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Abstract 

This paper explores the impact of context on the ability of leaders to signal resolve in 

international disputes.  Leaders make statements of resolve in various contexts, and the context 

in which a leader speaks affects the size and composition of the audience as well as how 

adversaries are likely to interpret the statements.  I focus on comparing five main contexts in 

which leaders commonly make resolved statements: speeches to the nation, both scripted and 

unscripted interactions with the press, remarks to narrow audiences, and campaign events.  I 

offer hypotheses regarding how the effectiveness of statements at conveying resolve will vary 

among these contexts and test them using a data set that codes resolved statements made by US 

presidents.  I find that resolved statements made in national speeches and scripted remarks to the 

press have the most significant impact on dispute outcomes, suggesting greater effectiveness at 

conveying resolve.  However, statements made in other contexts also appear to matter, and 

inconsistency among contexts can reduce the effectiveness of statements.   
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On March 8, 1983, President Reagan famously referred to the Soviet Union as an “evil 

empire” and the “focus of evil in the modern world” (Peters and Woolley 2015).  These phrases 

implied a strong condemnation of the Soviet Union and resolve to stand firm against it.  

However, the Soviet leadership was not the primary intended audience of these remarks.  The 

remarks were made in a speech to the National Association of Evangelicals.  The religious focus 

of the organization that Reagan addressed undoubtedly influenced the decision to use the 

language of good and evil.  Officials in the Reagan Administration did not expect the speech to 

be widely publicized (Miller Center 2005), and it might not have been, were it not for the fact 

that one official tipped off the press about potential controversy (Schlesinger 2008, 329).   

The Soviet government reacted angrily to the “evil empire” speech.  The Soviet press 

agency TASS condemned the speech, saying it proved Reagan’s Administration could “think 

only in terms of confrontation and bellicose, lunatic anti-Communism” (Schmemann 1983).  

However, Soviet officials apparently understood that the context of the speech had influenced the 

words Reagan used.  In his memoirs, the Soviet ambassador to the United States notes that the 

speech was given to an audience of “die-hard conservative supporters” and “was not designed to 

be a history-making event” (Dobrynin 1997, 533).  This suggests that Soviet officials may have 

partially discounted Reagan’s remarks based on the context in which they were made.  The 

Soviet leadership might have taken Reagan’s words as a more serious signal of resolve if they 

had been used in a major policy address. 

In recent years, there has been much research regarding how states signal resolve to each 

other.  There has been a particular focus on how verbal statements of resolve, which do not entail 

any physical costs, can nonetheless be effective signals.  Some studies have begun to evaluate 

the effectiveness of resolved statements at influencing adversary beliefs and behavior 
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empirically, using case studies, experiments, or observational data.  However, no study has yet 

taken into account the different contexts in which statements of resolve are made.  Leaders speak 

publicly in many different contexts.  They give televised and radio addresses, hold press 

conferences, sit for interviews with reporters, speak at political rallies, and make remarks at 

ceremonies.  In any of these contexts, leaders have the opportunity to make statements of 

resolve.  This raises the question of whether statements made in different contexts have different 

effects.   

Investigating the answer to this question is important for a variety of reasons.  From a 

practical perspective, policymakers need to know the best contexts for conveying their resolve 

effectively.  From a theoretical perspective, understanding which contexts allow leaders to 

convey resolve most effectively can provide insight into the underlying mechanisms that make 

signals of resolve credible.  Insight into the impact of context on the ability to signal resolve also 

has implications for future empirical research.  If context has a large impact on the ability to 

signal resolve, it might be desirable for future statistical, experimental, or historical studies to 

take the context of statements into account.      

This paper offers hypotheses regarding the impact of context on the ability to signal 

resolve.  Specifically, it develops expectations regarding differences in the effectiveness of 

resolved statements made in five different contexts: speeches to the nation, scripted comments to 

the press, unscripted interactions with the press, remarks to narrow audiences, and campaign 

events.  It then tests the hypotheses using a data set that codes US presidential statements of 

resolve made in militarized disputes.  The results show that resolved statements made in national 

speeches and scripted remarks to the press have the most significant impact on dispute outcomes, 

suggesting greater effectiveness at conveying resolve.  However, statements made in other 
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contexts also appear to matter, and inconsistency among contexts can reduce the effectiveness of 

statements.   

 

The Effectiveness of Statements of Resolve 

Leaders of countries involved in international disputes often make public statements declaring or 

implying that their country is committed to a position and will not back down.  I refer to these as 

statements of resolve.  The prevalence of resolved statements on the international stage might 

initially seem puzzling because these statements have no physical cost and therefore could be 

dismissed as empty words.  Recently, however, scholars have advanced explanations for how 

such statements can be effective at conveying resolve and encouraging an adversary to back 

down.   

Fearon (1994) famously argued that resolved statements can be effective because they 

create domestic audience costs for backing down.  Due to the existence of these costs, less 

resolved leaders hesitate to make statements, and leaders who do make statements have more 

incentive to stand firm.  Statements therefore convey meaningful information about resolve.  

Other scholars have built on and refined audience cost theory (Guisinger and Smith 2002; 

Schultz 1998; Slantchev 2006).  A related literature has argued that international-level costs or 

risks can dissuade leaders from bluffing and make statements informative.  Sartori (2005) makes 

the case that statements can convey resolve because backing down from them damages a 

country’s international reputation.  Trager (2010) argues that verbal threats can be effective 

because the risk that they will make adversaries prepare for conflict discourages unresolved 

states from making them.  Under all of these theories, resolved statements can encourage 

adversaries to back down because they increase an adversary’s belief that the country issuing 
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statements is truly resolved to stand firm.  Thus, making statements of resolve has the potential 

to increase a country’s odds of prevailing in a dispute. 

 Some work has begun to investigate the impact of resolved statements empirically.  

Snyder and Borghard (2011) find little evidence that statements were influential in historical case 

studies.  However, in the first quantitative analysis of the relationship between resolved 

statements and conflict outcomes, McManus (2014a) finds evidence that a higher level of 

resolved statements increases the chance of victory.  Other work explores the conditions that 

create variation in the effectiveness of resolved statements.  Huth and Russett (1984) present a 

data set of immediate deterrent threats and find that the success of these threats is influenced by 

various factors, including military capabilities and the relationship between the defender and 

protégé.  Downes and Sechser (2012) perform similar analysis using a data set of compellent 

threats and find that democracy does not significantly enhance the effectiveness of threats.  

Utilizing a broader measure of resolved statements, McManus (2014b) finds that these 

statements are more effective when the leader has a greater physical and political ability to 

follow through and a more credible international reputation. 

