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Abstract 

Previous research shows a decline in foreign policy alignment with Western states under the 

first Trump administration compared to previous U.S. presidential administrations. Yet, it is 

unclear whether the decline represents a temporary shift or a more durable and systematic 

shift. The purpose of this study is to investigate whether domestic leadership turnover results 

in foreign policy change, ultimately leading to shifts in foreign policy alignment. 

Accordingly, this study assumes that changes in U.S. presidential leadership are a primary 

driver of shifts in foreign policy alignment with other states. Within a quantitative research 

design, I use panel data regressions to analyze a sample of 169 states categorized as either 

Western or non-Western. Voting patterns in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) 

are used to estimate the impact of U.S. presidential turnover between 2009 and 2024. I make 

two principal findings. First, the results show a decrease in foreign policy alignment under the 

Trump administration and an increase under the Biden administration. Second, the effect is 

not isolated to Western states. Thus, the findings suggest a global effect of U.S. presidential 

turnover on the foreign policy alignment between the United States and other states. Future 

research should incorporate the domestic political shifts within the other states to isolate the 

effect of U.S. presidential leadership turnover. 
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domestic politics, leadership turnover, foreign policy alignment, UNGA voting patterns, U.S. 
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1. Introduction1 

In the study of international relations (IR), states’ foreign policy preferences and alignment 

with other states are essential to investigate (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:431). 

Several studies argue that states’ foreign policy preferences should remain stable across 

domestic political turnover, when a new government represent the support of different societal 

groups than the previous, particularly in democracies. Consequently, the effect of leadership 

turnover being one of the core drivers of change in foreign policy alignment has largely been 

shown in autocracies (DiLorenzo, 2026:4). Yet, leadership turnover is one of the key aspects 

of democratic governance (Leeds, Mattes and Vogel, 2009:461). This raises questions 

regarding the United States, with its global position as a hegemon in the international system 

(Ikenberry, 2018b:17). 

 

The liberal tradition within IR emphasizes that knowledge of the role of domestic politics on 

foreign affairs is fundamental to the understanding of states’ foreign policy (Moravcsik, 

1997:513). Further, this IR tradition is pronounced within the current liberal international 

order, in which the United States is the hegemon. The United States has long served as the 

forerunner of promoting liberal values such as economic openness and democratization 

(Ikenberry, 2018a:7). However, there is limited research on whether changes in U.S. 

presidential leadership affect foreign policy alignment between the United States and other 

states. Mosler and Potrafke's (2020) study, which uses votes in the United Nations General 

Assembly (UNGA) as indicators for state preferences, breaks this pattern. A part of their 

analysis compares the political alignment between the United States and Western states under 

the Trump administration’s first presidential term and all resolutions between 1980 and 2018. 

While the results show a decline in alignment, the study is neither anchored in any theoretical 

framework nor presents whether the decline was a temporary effect.  

 

The purpose of this study is to examine whether domestic leadership turnover in democracies 

results in foreign policy change, ultimately leading to shifts in foreign policy alignment. In 

order to test this argument, the theoretical arguments derive from a combination of the 

assumptions of Moravcsik's (1997) liberal IR theory and literature on leadership turnover 

(Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015). Namely, new leaders and governments represent different 

societal groups and prioritize different interests than the previous ones. Considering the 

 
1 It should be noted that certain parts of this essay derive from the previous “PM2” assignment.  
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United States’ systemic position, changes in its foreign policy are expected to be a primary 

driver of shifts in other states’ foreign policy alignment. Accordingly, this study aims to 

answer the following research question: Do changes in U.S. presidential leadership affect 

foreign policy alignment between the United States and other states? 

 

I employ a quantitative research design with panel regressions, which include UNGA voting 

patterns covering the years 2009-2024, to estimate the impact of U.S. presidential leadership 

turnover. Specifically, across the Obama, Trump and Biden administrations. The sample 

includes 169 states which are categorized into Western and non-Western states. I find a 

decrease in foreign policy alignment under the Trump administration and an increase under 

the Biden administration. Second, the results show that the effect is not isolated to Western 

states. Finally, the interaction analysis of BRICS states (Brazil, Russia, India, China and 

South Africa) indicates that this group had a higher foreign policy alignment with the United 

States under the Trump administration, in comparison to the rest of the non-Western states.  

