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U.S. Embassies Over Time

Diplomatic Personnel per U.S. Embassy
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This paper:

▶ Theory: conditional nature of bureaucratic influence

▶ Most comprehensive dataset on U.S. diplomatic personnel

▶ Use officer-level attributes to develop measures of
embassy-level capacity

▶ Show that embassy capacity affects bilateral cooperation
▶ only when pol. oversight ↓ & bureaucratic autonomy ↑
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Theory

Diplomats in-country have stronger preferences for bilateral
cooperation (vs. other participants in policy process), due to:

▶ ideology: selection and/or socialization (Lindsey (2017; 2023);

Jost, Meshkin & Schub (2022); Wilson (1989); Gailmard & Patty (2007))

▶ incentives: producing measurable diplomatic outputs
(Holmstrom & Milgrom (1991); Poulsen & Aisbett (2016))
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Theory

Ability to realize preferences in policy outcomes depends on
capacity and autonomy

y = eE + eWH − eEeWH , ui = y − cie
2
i

▶ y : diplomatic output (joint production with substitution)

▶ eE , eWH : effort by Embassy and White House

▶ ci : costs of effort (conversely,
1
ci

= capacity)

dy

dcWH
< 0,

d2y

dcWH dcE
< 0

▶ less production when WH faces higher costs of effort

▶ exacerbated under conditions of low embassy capacity
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Theory

Alternatively:

y = (1− p)eE , uE = y − cEe
2
E

▶ p: prob. WH veto or delay

▶ if p ↓ in cWH :

dy

dcWH
> 0,

d2y

dcWH dcE
< 0

Prediction: When the White House faces greater constraints
on its ability to actively engage in diplomacy, that should
heighten the disparity in diplomatic output between
high-capacity vs. low-capacity embassies.
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White House Engagement

Low High

Embassy capacity
affects bilateral
cooperation

Embassy capacity
irrelevant

Three quantities to operationalize:

▶ Diplomatic capacity

▶ WH costs of engaging in diplomacy

▶ Bilateral cooperation
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Outcome: Bilateral Treaties
▶ 5,636 executive agreements, signed 1989–2016

(Hathaway, Bradley, & Goldsmith 2020)

▶ vs. 240 treaties (under domestic law) (Peake 2023)
▶ (both are treaties under international law)

Defense 1635

Finance, Trade, and Investment 623

Humanitarian 605

Science, Space, and Technology 549

Environment, Conservation,
495

and Energy

Transportation and Aviation 393

Law Enforcement 313

Nonproliferation 273

Miscellaneous 196

Educational Exchanges
174

and Cultural Cooperation

Taxation 138

Diplomacy and Consular Affairs 126

Maritime 115
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Outcome Measure: Bilateral Treaties

Subcategories among the 1635 “Defense” agreements:

Acquisition & Cross-servicing 355

Status of Forces 290

Information Exchange
254

& Information Security

Training & Assistance 219

Joint Initiatives & Projects 199

R&D, Testing 111

Alliances & Commitments 79

Benefits 76

Other 33

Facilities & Bases 23

Counterterrorism 10

9 / 32



Typical embassy “country team”, from Kopp & Gillespie
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Key Officers Data

(Collected in collaboration with David Lindsey (CUNY))

At the officer-quarter-year level:

▶ 472,299 officer-QY obs., 1966–2017

▶ 352,562 in embassies

▶ 274,030 in embassies, 1989–2016 (our sample)

At the country-half-year level (this analysis):

▶ n = 6,197 country-half-years, 169 country, 47 HYs, 1989–2016
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Diplomatic Capacity

Four separate measures of embassy-level capacity:

▶ Capacityc,t , for country c , half-year t

1. Embassy Size: # officers listed in U.S. embassy in c , t

2-4. Avg. Time in Post/Region/Service:

▶ For each officer-QY, calculate: (i) time in current post;
(ii) total time spent in current region; (iii) time since first
appearance in the data

▶ At the embassy-HY level: average (i), (ii), and (iii), across
Ambassador, DCM, and FSO generalists (Political, Econ,
Mgmt, Consular, Public Diplomacy)