 In sum, much theoretical and empirical work suggests that resolved statements should 

have an effect in international disputes, and the field has made progress in theorizing and testing 

the conditions that make these statements most effective.  However, aside from some discussion 

of whether public or private statements are preferable (Kurizaki 2007), there has been no 

discussion of how the context in which statements are made impacts the ability to signal resolve.  

The next section will address this question. 
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The Impact of Context 

In this section, I develop theoretical expectations about how context might affect the ability of 

statements to convey resolve and encourage adversaries to back down in international disputes.  I 

define context simply as the circumstances in which a leader speaks, with a particular focus on 

how high profile the setting is and on whether the leader is speaking from a script.  I specifically 

compare five contexts in which leaders commonly make resolved statements: speeches to the 

nation, scripted remarks the press, unscripted interactions with the press, remarks to narrow 

audiences, and campaign events.  These contexts were identified based on analyzing US 

presidential statements made between 1950 and 2010.  Therefore, the theory and empirical 

findings in this paper are most relevant to the United States and other advanced democracies.  I 

will speculate on the relevance to nondemocracies in the conclusion.   

The first aspect of context that I consider is how high profile the context is.  I expect 

statements made in higher profile contexts to be more effective at signaling resolve because they 

are more costly in several respects.  First, higher profile statements are likely to generate higher 

domestic audience costs (Fearon 1994).  Survey experiments have shown that individuals are 

more likely to disapprove of a leader for backing down if they are aware that the leader made a 

statement of resolve (Kertzer and Brutger 2016; Tomz 2007; Trager and Vavreck 2011).  When a 

larger number people hear a statement, the impact of their disapproval on the leader’s security in 

office will be greater.  Because higher profile statements are likely to be heard and remembered 

by a larger number of people, they have the potential to generate greater domestic disapproval 

for backing down, making backing down more costly for the leader.   

Second, higher profile statements are also likely to generate more international 

reputational costs.  Theories of international reputation do not necessarily argue that publicity is 

necessary for statements to be effective because reputations can be created through private 
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communication (Satori 2005).  Nonetheless, if a statement is heard by more people in a larger 

number of countries, there will be potential for more rapid and widespread reputational damage.  

Therefore, since higher profile statements are more likely to be broadcast abroad and more likely 

to be analyzed by foreign governments, they are likely to make backing down more costly on the 

international level. 

Third, in addition to higher costs of backing down, higher profile statements also carry 

greater opportunity costs.  In general, there is an inverse relationship between how high profile a 

particular context is and how often leaders make statements in that context.  A large part of the 

reason why certain contexts, such as national speeches, are viewed as high profile is that leaders 

make statements in these contexts rarely.  If leaders made statements in these contexts more 

frequently, they would lose their novelty and salience.  Therefore, leaders are aware that there is 

a limit to the number of issues that they can address in the highest profile contexts.  Making a 

statement of resolve about a particular issue in a high profile context is thus costly to the leader 

in that it prevents the leader from speaking prominently about other issues.  This opportunity cost 

should help signal to adversaries that the leader is particularly resolved with regard to issues 

addressed in high profile contexts.   

For all of these reasons, higher profile statements are likely to be more costly than lower 

profile statements.  The higher costs enable a stronger signal of resolve by reducing the 

probability that an unresolved leader will mimic the behavior of a resolved one and (in the case 

of costs for backing down) by creating a stronger commitment mechanism.  Adversaries should 

therefore be more likely to update their beliefs about a leader’s resolve and thus more likely to 

back down after hearing higher profile statements.  Given this expectation, it is important to 

consider which contexts for making statements have the highest and lowest profiles. 
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The highest profile statements of resolve are typically those that are made during 

speeches to the nation.  These are the only statements that are directly heard by a substantial 

number of people.  For example, 34 million Americans watched President Obama’s September 

2014 speech about ISIS (Nielsen 2014), and an even larger number undoubtedly heard news 

reports about it.  Statements made to the press have a lower profile and are less likely to be heard 

by members of the domestic public or foreign audiences directly.  However, resolved statements 

made to the press do often receive substantial media coverage, creating the potential for non-

trivial audience or reputational costs in this context as well.  For example, Obama’s August 2012 

statement in a press conference that the use of chemical weapons by Syria would be a “red line” 

was prominently covered in the New York Times, Washington Post, and other news outlets (Ball 

2012; Landler 2012).   

The lowest profile statements are those made to narrow audiences, such as government 

employees, civic groups, or interest groups.  While some reporters might be present for these 

statements, they are not generally intended to make news, and many statements made in these 

contexts will be heard by few people outside the room.  For example, in a speech to the 

American Legion on August 26, 2014, President Obama indicated his resolve to fight ISIS with 

statements such as, “We have proved time and time again we will do what's necessary to capture 

those who harm Americans” (Peters and Woolley 2015), yet these words received little media 

coverage.2  Of course, it is possible that statements made to a narrow audience can be widely 

publicized, as was Reagan’s “evil empire” speech.  However, as noted earlier, the publicity for 

the evil empire speech probably resulted partly from the fact that the press was tipped off.  

                                                             
2 This statement was never reported in the New York Times, and a Google search for Obama’s 
name and this quote yielded only 804 results, as of July 24, 2015.  In comparison, a search for 
Obama’s name and “degrade and ultimately destroy,” a phrase from his September 2014 address 
to the nation about ISIS, yielded 75,000 results.   
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Furthermore, even though the speech was widely publicized, the Soviet interpretation of it took 

into account the fact that it was not intended to be widely publicized.    

The expectation that higher profile statements will be more costly and therefore more 

effective at influencing adversaries to back down, combined with this discussion of the 

prominence of statements made in different contexts, suggests several hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Statements of resolve made in national speeches will be highly effective at 

influencing dispute outcomes. 

Hypothesis 2: Statements of resolve made to the press will be somewhat effective at influencing 

dispute outcomes. 

Hypothesis 3: Statements of resolve made to narrow audiences will not be very effective at 

influencing dispute outcomes. 