 

This study contributes to the literature in three primary ways. First, it finds a global effect of 

U.S. presidential turnover on the foreign policy alignment between the United States and 

other states. Second, it provides a theoretical contribution by combining the assumptions of 

Moravcsik's (1997) liberal IR theory and the literature on leadership turnover (Mattes, Leeds 

and Carroll, 2015). Third, it extends the temporal scope to 2024 by including newly published 

data (Voeten, 2009). Additionally, the results emphasize the non-academic relevance of the 

study, suggesting that leadership turnover in the world’s most powerful democracy influences 

other states’ foreign policy positions.  

 

This essay proceeds with a literature review which surveys the scholarly field and the research 

gaps. Next, the theoretical framework and hypotheses are established. Subsequently, the 

methodological decisions are outlined. The succeeding chapter presents the results of this 

study. Finally, these results are discussed and followed by concluding remarks. 

 

2. Literature Review 

This section reviews the relevant scientific literature divided into four different sections that 

are closely related to the research question. The following sections begin with the most 

general body of literature and conclude with the more specific. First, the scholarly field of 
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domestic politics in international relations (IR) is reviewed. Second, the study of foreign 

policy and its close connection to liberal IR theory. Third, how foreign policy preference and 

alignment is expressed through voting patterns in the United Nations General Assembly. 

Fourth, the implications and effects of U.S. presidential leadership. The fifth and final section 

identifies research gaps and describes how this study aims to address them.  

 

2.1 Domestic Politics in International Relations  

For the past three decades, the significance and impact of domestic politics in the field of 

international relations (IR) has advanced substantially (Gourevitch, 2002:3; Bueno de 

Mesquita and Smith, 2012:162; Kaarbo, 2015:189). The end of the Cold War and global 

democratic development marked a shift from realist models that often downplay the relevance 

of domestic political factors. Instead, theories derived from the liberal tradition gained 

momentum (Schultz, 2013:3). 

 

Moravcsik (1997:516-520) establishes three core assumptions on which liberal IR theory is 

built. Firstly, individuals and societal groups are the main actors that operate and act based on 

their divergent interests. Secondly, state preferences are constructed by the interests of the 

dominant individuals and groups in society. Finally, state preferences drive state behavior. 

Yet, states do not act independently in international politics. Rather, they are affected by the 

preferences of other states. Foreign policy action therefore depends on these conditions. This 

bottom-up perspective on IR has been widely influential and been incorporated into a range of 

empirical studies, including of foreign policy on trade (McDonald, 2004), the engagement 

with the international order (Weiss and Wallace, 2021) and leadership turnover (Mattes, 

Leeds and Carroll, 2015). 

 

Literature on leadership turnover presents a mechanism which argues that domestic leadership 

turnover can generate foreign policy change. Specifically, that new leaders and governments 

that represent different societal groups and prioritize different interests than the previous ones 

are more likely to drive foreign policy change (Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015:280). This 

mechanism has been empirically proven in several areas, such as trade (McGillivray and 

Smith, 2004:593), international commitments (Leeds, Mattes and Vogel, 2009:475) and the 

reception of aid and investments (DiLorenzo and Cheng, 2019:150). Conventionally, this 

mechanism is primarily associated with non-democracies. Scholars suggest that democratic 
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states have stronger incentives to sustain foreign policy stability than autocratic ones. The 

institutional constraints of requiring broad political support from the general public and 

political opponents to govern serve as the explanation for this (DiLorenzo, 2026:4). Yet, 

recurring leadership turnover is one of the key aspects of democratic governance (Leeds, 

Mattes and Vogel, 2009:461), which speaks for its relevance of investigating the link between 

leadership turnover and foreign policy change in individual states. 

 

2.2 The Study of Foreign Policy  

Given this context, liberal theory is central to the contemporary study of foreign policy and 

particularly foreign policy analysis (FPA). Both liberalism and FPA put a strong emphasis on 

the effects of domestic politics on states’ behavior and positions in the international system 

(Hadfield, 2024:25). FPA research examines empirical cases and investigates how, why and 

which political actors make and implement various foreign policy decisions (Smith et al., 

2024:1). Scholars such as Hudson (2005:1-3) argue that human decision makers shape these 

decisions by interpreting and responding to international constraints. Moreover, consistent 

with IR theory, they act singly and in groups. Accordingly, it is essential to identify who these 

decision makers are and how their actions translate into observable foreign policy choices. 

 

While recent FPA research acknowledges that non-state actors like international organizations 

and businesses make foreign policy, most studies are still state-centric. As a result, most 

scholars designate the decision makers as the representatives of the state (Kaarbo and Thies, 

2024:7). In practice, the representatives of the state are gathered in the government (Kaarbo, 

2015:191), which includes political leaders and cabinet ministers. Further, these political 

actors produce states’ foreign policy (Kaarbo and Lantis, 2024:329).  