14 / 32



15 / 32



Correlation Among Capacity Measures

Emb. Size ATIP ATIR ATIS

Emb. Size 1.00
ATIP 0.14 1.00
ATIR 0.14 0.42 1.00
ATIS 0.27 0.23 0.57 1.00

Capturing different aspects of capacity:

▶ Emb. Size: total # diplomat-hours

▶ ATIP: country-specific knowledge + working as team

▶ ATIR: region-specific + bureau-specific knowledge

▶ ATIS: general diplomatic expertise + screening
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White House Engagement

Low High

Embassy capacity
affects bilateral
cooperation

Embassy capacity
irrelevant
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Political Attention/Oversight

Presidential re-election as a shock to foreign policy attention

▶ Lindsey & Hobbs (2015): meetings in President’s Daily Diary

▶ Bubeck et al (2022): presidential public papers & executive
orders; congressional speeches, bills, laws

▶ presidential visits:
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Treaty Signing Over Time
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Research Design

▶ Embassy-half-year obs.

▶ Outcome: # agreements signed

▶ Treatment: pres. re-election period (2nd half of 4th year)

▶ Moderator: embassy-level capacity
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Research Design

Agreementsct = Capacityct × Elect + Controlsct × Elect + FE

▶ Controls: GDP, pop., trade, aid, UNGA voting, capabilities, polity, recent
severed relations, recent MIDs, (emb. size); hardship

▶ FE: half-year, and Region or Embassy

▶ OLS (Poisson for robustness)

▶ SE two-way clustered, by embassy and half-year
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Embassy-Level: # Officers

▶ DV (# treaties signed): mean = 0.59, sd = 1.18

▶ n = 6,197 country-half-years (169 countries, 47 HYs, 1989–2016)

▶ all models: region FE, HY FE, controls × elec, SE clustered by country & HY
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Embassy-Level: Avg. Time In Post (ATIP)

▶ DV (# treaties signed): mean = 0.59, sd = 1.18

▶ n = 6,197 country-half-years (169 countries, 47 HYs, 1989–2016)

▶ all models: region FE, HY FE, controls × elec, SE clustered by country & HY
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Embassy-Level: Avg. Time In Region (ATIR)

▶ DV (# treaties signed): mean = 0.59, sd = 1.18

▶ n = 6,197 country-half-years (169 countries, 47 HYs, 1989–2016)

▶ all models: region FE, HY FE, controls × elec, SE clustered by country & HY
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Embassy-Level: Avg. Time In Service (ATIS)

▶ DV (# treaties signed): mean = 0.59, sd = 1.18

▶ n = 6,197 country-half-years (169 countries, 47 HYs, 1989–2016)

▶ all models: region FE, HY FE, controls × elec, SE clustered by country & HY
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Issue-Level Research Design

1[Any Agreementict ] = Attachéct × Elect +Controlsct × Elect +FE

▶ Controls: GDP, pop., trade, aid, UNGA voting, capabilities, polity, recent
severed relations, recent MIDs, (emb. size)

▶ OLS, w/ SE two-way clustered, by embassy and half-year

Issue areas:

▶ high-priority: military, commercial, law enforcement, treasury,
agricultural

▶ low-priority: aid, health, scientific, aviation
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Embassy-Issue-Level: Attaché Presence
All Issues High Priority Low Priority

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10

b1 + b2

Attache × Election

Attache

model

assigned, C−I & C−HY
assigned, C−I & HY
assigned, C & I & HY
resident, C−I & C−HY
resident, C−I & HY
resident, C & I & HY

▶ DV (1[any treaty signed]): mean = 0.045

▶ n = 62,109 country-issue-half-years (34,505 for high-priority, 27,604 for low-priority)

▶ all models: controls × elec, SE clustered by country & half-year
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Thank you!

▶ Matt Malis https://mattmalis.github.io/

▶ Calvin Thrall https://www.calvinthrall.com/
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Residualized Embassy Size
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Residualized ATIP
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Residualized ATIR
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Residualized ATIS
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