 The next context of resolved statements that I consider is election campaigns.  Although 

some campaign statements can be high profile, common wisdom suggests that statements made 

for electoral purposes may be disregarded by international audiences.  For example, tough 

rhetoric targeting the United States by Russian President Putin in 2012 was taken lightly by some 

commentators due to the upcoming Russian election (Associated Press 2012).  Likewise, 

criticism of Russia by US presidential candidate Mitt Romney was dismissed by some as 

motivated more by electoral considerations than genuine policy preferences (Bridge 2012; Daly 

2012).  Even President Reagan’s highly resolved statements about the Soviet Union during his 

1980 electoral campaign were dismissed as bluster by Soviet leaders, who initially expected 

more cooperative rhetoric and behavior after Reagan was elected (Wilson 2014, 43).   
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The common wisdom that campaign statements are taken less seriously can be supported 

with theoretical logic.  Leaders who are campaigning are focused on the short-term goal of 

winning the election.  In this situation, they may see benefits in using resolved language to create 

a rally-around-the-flag effect (Mueller 1970).  At the same time, they may be reluctant to follow 

through on their statements with substantial military force before the election because of the risk 

that casualties or an unfavorable outcome would turn public opinion against them.3  Of course, 

leaders who never follow through on their statements are likely to eventually pay domestic 

audience costs or international reputational costs.  However, campaigning leaders may be able to 

put off following through or backing down until after the election, at which time the political 

costs will be lower (or even irrelevant if the leader loses the election).  Thus, for a campaigning 

leader, the long-term costs of making resolved statements are likely to seem small compared to 

the short-term benefits.  Statements of resolve made while campaigning might therefore be 

viewed as cheaper, which would encourage bluffing.  If adversaries believe that campaigning 

leaders are more likely to bluff, then they should be less likely to view statements made while 

campaigning as credible signals of resolve.  This leads to the fourth hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4: Statements of resolve made in a campaign context will not be very effective at 

influencing dispute outcomes. 

 In addition to the setting in which a leader speaks, another source of variation in the 

context of statements is whether the statements are scripted or unscripted.  Existing international 

relations theories do not have much to say about whether scripted or off-the-cuff statements of 

resolve should be more effective.  However, this distinction is likely to be important because 

                                                             
3 For example, President Johnson delayed escalation in Vietnam until after the 1964 election 
(Thies 1980, 53-58).   
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scripted statements are more formal and are generally the product of more careful preparation 

than unscripted ones.  I expect that scripted statements will be more effective at influencing 

adversaries’ beliefs about resolve because adversaries will know that the leader thought in 

advance about which words to use.  Adversaries can generally assume that scripted statements 

result from careful consideration of the benefits and risks of making resolved statements and 

reflect the exact level of resolve that the leader intended to convey.  In contrast, unscripted 

remarks might convey an inaccurate level of resolve due to sloppy speech or a lack of careful 

consideration of the audience or reputational costs associated with particular phrases.  Thus, 

adversaries are likely to be skeptical of unscripted remarks and base their judgments more on 

scripted statements. This leads to the following hypothesis: 

 Hypothesis 5: Statements of resolve made in scripted remarks will be more effective at 

influencing dispute outcomes than statements made in unscripted remarks. 

  A final consideration is how statements made in different contexts interact with each 

other.  Though I have focused on how the context of statements affects the size and composition 

of their audience, it is important to note that public statements made in all contexts are likely to 

be heard by at least some people other than the primary intended audience.  In particular, even 

though large audiences are unlikely to pay attention to statements made in every context, 

international adversaries that are engaged in a dispute with a country are likely to closely 

monitor every statement that the country’s leader utters about the dispute, even those made in 

less prominent contexts.  This places a limitation on a leader’s ability to tell different audiences 

different things.  If a leader is not consistent in conveying the same level of resolve across all 

contexts, then adversaries may view more strongly resolved statements made in one context as 

an aberration, exaggeration, or pandering to a specific audience.  They may reason that if the 
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leader was conveying an honest level of resolve, then there would be no reason for the level of 

resolve to vary among contexts.  This suggests that resolved statements made in one context may 

be undermined by a failure to corroborate them in other contexts.  This yields the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 6: Statements of resolve made in one context will be less effective if the level of 

resolve conveyed in other contexts is lower. 

 

Research Design 

I analyze the impact of statements of resolve made in different contexts using a data set of 262 

dyadic militarized interstate disputes (MIDs) in which the United States was involved between 

1950 and 2007 (Maoz 2005; Palmer et al. 2015).  My analysis focuses on how US presidential 

statements made in different contexts affect MID outcomes.  The premise of the analysis is that 

when presidential statements are effective at convincing a MID adversary of US resolve, the 

adversary will be more likely to back down, and the US will be likely to receive a more 

favorable outcome.  Thus, a statistical association between a higher level of resolved statements 

made in a particular context and more favorable conflict outcomes would suggest that statements 

made in that context are effective at influencing an adversary’s decision to back down.4  My 

dependent variable, Conflict Outcome, was created based on the outcome variable in the MID 

                                                             
4 I control for other factors that might influence the decision to back down, and I consider the 
possibility of endogeneity and confounding factors in the robustness checks. 
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4.01 data set.5  It is coded as 3 for outcomes favoring the United States, 2 for neutral outcomes, 

and 1 for outcomes favoring the adversary.6     

The MID data set contains a variety of disputes, including tense situations that did not 

escalate to force, minor skirmishes, and more serious military conflicts.  This allows me to test 

the hypotheses in the broadest possible set of relevant observations.  The various theories 

discussed earlier about what makes resolved statements effective, such as theories of audience 

costs and international reputation, can apply to conflicts involving force as well as conflicts that 

have not yet escalated to force.  Bargaining does not cease after fighting starts, and leaders can 

still make statements expressing resolve to stay the course or escalate.  Resolved statements can 

play an important role even when there are alternate sources of information from the battlefield 

because battle outcomes do not necessarily convey much information about resolve (Slantchev 

2003).  Moreover, very few MIDs are won solely by force, meaning that statements have room to 

influence the vast majority of outcomes.7  

By focusing on MIDs, I am leaving aside the question of whether and in which contexts 

resolved statements are effective for general deterrence.  It is likely that the same theoretical 

mechanisms are relevant to general deterrence and that general deterrence statements would 

therefore be effective in similar contexts.  However, McManus (2014b) finds that statements of 
                                                             
5 Using escalation or reciprocation as a dependent variable is infeasible because exact escalation 
and reciprocation dates are often unavailable, and it is necessary to use accurate dates to collect 
statements. 
 
6 I coded MID victory or yield outcomes as clearly favoring one side or the other.  I coded other 
outcomes as neutral.  The data set contains 22 winning outcomes, 244 neutral outcomes, and 6 
losing outcomes.  Given the uneven distribution of the dependent variable, observations with 
non-neutral outcomes are particularly influential.  However, I show that the results are robust to 
dropping many of the most influential observations. 
 