 

2.3 Foreign Policy Alignment and United Nations General Assembly Voting 

Based on previous research, foreign policy alignment is conceptualized as similarity in states’ 

foreign policy positions (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:447; Mosler and Potrafke, 

2020:482; Voeten, 2024:78). A dominant tradition of foreign policy alignment relies on 

voting data from the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), which is used to estimate 

underlying foreign policy preferences from states’ voting behavior (Bailey, Strezhnev and 

Voeten, 2017:431).  
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The United Nations General Assembly, and mainly the voting on non-binding resolutions, has 

sparked vast interest from international relations scholars since the 1950s (Holloway, 

1990:279; Voeten, 2024:73). One of the main reasons is that the UNGA is the only arena 

where all member states votes on global issues (Voeten, 2000:185). Consequently, the content 

of each individual vote provides observable data that can be used to estimate states’ 

underlying foreign policy preference. Further, the data is measurable over time since similar 

resolutions are repeatedly voted on in the Assembly. This is made possible by roll call voting, 

where each member state is called by name and the outcome of every vote is recorded 

(Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:431-432; Fjelstul, Hug and Kilby, 2025:2-3).  

 

Several scholars have analyzed how changes in domestic political leadership affect states’ 

foreign policy alignment with allies and individual states. For instance, Dreher and Jensen 

(2013) observe that states with new leaders on average shift their foreign policy positions and 

increase their alignment with the United States on key votes. Further, focusing on Canada’s 

UNGA voting patterns over the period 1980 until 2017, Vucetic and Ramadanovic (2020) 

establish that Stephen Harper’s government represented a disruption of the previously 

consistent alignment with Western European allies. Mattes, Leeds and Carroll's (2015) study 

finds that changes in the societal support base of leaders in nondemocracies change states’ 

foreign policy preference and ultimately foreign policy position.  

 

2.4 U.S. Presidential Leadership and Foreign Policy 

IR scholarship has devoted a significant amount of attention to studies on the United States’ 

foreign policy since the 1970s. The disproportionate level of scholarly interest in relation to 

other states is regularly noted. However, this United States-centered approach is justified to 

some extent. The main reason is the United States’ comprehensive global role in foreign 

affairs after the Second World War (Hendrix and Vreede, 2019:310). The United States has 

been the hegemon of the liberal international order since the end of the Cold War. Within the 

liberal order, the United States has integrated and advocated for democratic principles, 

economic openness and institutionalism universally (Ikenberry, 2018a:7). Thus, changes in 

U.S. foreign policy preferences have far-reaching consequences in the international system 

and for many states within it (Brooks and Wohlforth, 2016:76).  
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In the United States, it is the executive branch of government that makes and implements 

foreign policy. That includes both the president and presidential advisors such as cabinet 

members. Foreign policy bureaucracies, for example the Department of State, also constitute 

the executive branch of government (Cook, Owen and Paletz, 2011:787-793). Even though 

the president occupies a central role in the foreign policy process, the individual leader is not 

solely responsible for it (Scott and Rosati, 2020:2). Consequently, multiple actors shape 

foreign policy.  

 

On the one hand, Macdonald (2018:407) finds that U.S. presidential administrations should be 

expected to uphold continuity in their foreign policy preferences. For instance, there is a 

tradition of following the tracks of previous administrations because of the complex nature of 

international politics. Administrations face significant risks by substantially redirecting 

foreign policy preferences, such as partnerships with allies. Further, Brands (2016:3) suggests 

that the commitment to liberal values has been a key factor in foreign policy of U.S. 

presidential administrations in the post-Cold War era. On the other hand, McCormick 

(2024:7) identifies that the extent to which these values have been implemented has varied. 

According to Brands (2016:1), the communication of different grand strategies, a state’s long-

term central objectives in foreign policy, in regards of support for the liberal international 

order is an illustration of this. Another factor that suggests that changes in foreign policy 

preferences should be expected is that different administrations may pursue divergent goals 

due to domestic and bureaucratic pressure (Macdonald, 2018:405).  

 

Empirical research that specifically examines whether changes in U.S. presidential leadership 

affect other states’ foreign policy alignment remains limited. Mosler and Potrafke's (2020) 

study depart from this trend. As part of their analysis, the scholars examine the political 

alignment between Western states and the United States in the UNGA under the Trump 

administration’s first two years in office compared to all resolutions under previous 

administrations between 1980 and 2018. The results show a statistically significant decline in 

foreign policy alignment under the Trump administration. Furthermore, by including 

ideological distance in their panel model, the scholars conclude that the decline was a general 

trend among Western states. Consequently, the effect was not particularly pronounced among 

Western states with left-wing governments.  

