tlifferences between threatening and non-
threatening crises, economic and military coercéml consistent and inconsistent executive actiemew
clear to participants, thereby ensuring that thedarment was measuring what it is intended to measu
Though the essence of the experiment was the saraeed the context slightly to achieve the highes
experimental validity by making the scenarios corapke to content participants might encounter al re

life. Manipulation checks included in these pragesequivocally show that the independent vargablere
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clearly understood by participants as | intendexirthio be (that is, the manipulation checks showttiea

three independent variables work as expected).

%The first values were coded as 0, the latter as 1.

" Tomz 2007; Trager and Vavreck 2011; Scotto anflé?eél012; Levendusky and Horowitz 2012; Davies
and Johns 2013.

2My design differs from Tomz’s (2007) seminal stuitythat | don’t include a condition where the
President commits to staying out. My main inteie$b compare cases where the executive makedtarmil
threat to those in which he threatens sanctionsaasess the implications of this comparison forenad
costs theory; not to directly test the existencthefaudience costs mechanism as previously cosxifoy
various prominent studies. However, | ran a supplaal experiment with a sample of 360 students that
directly compares scenarios of economic and mylitaxercion to a scenario in which the executive i
to staying out. Executive approval was significatdher in these situations (M=3.15 when stayingrgiin
threatening crises and M=4.95 in non-threatenirgsam an 11-point scale, compared to M=7.01 when th
President engages in economic coercion, and Maghd he makes a military threat is made). Another
significant departure from Tomz’s seminal experitaédesign is the inclusion of tiemeasure. Full text of
scenarios in Appendix.

13 National security can be defined in many differeays. Leaders and political elites can influenezlia
frames in an attempt to draw popular support feirtpolicy objectives (Robinson 2000; Entman 2003,
Ramsay and Lewis 2004; Berinsky and Kinder 200&t@&ber and Cobb 2009; Perla 2011). Questions of
how individuals determine whether a crisis is tteaang do not pertain to this study. Here | foaustéad on
whether the public will support the executive digaye of his performance in the context of a crisis
presented to them by the executive as threatenmigof) to national security.

“Please see Appendix for both tests.

*Given that the purpose of Figure 1 is to compapE@l across all scenarios, the bars correspond to
responses to the second approval measure in tieeigent (after the executive acted consistently or
inconsistently).

®Analysis conducted with the second approval meagutizough experiments do not typically require
control variables, Table 1 includes political affilon and key demographic characteristics. Fivstcan see
that the inclusion of political affiliation and demographic variables does not significantly ahereffects
the independent variables have on executive approhat is, the theoretical factors identified e tpaper
(threat of a crisis, type of coercive foreign pygltbreat, and executive inconsistency) significaaffect
executive approval while controlling for politicaffiliation and the set of key demographic variable
commonly found to affect voting behaviour. Secahd, multinomial logistic regression conducted tewee
that participants were randomly assigned to themiht experimental scenarios shows that demoarats
republicans were evenly distributed across conthti@s was generally the case for demographichlasa-

with the exception of age in the fifth experimergahdition). Third, although participants know trege
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being exposed to hypothetical scenarios, three@ordriables had statistically significant effeots
approval: (a) political affiliation: democrats tetadapprove of the executive more than republicénsage:
older participants tend to approve more than youngenterparts; and (c) education: less educated
participants tend to approve more than participeuitts higher education.

"Higher initial approval ratings in cases of econoooercion imply a higher potential for loss of epyal
after reneging (relative to cases of military camncwhere initial support for military action iswer).

8As was the in previous analyses, here too the simfuof control variables does not significantlieathe
effects of the experimental factors on the depenaheasure. Political affiliation again has a stataly
significant effect on approval, as democrats tenapprove of the executive more than republicans do
An August 30-September 12014 The Economist/YouGov poll suggests that 45pat of respondents
think the United States should ‘impose greater esva sanctions on Russia’ compared to only 9 pet ce
who favors ‘sending U.S. troops to Ukraine.” Regagdhe current I1S/ISIS crisis in Iraq, the samé po
shows that 4 per cent favor ‘sending ground trdogight for the Iraqgis,” 12 per cent support thaion of
‘sending ground troops to fight with the Iragisgdall per cent thinks the United States shoulddggound
troops to fight against Islamist militants in Syii@iven the nature of the crisis, respondents weteasked

about their preferences regarding the use of ectmomercion).
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