7 Eight of the dyadic MIDs in my sample were won by force.  They are listed in the appendix and 
dropped in robustness testing. 
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resolve are highly responsive to spikes in tension and are rarely made, even towards rivals, in 

purely peaceful times.  Therefore, investigating the effectiveness of statements for general 

deterrence is a more challenging task. 

I focus on MIDs involving the United States primarily because the full record of public 

statements by US presidents is readily available.  Focusing on the United States is also desirable 

for this initial exploration of the impact of context because US presidents speak in many 

different contexts.  It is also particularly important to understand how signaling resolve works for 

the United States because it is such an influential country.  I do not analyze statements by any 

US officials other than the president because they do not speak in all of the same contexts.   

I code the level of US presidential statements of resolve made in various contexts using 

content analysis.  For each dyadic MID, I collected all presidential statements about the 

adversary that were made during the dyadic MID or within 30 days prior.8  I identified these 

statements by searching the Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States (Peters and 

Woolley 2015) for the adversary’s name within the specified timeframe.  Out of the search 

results, I disregarded statements that were not spoken by the president personally and paragraphs 

about topics other than the adversary. This ensures that only relevant statements are included in 

the analysis.  

 In the next step, the statements associated with each dyadic MID were sorted into 

separate text files by context.  The full criteria used for sorting are given in the appendix.  In 

general, national speech statements are defined as televised speeches and radio addresses 

broadcast on US airwaves.  The category of press statements includes press conferences, other 

                                                             
8 I assume that the tensions associated with most disputes begin slightly before they meet the 
official criteria for being a MID.  McManus (2014a; 2014b) shows that varying the lead time for 
collecting MID statements does not greatly affect the results. 
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formal remarks to the press, interviews, and impromptu exchanges with reporters.  Narrow 

audience statements are defined as statements that are primarily addressed to a specific group of 

individuals, who are generally in the room with the president.  Examples include addresses to  

interest groups, religious groups, or professional groups; visits to businesses, high schools, or 

universities; and remarks at ceremonies.  Finally, campaign statements are defined as those 

made at campaign events, including rallies, town hall meetings, or debates.  The category of 

press statements is further divided into scripted and unscripted statements.  The other 

categories are not divided in this way because unscripted remarks in other contexts are extremely 

rare. 

All relevant statements made in the same context and same MID are included in a single 

text file, and the entire text file is used in content analysis. The text files vary widely in length, 

from 36 words to 51,900 words, depending upon the MID duration and how much the president 

spoke about the adversary.  The average number of words per file is 2,595.  If no statements 

were made about the adversary in a particular context of a particular MID, then no text file 

exists, leading to an automatic score of 0 for resolved statements made in that context. 

After the statements were collected and sorted, I coded them using the Yoshikoder 

content analysis program and a dictionary developed by McManus (2014a) to measure the 

concept of resolve.  I created most of the dictionary inductively, reading through the presidential 

statements, identifying resolved words or phrases, and adding them to the dictionary.  I also 

added some words from Wood's (2012) “saber rattling” dictionary and words recommended by 

colleagues.  After running the statements files through the Yoshikoder the first time, I examined 

the results and removed words that were frequently used for purposes other than conveying 

resolve from the dictionary.  The final dictionary (available in the appendix) contains words and 
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phrases associated with explicit threats, such as “prepared to act” or “whatever is necessary;” 

words and phrases associated with demands or refusals, such as “vital interest” or “not be 

permitted;” and words and phrases associated with negative characterizations of another state’s 

behavior, such as “expansionist” or “evil.”  While explicit threats convey the highest resolve, 

demands, refusals, and negative characterizations imply resolve as well.  To account for the 

different levels of resolve conveyed, my primary dictionary weights words or phrases associated 

with threats as 3, words or phrases associated with demands or refusals as 2, and words or 

phrases associated with negative characterizations as 1.   

Using the Yoshikoder program with the final dictionary, I obtained a score measuring the 

level of resolve in statements made in each context within each dyadic MID.  These scores are 

the sum of all weights for each dictionary word or phrase spoken by the president in a particular 

context and MID.  I divided these scores by the duration of statement collection (the number of 

days in the MID plus 30 days before) to normalize them.  Therefore, the statement scores used in 

my statistical analysis give the average level of resolve conveyed per day in a particular context 

and MID.9 

A good illustrative example of how statements are coded is dyadic MID 6101, a dispute 

between the US and Cuba over Cuba’s regime type and ties to the Soviet Union in 1962.10  This 

dispute is coded as beginning in January 1962 with a US show of force.  The dispute climaxed in 

October 1962 with the Cuban Missile Crisis and is recorded as ending in December 1962.  Over 

                                                             
9 Because of the dictionary weights, the statement scores cannot be directly equated with a 
particular number of words. For example, a score equal to 1 could mean an average of one 
negative characterization per day or one explicit threat every three days. 
 
10 A dyadic MID took place against the Soviet Union as part of the same dispute, but I focus only 
on the US-Cuba dyadic MID here for brevity. 
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the course of this dispute and the 30 days prior (349 days total), President Kennedy talked about 

Cuba in two national speeches, 12 addresses to narrow audiences, and 11 interactions with the 

press.  In eight of the press interactions, Cuba was mentioned only in unscripted remarks; in the 

other three, it was mentioned in both scripted and unscripted remarks. Therefore, the presidential 

statements made about Cuba during this MID were gathered into four separate text files – one for 

national speeches, one for narrow audience remarks, one for scripted press remarks, and one for 

unscripted press remarks.   

The Yoshikoder program identified all of the resolved words from my dictionary that 

appeared in each of these four text files, and assigned each text file a score that is the sum of the 

dictionary weights for these words.  The raw scores calculated by Yoshikoder were 77 for 

national speeches, 33 for scripted press remarks, 33 for unscripted press remarks, and 17 for 

narrow audience remarks.  To account for the number of days over which statements were 

collected, each of these raw scores was divided by 349, yielding final scores of 0.221, 0.095, 

0.095, and 0.049 respectively, which are used in the analysis.  Because Cuba was never 

mentioned at a campaign event, a score of 0 was assigned for campaign statements.11 

Summary statistics for the normalized statement scores are shown in Table 1.  We see 

that the most resolve is expressed in remarks to the press and narrow audiences, followed by 

national speeches.  The level of resolved statements made in campaign contexts is much lower.  

Within the press context, about three times as much resolve is expressed in unscripted remarks as 

in scripted ones.  The standard deviations show that there is substantial variation in the level of 

resolved statements made in each context.  