 

2.5 Research Gaps 
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The existing literature has made important findings, yet some questions are left unanswered. I 

find four primary limitations in regards of Mosler and Potrafke's (2020) study. First, it is 

unknown whether the decline in foreign policy alignment under the Trump administration 

represents a temporary shift, or a more durable and systematic consequence of leadership 

turnover across U.S. presidential administrations. Second, it is also unclear whether this effect 

differs across a different group of states. Third, the specific regression that employs ideal 

point distance uses all resolutions between 1980 and 2018 as the standard of comparison. As a 

result, only the first two years of the Trump administration’s elected term are included. 

Finally, while the scholars imply that U.S. presidents and their foreign policy decisions have 

an effect on Western states’ voting alignment, the results leave room for further exploration. 

Moreover, previous research presents competing expectations of change or stability in U.S. 

foreign policy 

 

This study largely builds on Mosler and Potrafke's (2020) research. However, it seeks to 

contribute to the scholarly field by examining a number of research gaps. First, the UNGA 

voting data includes the Obama (2009-2016), Trump (2017-2020) and Biden (2021-2024) 

administrations and compares them with each other. Thus, this study focuses on the post-Cold 

War period. Second, a total of 169 states is included in the analysis. These 169 states are 

divided into two groups where 39 states are categorized as Western and 130 as non-Western. 

Third, this study will contribute with an extended temporal scope. There are no studies related 

to this study’s research question that include data from UNGA voting sessions under the 

Biden administration. Finally, this study employs a theoretical framework that combines the 

assumptions of Moravcsik's (1997) liberal IR theory and literature on leadership turnover 

(Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015) to explain how changes in U.S. presidential leadership may 

affect other states’ foreign policy alignment.  

 

3. Theoretical Framework 

The following sections outline the theoretical framework in three separate parts. The essential 

conceptualizations of foreign policy, domestic politics and foreign policy alignment are 

addressed first. The second section presents this study’s theoretical argument, which 

combines liberal IR theory and literature on leadership turnover. Finally, the study’s argument 

on changes in alignment and hypotheses are detailed.  
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3.1 Conceptual Definitions  

A broad and established definition states that “foreign policies consist of those actions which, 

expressed in the form of explicitly stated goals, commitments and/or directives, and pursued 

by governmental representatives acting on behalf of their sovereign communities, are directed 

toward objectives, conditions and actors – both governmental and non-governmental – which 

they want to affect and which lie beyond their territorial legitimacy” (Carlsnaes, 2002:335). 

Building on this conceptualization, the present study focuses on foreign policy as states’ 

preferences and expressed positions on international issues. Theoretically, these preferences 

and positions are revealed through foreign policy actions via states’ voting behavior. 

 

Furthermore, the understanding of foreign policy alignment is central to the analysis. A state’s 

foreign policy can be illustrated as a portfolio, consisting of various foreign policy 

preferences and actions. If state A and state B have similar contents in their portfolios, then 

they have high foreign policy alignment. On the contrary, foreign policy alignment is low if 

the contents in state A and state B’s portfolios significantly differ. Accordingly, foreign policy 

alignment is conceptualized as similarity and distance in states’ foreign policy positions.  

 

Finally, this study conceptualizes domestic political conditions as the specific interests and 

preferences of societal actors that a sitting U.S. presidential administration represents. 

Grounded in liberal IR theory, administrations aggregate domestic preferences into foreign 

policy. As a result, a state’s foreign policy changes as different administrations represent 

divergent societal actors (Moravcsik, 1997:518). In the case of the United States, this 

manifests through alternating administrations. The assumption rests on the fact that the 

president does not formulate foreign policy by themselves (Scott and Rosati, 2020:2). Rather, 

it is the executive branch of government which consists of multiple individuals within 

bureaucracies that makes and implements foreign policy (Cook, Owen and Paletz, 2011:787-

793). Therefore, the analysis will not focus on the individuals within the foreign policy 

decision-making process or the decision-making process itself. Instead, the emphasis is placed 

on foreign policy outcomes across different U.S. administrations.  