[Table 1 here] 

                                                             
11 An additional coding example is provided in the appendix. 
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In addition to the statement score variables in Table 1, my regressions control for other 

factors that may affect dispute outcomes.  First, I include Relative Capabilities, a measure of the 

percentage of capabilities in the dyad held by the US (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972).  

Second, I include Rival Democracy, a dummy variable equal to 1 if the US dyadic MID rival has 

a Polity score of at least 7 (Marshal, Jaggers, and Gurr 2010).  Finally, I control for the 

possibility that the probability of US victory in MIDs has changed over time by including a cubic 

time trend.  I control for additional factors in the robustness checks. 

Because the dependent variable is ordinal, I estimate ordered probit models.12  Since all 

of the statement context variables are positively correlated and measure similar concepts, 

including them all in a regression at once could distort the results due to multicollinearity.  To 

reduce this danger, I estimate five separate regressions comparing the effect of statements made 

in each context individually to a cumulative measure of statements made in all of the other 

contexts.   

Results 

The results from the first set of regressions are shown in Tables 2 and 3.  The control variable 

results indicate that the United States is likely to obtain a more favorable dispute outcome when 

it has relatively greater military power and when facing a nondemocratic adversary, although the 

latter effect is not significant.  The time trend results suggest that US dispute outcomes have 

become more favorable over time.  Turning to the results of interest, we see that statements of 

resolve made in national speeches and scripted remarks to the press have by far the most 

significant effect on conflict outcomes.  The first column of Table 2 shows that national speech 

statements have a positive coefficient with a p-value of 0.022.  The second column shows that 
                                                             
12 An alternate method for estimating effectiveness could be an ordered Bradley-Terry model, 
which is based on pairwise comparisons (Colaresi 2012; see also Renshon and Spirling 2015), 
but the lack of data on statements by US adversaries is an obstacle to using this model.   
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press statements as a whole do not have a significant coefficient.  However, when scripted and 

unscripted press statements are split apart in the third column, the scripted statements achieve a 

p-value of 0.032.  In contrast, the coefficient for unscripted press statements is far from 

significant. The results of Models 4 and 5, shown in Table 3, reveal no significant effect of 

resolved statements made to narrow audiences or during campaigns.  In most cases, the 

aggregate measure of statements made in all contexts except the one split out is at least weakly 

significant, although it loses significance when press statements are split out from it.13 

[Tables 2 and 3 here] 

Because statements made in both national speeches and scripted press remarks had 

significant coefficients in Models 1 and 3, I aggregate the scores for both of these contexts in 

Model 6.  The coefficient for national speech and scripted press statements combined is 

significant at the 99 percent confidence level, providing further confirmation of the importance 

of statements made in these two contexts.  It is also insightful to analyze the coefficient for 

statements of resolve made in all other contexts in this model.  In Model 6, this variable includes 

statements made in unscripted press remarks, statements made to narrow audiences, and 

campaign statements.  Statements made in each of these contexts alone were insignificant in the 

previous models.  However, the results for Model 6 show that when statements made in these 

three contexts are aggregated, the coefficient for the aggregated measure is significant at the 92 

percent confidence level.  This suggests that these statements may matter in the aggregate, even 

though their individual effect is too small to be significant.  Though the significance of the 

aggregated measure is not strong, it is enough to suggest that statements made in these other 

contexts should not simply be dismissed as irrelevant.  

                                                             
13 This is partly due to greater collinearity between Press and All But Press than any of the other 
variables. 
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Comparing the average marginal effects of national speech and scripted press statements 

versus statements made in all other contexts supports similar conclusions.14  Figure 1 shows that 

national speech and scripted press statements have an average marginal effect of around 0.09.  

This means that an increase in the statement score for national speeches and scripted press 

remarks by 1 unit raises the probability that the United States obtains a winning outcome by 9 

percent on average.  In contrast, a 1-unit increase in the statement score for the other contexts 

increases the probability of a winning outcome by less than 2 percent on average.15  Therefore, 

the model clearly predicts that national speech and scripted press statements have the greatest 

effect.  Nonetheless, the effect of statements made in other contexts is not small or insignificant 

enough to reject the possibility that these statements also matter. 

[Figure 1 here] 

The results thus far indicate clear support for Hypothesis 1, which predicted that resolved 

statements made in national speeches would be highly effective.  Hypothesis 2, which predicted 

that statements made to the press would be somewhat effective, is supported with some 

qualifications: The results indicate that scripted press statements are quite effective, yet 

unscripted press statements have no significant effect.  The finding that scripted press statements 

are more effective than unscripted strongly supports Hypothesis 5.  Finally, Hypotheses 3 and 4, 

which predicted that narrow audience statements and campaign statements would not be very 

effective, also appear to be supported.  Although the results show clear variation in the 

effectiveness of statements made in different contexts, we cannot confidently declare that 

                                                             
14 To obtain average marginal effects, the marginal effects are calculated for each observation in 
the sample and averaged. 
 
15 See footnote 8 for the substantive interpretation of 1 unit of the statement score. Note that 
since the mean statement score for every context is less than 0.25, an increase of 1 unit would 
mean a much higher level of resolve conveyed in most cases. 
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statements made in any particular context are entirely ineffective, since there is evidence that 

narrow audience, unscripted press, and campaign statements matter when aggregated. 

 

Further Analysis of the Campaign Context 

The campaign context deserves more analysis because statements of resolve made at campaign 

events are so rare.  The insignificance of narrow audience and unscripted press statements cannot 

be primarily attributed to their infrequency because resolved statements are actually made more 

frequently in these two contexts than in any others.  In contrast, resolved statements are made 

much more rarely at campaign events than in any other context, partly because most MIDs do 

not take place during a reelection campaign and partly because campaign events tend to be 

domestically focused.  Because of the infrequency of resolved statements made at campaign 

events, it is difficult to tell whether these statements are truly less effective or whether there are 

simply not enough of them to see the effect.  It is possible to gain more insight by defining the 

campaign context more broadly. 

In the next model, I define the campaign context as any context in which the president 

speaks publicly within 2 years of an election in which the president is eligible to run.  Although 

most presidential statements made during this time period are not explicitly oriented toward 

campaigning, it is likely that the president will speak with the election in mind as it approaches.  

I consider 2 years before an election to be the beginning of the campaign context because 

presidents are likely to focus more on their own reelection once midterm elections are over. 16  

Furthermore, in recent years presidents have announced their candidacy for reelection and set up 

                                                             
16 If I consider the campaign context to begin one year before the election, the result is similar 
and still significant, but less so.  Using a cut-off even closer to the election would recreate the 
problem of having too few statements in the campaign context.   
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campaign organizations as much as 19 months before the election (Kolawole 2011), and some 

consideration of the campaign must have occurred behind the scenes a few months before these 

organizations were established.   