 

3.2 Leadership Turnover and Foreign Policy Change 

In this study, the general model of states’ foreign policy assumes that it is shaped and affected 

by domestic political conditions. Accordingly, the model combines the assumptions of liberal 
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IR theory (Moravcsik, 1997) and literature on leadership turnover (Leeds, Mattes and Vogel, 

2009; Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015). Following liberal IR theory, domestic society is 

constituted by various groups with conflicting interests. Moreover, state preferences are 

assumed to reflect the interests of the most powerful domestic groups. As a result, state 

preferences can change depending on which societal actors dominate the domestic political 

arena (Moravcsik, 1997:516-519). 

 

Building on this logic, leadership turnover is therefore understood as the mechanism through 

which domestic political change can generate foreign policy change. The central concept is 

that when a leadership turnover occurs, the new leader and government represent different 

societal groups and prioritize different interests than the previous ones. This leads to changes 

in state preference and ultimately changes in foreign policy. In essence, the cause of foreign 

policy change depends on the assumption that political leaders and governments wish to stay 

in power. This remains applicable in both democracies and nondemocracies. While 

nondemocratic governments typically adhere to the preferences to a more limited part of 

society, democratic governments have to maintain the support from a large part of society in 

order to stay in power (Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015:280-282).  

 

Based on the theoretical foundations outlined above, leadership change can be understood to 

reflect a change in the preferences of societal actors. Specifically, the following theoretical 

arguments suggest that the United States is a democracy which is likely to exhibit the 

leadership turnover effect. Although the United States has various democratic institutional 

constraints and checks and balances, they are rather weak within the realm of foreign policy. 

This allows more leeway to change foreign policy in accordance with domestic preferences 

(Goldgeier and Saunders, 2018:155-156). As previously established, the United States is the 

most powerful democracy systemically due to its position as a hegemon (Ikenberry, 2018a:7). 

It is also economically and militarily superior to other states (Peters, 2023:1660). As a result, 

the United States possesses an external dominance. This implies that U.S. presidential 

administrations can change foreign policy without being forced to comply with other states’ 

foreign policy preferences.   
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3.3 Theoretical Expectations and Hypotheses 

This section translates the previously outlined theoretical foundations into specific 

expectations and hypotheses. Changes in alignment between the United States and another 

state can be observed from (i) shifts in U.S. foreign policy positions, or (ii) shifts in the 

foreign policy positions of other states. However, only the net effect of these movements can 

be captured. This study assumes that changes in U.S. presidential leadership affect this net 

effect primarily through shifts in U.S. foreign policy positions. This assumption is necessary 

to gain analytical traction. Scholars such as Mosler and Potrafke (2020:482) make a similar 

assumption for the same purpose. Consequently, this study acknowledges that changes in 

alignment are a complex concept and that shifts empirically do not depend on a single actor.  

 

The main argument which supports the assumption that changes in U.S. foreign policy 

positions primarily drive shifts in foreign policy alignment is the United States’ global role as 

a hegemon in the international system. Changes in U.S. foreign policy positions have 

significant impact on other states (Ikenberry, 2018a:7). As a result, other states are expected 

to adjust their position depending on whether their foreign policy preferences align with the 

new foreign policy position of the United States.  

 

Based on this logic, the first hypothesis is formulated as follows:  

 

H1 (general effect): Changes in U.S. presidential leadership lead to shifts in foreign 

policy alignment between the United States and other states  

 

The cited general effect may vary depending on who the other states are. In this study, two 

groupings of states, Western and non-Western, generate competing expectations of how they 

adjust their foreign policy positions. Based on the systemic arguments below, this study 

argues that Western states are more likely than non-Western states to adjust their foreign 

policy positions due to U.S. foreign policy shifts. 

 

Specifically, Western states are embedded in the liberal international order. Since this order is 

highly institutionalized politically, strategically and economically, it generally links the 

interests of Western states and the United States closely together (Deudney and Ikenberry, 

1999:189; Nye, 2017:11). As the hegemon of the liberal order, the foreign policy of the 
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United States is central to its stability and persistence. Importantly, Western states have 

benefited from this order on multiple levels (Ikenberry, 2018b:24). As a result, the majority of 

Western states are formally allied with the United States within several multilateral 

institutions, such as NATO (Larsen, 2023:99). Additionally, these actors are economically 

interdependent. For instance, the trade partnership between the EU and the United States 

emphasizes this (Neuss, 2009:113). Accordingly, Western states are likely to adjust their 

positions when the United States changes its foreign policy.  

 

In contrast, non-Western states are situated within the liberal order but do not conform to its 

institutionalization to the same extent as Western states (Ikenberry, 2024:122). Rather, they 

include some of the leading forces in the potentially emerging multi-order system (Flockhart, 

2016:23). The foreign policy alignment within the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and 

South Africa) alliance is a case in point. In particular, these non-Western states seek greater 

authority and leverage in global decision-making (Ferdinand, 2014:378). In order to have the 

capacity to do so, they are growing their economic strength outside Western influence 

(Cooper and Flemes, 2013:952). Non-Western states’ close economic ties with primarily 

Asian states, such as China, illustrate this (Peters, 2023:1653). Consequently, these states are 

rarely formal allies of the United States. They should therefore be less likely to adjust their 

foreign policy positions as a result of U.S. presidential leadership turnover and foreign policy 

change. 

 

Considering these arguments, the second hypothesis is formulated as follows: 

 

H2 (conditional): The effect of changes in U.S. presidential leadership on foreign policy 

alignment between the United States and other states will be stronger for Western states 

than for non-Western states 

 

4. Methodology2 

 
2 AI-declaration: While writing this essay, Google’s AI model Gemini has mainly been employed for 

methodological purposes. First, to get a deeper understanding of the statistical program Stata and regression 

analysis in general. Second, to merge the control variables into the final dataset, which is based on 

“IdealpointsJuly2025.tab” (Voeten, 2009), and to finalize the do-files for the regressions. Finally, the AI model 

has been used as a sounding board to discuss ideas, methodological choices and receive some linguistic 

feedback. I have taken all final decisions independently and no text in this paper has been generated by AI.  
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This methodology chapter is structured by first defining and justifying the study’s quantitative 

research design. Next, the case selection, empirical material and the operationalization of the 

independent and dependent variables are outlined. Finally, the statistical model and the 

limitations of the study’s methodological choices are presented.  

 

4.1 Research Design 

In order to answer the research question of whether changes in U.S. presidential leadership 

affect foreign policy alignment between the United States and other states, this study employs 

a quantitative research design. Observational UNGA voting data will be analyzed with Bailey, 

Strezhnev and Voeten's (2017) state ideal point estimate as the primary measure of states’ 

foreign policy preferences. Building on previous research by Mosler and Potrafke (2020), a  

panel data regressions model with fixed effects will be used as the statistical and analytical 

tool. 

 

One of the fundamental advantages of quantitative methods, in relation to qualitative ones, is 

the capacity to manage and analyze large quantities of data. As a result, the generalizability of 

results from these types of studies is typically higher. Another advantage of quantitative 

methods, and particularly statistical analysis, is the ability to systematically test theories about 

potential relationships (Esaiasson et al., 2024:45). Thus, a quantitative research design is 

arguably the most suitable with regard to the research question and empirical material.  

 

By drawing on the observational UNGA material, this study is able to systematically analyze 

the variation in states’ foreign policy alignment. Panel data is employed since it combines 

time-series data and cross-sectional data, which allows for inclusion of data from several units 

over various points in time. The units in this analysis are constituted by individual states, and 

their foreign policy positions are operationalized by their UNGA ideal points over time. 

Therefore, panel data is crucial to test the potential relationship between changes in U.S. 

presidential leadership and shifts in foreign policy alignment over time (Sundell, 2020a).  

 

4.2 Scope  

The United States is selected as the subject of analysis due to its unique position as a 

hegemonic power and a democracy. U.S. presidential administrations function within a 

democratic system. Consequently, they are typically both institutionally and domestically 
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constrained from making foreign policy that changes the state’s foreign policy position to a 

great extent (Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015:282). Nevertheless, the United States is both the 

most powerful democracy regarding economic and military assets (Peters, 2023:1660) and the 

hegemon within the liberal international order (Ikenberry, 2018a:7).  

 

Previous scholarly work published by Mosler and Potrafke (2020) uses Western states as their 

sample, operationalized as states, excluding the United States, that have been members of the 

Group of Seven (G7), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Organization of 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and/or the Western European and Others 

Group (WEOG) since 1980. Building on their approach, this study codes the group of 

Western states as those that have been members of the G7, NATO, OECD and/or the WEOG 

since 2009. This results in a sample of 39 Western states, excluding the United States. The 

adjusted timeframe is motivated by the contemporary focus in this study, while the similar 

operationalization ensures that its results are comparable to previous research.  

 

To extend the analysis and contribute to the scholarly field, non-Western states are included 

as a contrasting group to the Western one. Non-Western states represent the majority of states 

worldwide, and their inclusion aligns with the large N-design of this study. Consequently, this 

category is coded as the remaining UN member states available in Voeten's (2009) dataset 

when including the control variables. This results in 130 states (see Appendix A for the full 

list of 169 states included in the study). Additionally, the BRICS group is operationalized as 

Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa, since they constitute the core membership of 

the bloc (Ferdinand, 2014:376). Incorporating non-Western states as a group provides a new 

analytical dimension, as the previously presented theoretical expectations suggested that the 

effect of U.S. presidential leadership turnover on foreign policy alignment would differ 

between the two groupings.   