To explore the impact of the campaign context using this new conceptualization, I 

interact the score for all statements of resolve made during the dyadic MID with Campaign 

Percentage, the percentage of the dyadic MID that took place within 2 years of an election in 

which the president was eligible to run.  As shown in Model 7 in Table 4, the interaction 

coefficient is negative with a p-value of 0.027, indicating that resolved statements are less 

effective in proximity to an election.  This can be seen more clearly in Figure 2, which shows 

how the average marginal effect of resolved statements decreases as Campaign Percentage 

increases.  The figure shows that statements have a positive and significant effect on conflict 

outcomes under most circumstances, but the effect becomes insignificant when more than 85 

percent of the MID occurs within 2 years of when the president faces reelection.  This confirms 

support for Hypothesis 4, which predicted that campaign statements would be ineffective. 

[Table 4 and Figure 2 here] 

 

Impact of Inconsistency 

Now it only remains to examine the impact of consistency across contexts.  Hypothesis 6 

predicted that resolved statements made in one context will be less effective if the level of 

resolve conveyed in other contexts is lower.  Since only national speech statements and scripted 

press statements were found to have a significant impact on conflict outcomes by themselves, it 

makes the most sense to test the impact of inconsistency on the effectiveness of these statements.  

Therefore, in Model 8, I interact the score for national speech statements with the percentage of 
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resolve conveyed outside national speeches. 17  Similarly, in Model 9, I interact the score for 

scripted press statements with the percentage of resolve conveyed outside scripted press 

statements. 

The results of Models 8 and 9 are shown in Table 4.  Both interactions have a positive 

coefficient, but only the interaction with national speech statements is significant.  I further 

explore the interactions with graphs.  Figure 3 shows that the average marginal effect of resolved 

statements in national speeches increases significantly with the percentage of resolve conveyed 

in other contexts.  Indeed, the marginal effect of national speech statements is only statistically 

distinct from 0 when the percentage of resolve conveyed in other contexts is greater than around 

0.5.  This suggests that the level of resolve conveyed in all other contexts combined must be at 

least about equal to the level conveyed in national speeches in order for the speeches to have a 

significant effect.  In other words, in order for resolved national speeches to be convincing, 

presidents have to back them up by making at least as many resolved statements in other 

contexts.  These results indicate that consistency among contexts is important and that there is an 

amplifying effect when statements of resolve are made across different venues. 

Figure 4 shows a similar pattern: the effectiveness of scripted press statements increases 

as a larger percentage of resolve is conveyed outside scripted press remarks.  Even though the 

coefficient for the interaction was insignificant, we see that as the percentage of resolve 

conveyed outside scripted press remarks increases, the average marginal effect of scripted press 

statements goes from insignificant to significant, passing the significance threshold when over 

about 70 percent of resolve is conveyed in other contexts.  Therefore, this figure provides at least 

                                                             
17 This is the combined resolve score for all statements made outside national speeches divided 
by the combined resolve score for all statements in the MID. 
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some support for the prediction that the effectiveness of scripted press statements will be 

undermined when the president fails to corroborate them in other contexts.  However, based on 

the rug plot, we can see that there are few cases in which the president made more resolved 

statements in scripted press remarks than in other contexts, weakening confidence in this finding.    

[Figures 3 and 4 here] 

The results above support the prediction of Hypothesis 6 that statements of resolve made 

in one context can be undermined by failure to make equally resolved statements in other 

contexts, although the evidence is stronger for national speech statements than for scripted press 

statements.  Does this mean that presidents should always convey the exact same level of resolve 

in each context?  The answer to this question depends on whether there are upper limits on the 

opportunity to convey resolve in different contexts.  If there was an upper limit to the total 

amount of resolve that could be conveyed but no upper limit for any particular context, then the 

results indicate that the president would want to use national speeches and/or scripted press 

remarks to make all statements of resolve because these contexts maximize effectiveness.18  

However, a scenario in which there is an upper limit only to the total level of resolve that can be 

signaled is unlikely.  In reality, there are likely to be greater restrictions on the level of resolve 

that a president can convey in national speeches and scripted press remarks than in other 

contexts.  National speeches, and to a lesser extent press conferences, are given rarely in the 

United States, and they would lose their salience if given more often.  Thus, while it is desirable 

for presidents to utilize these contexts as much as possible to convey resolve, there are 

limitations on presidents’ ability to do this.  Therefore, the policy implication of the findings 

                                                             
18 Predicted probabilities from Model 6 (given in the appendix) show that given a fixed total 
score for resolved statements, the probability of winning is maximized when one hundred 
percent of the statements are allotted to the national speech/scripted press category.   
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above is that after conveying as much resolve as possible in national speeches and scripted press 

remarks, presidents should not stop there but rather corroborate their resolved statements in other 

contexts.19 

 

Validity of the Results 

Before concluding, it is important to consider the validity of the results.  One potential concern 

might be whether the results are driven by reverse causality.  Specifically, there might be 

concern that resolved statements do not actually cause better conflict outcomes, but rather 

leaders make more resolved statements in national speeches and scripted press remarks when 

they already expect better outcomes.  This could provide an alternate explanation for the results. 

A separate, but related concern about the results is that resolve itself could be a confounding 

factor.  The essential reason that statements of resolve are informative is that presidents have a 

greater incentive to make them when they are indeed more resolved.  Thus, resolved statements 

should be strongly correlated with the president’s actual level of resolve. This raises the 

possibility that resolve itself might influence conflict outcomes in a way that is unmeasured by 

the model. Since resolve itself is a characteristic internal to individuals, it is unable to affect 

conflict outcomes directly. However, there are at least two possibilities for indirect influence. 

One is that more resolved presidents send other signals of resolve in addition to statements and 

that these other signals also influence the adversary’s decision to back down. Another possibility 

is that more resolved presidents try harder to win and therefore employ superior military or 

diplomatic strategies.  

                                                             
19 This discussion assumes that presidents want to maximize the resolve conveyed.  Presidents 
might prefer a different strategy if they wish to convey minimal resolve in order to reduce the 
costs of backing down. 
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As an initial attempt to rule out a confounding effect of resolve, I control for other actions 

that presidents can take to signal resolve, including use of force (measured using MID hostility 

levels) and the imposition of sanctions (Morgan, Bapat, and Kobayashi 2013). I also control for 

factors that might influence the president’s level of resolve, including whether the dispute took 

place during the Cold War, whether the US was on the initiating side, whether the US had a 

defense pact with the adversary (Leeds et al. 2002), the adversary’s hostility level, and indicator 

variables for the seven most frequent adversaries.20 I find that national speech and scripted press 

statements remain significant predictors of the conflict outcome even after controlling for these 

things.   