 

4.3 Empirical Material 

The empirical material consists of UNGA roll call votes, particularly covering the years 2009-

2024, which corresponds to the Obama, Trump and Biden administrations. The material is 

accessible owing to Voeten's (2009) publicly available dataset. The dataset contains both raw 

UN voting data and ideal point estimates and is hosted on the Harvard Dataverse. In recent 

years, this dataset is one of the most commonly used in the scholarly field of analyzing UN 
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voting behavior and state preferences (Fjelstul, Hug and Kilby, 2025:2). 

 

Using UNGA votes as a source of material is highly representative since they include each 

states’ recorded position on various global issues. These votes serve as empirical indicators 

that can be compared for all UN member states over a long period of time (Bailey, Strezhnev 

and Voeten, 2017:431). However, the measurements have developed throughout the years 

(Fjelstul, Hug and Kilby, 2025:2). A more detailed description of this will follow in the next 

section.  

 

4.4 Operationalization 

4.4.1 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is operationalized by UNGA voting estimates, specifically states’ 

absolute ideal point distance to the United States. Ideal points capture states’ position along a 

one-dimensional estimate, which represents the contestation over the liberal international 

order (Bailey and Voeten, 2018:35). The estimate is based on Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten's 

(2017) innovative ideal point model. Their model uses resolutions that are voted on in 

multiple years in the UNGA to make preference estimates comparable over time. The relevant 

interpretation to this study is that an increased ideal point distance from the United States 

indicates decreased foreign policy alignment between another state and the United States and 

vice versa (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:438). From Voeten's (2009) dataset, I will use 

the ideal point estimate that is based on the final vote of resolutions (idealpointfp). 

 

Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten's (2017:431-433) ideal points are a comprehensive measure of 

UNGA voting data, in comparison to classic dyadic voting agreement rates such as S scores. 

While dyadic measures assume that high voting agreement rates between two states 

automatically signify preference similarity, the ideal point estimate does not. Instead, 

resolutions are categorized on a preference spectrum which makes it possible to separate 

agenda change from changes in preference. Another difference is that dyadic measures treat 

abstentions as a midway point between yes or no. By contrast, the ideal point estimate 

accounts for the full range of voting options (yes, no, abstain) in the UNGA. Against this 

background, ideal points are employed as the measurement tool of the dependent variable.  
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4.4.2 Independent Variable 

The independent variable is represented by three successive U.S. presidential administrations. 

The Obama administration, which held office between 2009 and 2016, will serve as the 

baseline in the panel regressions. This includes both of the Obama administration’s 

presidential terms. In accordance with literature on leadership turnover, the Obama 

administration is assumed to rely on the same constellation of societal groups in both 

presidential terms (Mattes, Leeds and Carroll, 2015:280). Having maintained a largely stable 

grand strategy through their eight years in office supports this assumption (Brands, 

2016b:101).  

 

Furthermore, the Trump administration, which held office 2017-2020, and the following 

Biden administration, which held office 2021-2024, will both be categorized as dummy 

variables. This operationalization differs from Mosler and Potrafke (2020), who use the entire 

period between 1980 and 2018 as the standard of comparison. Specifically, this study 

compares all administrations with each other and focuses on the post-Cold War period. 

Deciding to include the three most recent administrations, for which data is available, increase 

the contemporary relevance of the results. It also limits the scope of the study, which makes 

the analysis manageable from a data point of view.   

 

In technical terms, U.S. presidential administrations assume office on January 20th every four 

years (Jenkins and Nokken, 2008:118). While UNGA voting sessions routinely run from 

September to December, some sessions infrequently extend into January (Voeten, 2024:72). 

U.S. presidential turnover is therefore not parallel with UNGA voting sessions. To account for 

this, the administration holding office for the majority of the year is accredited to the voting 

sessions starting in the same year. For instance, the Trump administration assumed office in 

2017 and is therefore coded as such, although the Obama administration technically held 

office until January 20th. This method is supported by previous research, such as Mosler and 

Potrafke (2020). 