As another attempt to rule out both a confounding effect of resolve and reverse causation, 

I turn to matching. I perform two separate matching analyses.  In the first, I use indicators for 

whether the level of statements made in each context is greater than zero as treatment variables. I 

utilize coarsened exact matching (Iacus, King, and Porro 2012) to match on characteristics of 

MIDs, including relative capabilities, the adversary’s regime type, the identity of the president, 

whether the United States had a defense pact with the MID adversary, and whether the United 

States was on the initiating side of the MID. The purpose of this is to create samples that are 

balanced on observable factors, similar to what we would presumably have if the level of 

resolved statements was assigned to MIDs randomly. By attempting (albeit imperfectly) to 

approximate random assignment of statements, this method seeks to reduce the confounding 

effects that might result if presidents choose to make statements when they are more resolved or 

more confident of winning.  Reestimating all of the models in matched samples, I find that 

                                                             
20 I do not include fixed effects for each MID adversary because many only appear once or twice. 
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national speech and scripted press statements still have a significant effect. 21 This should 

increase confidence in the results, but it is not a panacea because the method cannot account for 

unobservable factors that influence the president’s level of resolve or confidence.   

Because of this limitation of the first matching analysis, I also utilize a second method of 

matching in which I hold the level of statements nearly constant and analyze the impact of 

varying the context. If statements are correlated with the president’s level of resolve or 

confidence in winning, then holding statements constant should help to hold the president’s level 

of resolve or confidence closer to constant as well. Thus, I use nearest neighbor matching to 

match observations based on the total level of resolved statements made during the dyadic MID. 

In this analysis, the treatment variable is an indicator for whether any of the resolved statements 

were made in either a national speech or scripted remarks to the press. Calculating the average 

treatment effect, I find that this treatment variable increases the probability of a winning outcome 

(versus either a neutral or losing outcome) by 9 percentage points, and that this effect is 

significant at the 99 percent confidence level.22  This provides further evidence that the context 

in which a president speaks matters, even after holding the level of resolve conveyed as close as 

possible to constant.  Even this matching method cannot fully rule out reverse causation or a 

confounding impact of resolve because we do not know how closely the level of resolved 

statements truly matches the president’s level of confidence or resolve. Thus, it is not possible to 

prove beyond all doubt that the effect of resolved statements made in various contexts on conflict 

                                                             
21 I reestimate each model in the relevant matched sample. For example, I reestimate the model 
focusing on national speech statements in the sample that was matched on whether the level of 
national speech statements was above zero. More details on the matching are available in the 
appendix. 
 
22 More details on the matching method are available in the appendix. 
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outcomes is causal.  Nonetheless, the series of tests above should increase our confidence that 

this is the case. 

Another concern about the results might be whether they are driven by just a few outliers, 

particularly since observations with winning and losing outcomes are relatively rare and 

therefore influential.  In order to explore the impact of outliers, I calculate the statistic Cook’s D 

to measure the influence of all observations in each regression.  I then drop the observations with 

the top ten Cook’s D values.23  Relatedly, there might be concern that the results are driven by 

observations that are inappropriate for testing the theory. To eliminate potentially irrelevant 

observations, I drop MIDs won by force and MIDs that might be accidents, including MIDs that 

lasted only one day and MIDs in which neither side was revisionist.  To address concerns about 

non-independence of observations, I also drop MIDs that overlap with other MIDs against the 

same adversary and dyadic MIDs that are part of the same overall MID.   

I also perform several other robustness checks.  One set of checks involves changing the 

way that resolved statements are measured by using a dictionary with more variation in weights 

and then using a dictionary in which all words are weighted equally.  In another check, I replace 

the time trend with indicator variables for the identity of the US president during the MID.  

Finally, I change the functional form to a generalized ordered logit model (Williams 2006) to 

account for possible violations of the proportional odds assumption.   

As shown in the appendix, the results as a whole are highly robust.  The coefficients for 

resolved statements made in national speeches and scripted remarks to the press, which were 

significant in Models 1, 3, and 6, remain at least weakly significant throughout every robustness 

check.  The statement scores for other contexts remain almost universally insignificant.  The 

                                                             
23 The most influential observations and their values of Cook’s D are listed in the appendix. 
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results for the models with interactions are also fairly consistent. The interaction between 

national speech statements and the percentage of resolve conveyed outside national speeches 

remains significant except when 1-day MIDs are dropped. The interaction between statements 

and Campaign Percentage loses significance in the matched sample, when MIDs won by force 

are dropped, and in the generalized ordered logit model.  This might reduce our confidence that 

statements made in proximity to a campaign are truly less effective, but given the consistent 

insignificance of statements made at campaign events, the preponderance of the evidence still 

suggests that campaigns are not the best context for credibly conveying resolve.   

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, I have found evidence that the context in which statements of resolve are made 

does indeed influence their effectiveness at persuading adversaries to back down.  Statements 

made in national speeches and scripted remarks to the press are most clearly effective at 

influencing dispute outcomes.  Statements of resolve made in other contexts do not have a 

significant effect on conflict outcomes when analyzed individually, although they appear to have 

an effect jointly.  Finally, there is evidence that inconsistency in the level of resolve conveyed 

among contexts can reduce the effectiveness of resolved statements.  These results have 

important implications for policy, theory, and future empirical testing. 

In terms of policy, the results suggest that if a leader wants to convey resolve to an 

adversary, the best contexts to use are national speeches and scripted remarks to the press.  There 

is clear evidence that statements made in these contexts have the greatest effect.  However, it is 

optimal for leaders to make statements of resolve across all contexts.  There are practical limits 

on how many national speeches or press conferences a leader can give, and there is evidence that 
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making statements in other contexts as well can further improve the chance of a favorable 

outcome.  Indeed, failure to make a consistent level of resolved statements across contexts 

appears to undermine the effectiveness of prominent statements. 

In terms of theory, one important finding is that higher profile statements are more 

effective.  This is in accord with existing theories because more prominent statements are likely 

to be associated with higher domestic audience costs, higher international reputational costs, and 

higher opportunity costs.  However, the research design in this paper cannot provide much 

insight into the relative importance of each type of cost because they are all likely to rise and fall 

together.  Another theoretically interesting finding is that scripted statements are more effective 

than unscripted statements.  This finding also supports the belief that statements are effective 

because they have some direct or indirect cost.  If statements were costless, then adversaries 

might pay more attention to off-the-cuff remarks because these provide more unfiltered insight 

into the leader’s thought process.  In contrast, if statements are costly, then it makes sense for 

adversaries to put more weight on scripted statements because these are likely to be based on 

more careful consideration of the costs.      

 With regard to future empirical work, the finding that context does influence the 

effectiveness of statements suggests that it may sometimes be appropriate to account for context 

in statistical analysis or survey experiments related to statements of resolve.  On the other hand, 

since there is evidence that statements made in all contexts matter, either in the aggregate or in 

terms of consistency, it is not necessarily inappropriate to group them together when there are 

practical or theoretical reasons to do so.   

The findings in this paper also suggest some directions for future research.  One obvious 

extension would be collecting statements of resolve by leaders other than the US president.  The 



32 
 

basic findings of this paper that more prominent statements and scripted statements are more 

effective and that inconsistency reduces effectiveness would probably also apply to statements 

by any international leader.  However, the system of coding contexts might need to be adjusted 

because not all leaders speak in the same contexts as the US president.  Dictators, for example, 

typically do not campaign and may not address the nation or the press as frequently.  A final 

interesting extension of this paper would be to investigate whether the rise of the internet and 

new communication technology is breaking down distinctions between contexts.  My data set 

does not have enough observations in the internet era to draw conclusions about this, but this 

should become possible in the future. 
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Tables 

 

 

TABLE 1: Statement score summary statistics 

Statement Context Median 75th p Max Mean SD 
MIDs with 
Score > 0 

National speech 0 0.034 2.839 0.110 0.316 34% 

Press 0.016 0 .189 5.028 0.207 0.548 55% 

Scripted press 0 0.035 1.336 0.048 0.137 31% 

Unscripted press  0 0.129 4.419 0.159 0.456 49% 

Narrow audience 0.012 0.156 6.324 0.214 0.668 52% 

Campaign  0 0 0.549 0.016 0.067 14% 
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TABLE 2: Results from ordered probit models predicting Conflict Outcome 

 (1) (2) (3) 
    
National speech 0.668**   
statements (0.293)   
    
All but national 0.168**   
speech statements (0.069)   
    
Press  0.277  
statements  (0.220)  
    
Scripted press   1.734** 
statements   (0.808) 
    
Unscripted press   -0.071 
statements   (0.275) 
    
All but press  0.192 0.257* 
statements  (0.139) (0.147) 
    
Relative  1.904*** 1.816*** 1.771*** 
capabilities (0.633) (0.635) (0.626) 
    
Adversary -0.706 -0.723 -0.645 
democracy (0.534) (0.522) (0.524) 
    
Year 0.033** 0.035** 0.031** 
 (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) 
    
Year squared 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 
 (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) 
    
Year cubed -0.0001** -0.0001** -0.0001** 
 (0.00003) (0.00003) (0.00003) 
    
N 262 262 262 

Note: * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  Huber-White standard errors are in parentheses.  The “All 
but” variables capture the combined score for resolved statements made in all of the contexts 
under consideration except the one(s) separated out in the current regression.   
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TABLE 3: Results from ordered probit models predicting Conflict Outcome 

 (4) (5) (6) 
    
Narrow audience -0.054   
statements (0.184)   
    
All but narrow 0.478**   
audience stat. (0.215)   
    
Campaign  1.262  
statements  (2.050)  
    
All but campaign  0.219***  
statements  (0.076)  
    
National speech &   0.690*** 
scripted press stat.   (0.248) 
    
All but natl. speech   0.125* 
& scripted press stat.   (0.071) 
    
Relative  1.792*** 1.895*** 1.866*** 
capabilities (0.618) (0.585) (0.628) 
    
Adversary -0.718 -0.736 -0.682 
democracy (0.511) (0.530) (0.531) 
    
Year 0.033** 0.036** 0.031** 
 (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) 
    
Year squared 0.0004 0.0004 0.0004 
 (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) 
    
Year cubed -0.0001** -0.0001** -0.0001** 
 (0.00003) (0.00003) (0.00003) 
    
N 262 262 262 

Note: The interpretation is the same as for Table 2.  
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TABLE 4: Results for ordered probit models predicting Conflict Outcome with interactions    

 (7) (8) (9) 
    
All statements 0.434***   
 (0.136)   
    
Campaign  0.282   
percentage (0.205)   
    
All statements x -0.349**   
campaign percentage (0.157)   
    
National speech  -1.521**  
statements  (0.699)  
    
Percentage of resolve   -0.935  
outside natl. speeches  (0.572)  
    
Natl. speech statements   4.334***  
x percentage outside  (1.609)  
    
All but national   0.066  
speech statements  (0.061)  
    
Scripted press   -0.628 
statements   (3.561) 
    
Percentage of resolve    0.365 
outside scripted press   (0.534) 
    
Scripted press stat.   3.272 
X percentage outside   (4.640) 
    
Unscripted press   -0.112 
statements   (0.263) 
    
All but press   0.211 
statements   (0.143) 
    
N 262 189 189 

Note: The interpretation is the same as for Table 2. The control variables are also the same, but 
their results are omitted.  MIDs without any resolved statements are dropped from Models 8 and 
9 because it is impossible to calculate the percentages in different contexts when no resolve is 
conveyed.
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Figures 

 

Figure 1: Marginal Effects in Different Contexts 

 

Note: The dots show average marginal effects on the predicted probability of a winning outcome, 
based on Model 6.  The lines are 90 percent confidence bounds. 
 
 

Figure 2: Impact of Campaign Context on the Marginal Effect of Resolved Statements 

  

Note: The solid line represents the average marginal effect of all resolved statements made 
during a MID on the probability of winning.  The dotted lines are 95 percent confidence bounds.  
The rug plot shows the distribution of Campaign Percentage, but this variable has many 
observations equal to 0 or 1. 
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Figure 3: Change in the Marginal Effect of National Speech Statements 
 

 

Note: The solid line represents the average marginal effect of national speech statements on the 
probability of winning.  The dotted lines are 95 percent confidence bounds.  The rug plot shows 
the distribution of the x-axis variable. 
 

 
Figure 4: Change in the Marginal Effect of Scripted Press Statements 
 

 

Note: The solid line represents the average marginal effect of scripted press statements on the 
probability of winning.  The interpretation is otherwise the same as for Figure 3. 
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