 

4.5 Statistical Model 

The statistical model in this study is regression analysis, based on the Ordinary Least Square 

(OLS) method (Esaiasson et al., 2024:169). The main cause for this is to examine the 

relationship between changes in U.S. presidential leadership and shifts in foreign policy 
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alignment between the United States and other states (Sundell, 2019a). As previously 

mentioned, the conducted regression analyses will rely on panel data. These panel regressions 

will include country-specific fixed effects. This implies that the analyses focus on variation 

within each state over time, coming closer to a counter-factual ideal logic (Sundell, 2020b). 

Additionally, cluster-robust standard errors are included in the regressions to ensure reliable 

p-values (Cameron and Miller, 2015:326-327).  

 

In order to compare the effect of U.S. leadership turnover on the foreign policy alignment on 

Western and non-Western states separately, the groupings are included in an interaction 

analysis. Furthermore, an interaction analysis of BRICS and the rest of the non-Western states 

is conducted (Sundell, 2019b). Absolute ideal point distance is the applied measure in the 

study. Given the definition of absolute distance, a positive regression coefficient signifies 

increased distance and decreased foreign policy alignment. On the other hand, a negative 

regression coefficient refers to decreased distance and increased foreign policy alignment 

(Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:438). In the statistical model, the inference criterion for 

statistical significance is set at (p<0.05) (Esaiasson et al., 2024:202). If the b-coefficients are 

statistically significant, the results will provide support for the hypothesis that U.S. 

presidential turnover affects foreign policy alignment.  

 

4.5.1 Control Variables 

Control variables are essential to include in statistical analyses to control that the supposed 

relationship is not based on spuriosity. This is facilitated by selecting control variables that 

may affect both the independent and dependent variable (Esaiasson et al., 2024:177). Yet, this 

could be complicated in this study since there is few, if any, variables that may affect both 

which U.S. administration assumes office and the foreign policy alignment between the 

United States and other states. Still, control variables are included in the analysis. To begin 

with, previous studies such as Mosler and Potrafke (2020) have included similar control 

variables to the ones in this study. Moreover, the concept of knowing whether a variable is 

related to the independent and dependent variable is complex. The control variables are 

therefore treated as potential confounders to minimize the risk of misleading results. Two 

separate regression models, one excluding control variables and one including them, will be 

conducted in order to account for this. 
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The following three control variables are consistent with those used in literature employing 

UNGA voting patterns as an indicator for state preferences (Dreher and Jensen, 2013; Mosler 

and Potrafke, 2020). The variable name of each control variable is included in parentheses. 

First, the variable of liberal democracy-index (v2x_libdem) from the V-Dem Dataset 

(Coppedge et al., 2026; Pemstein et al., 2026) is included to control for regime-based voting 

patterns. Second, log of GDP per capita in constant 2015 US$ (NY.GDP.PCAP.KD) from the 

World Bank (2024) covers states’ economic development that could potentially affect their 

foreign policy alignment. Finally, the variable of internal conflict (type_of_conflict 3;4) in the 

UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset v. 25.1 (Gleditsch et al., 2002; Davies et al., 2025) is 

included since it could affect the voting strategies in the UNGA and U.S. foreign policy 

toward the country.  

 

4.6 Limitations  

Although it is common for scholars to use UNGA voting data as an indicator of states’ foreign 

policy preferences, there are limitations of employing this material. To begin with, foreign 

policy preferences are not tangible. As a result, they are difficult to measure (Bailey, 

Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:431). Second, the UNGA resolutions are nonbinding. There is a 

risk that some states’ voting may reflect symbolic positions since they are not obligated to 

implement the resolutions (Voeten, 2000:1). Thus, states’ might make strategic votes in order 

to profit in other areas such as increased aid (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:440). Third, 

UNGA resolutions and votes cover a limited number of issue areas and some of which are not 

directly connected to foreign policy in general. Finally, the voting sessions typically run 

during a small time frame yearly, from September to December, which also can be perceived 

as a limitation (Voeten, 2024:72).  

 

As with any measurement, the ideal point estimate has certain limitations. For instance, it 

assumes that state preferences in the UN function in one dimension which reflect the 

contestation over the liberal international order. Yet, scholars find that a second dimension 

occasionally emerges, although it is not as stable over time (Bailey and Voeten, 2018:35). 

Also, there are less precise estimates from states that vote infrequently. Similarly, since 

absences are excluded from the estimate, there are certain states that contribute with fewer 

observations. Internal conflict is one of the reasons why a state may be absent (Bailey, 

Strezhnev and Voeten, 2017:432). Moreover, resolutions that are adopted without a roll call 
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are not included in the material, which reduces the information for about a quarter of all 

UNGA votes. Yet, those resolutions are most often adopted with consensus and therefore does 

not entail any significant information of state preferences (Bailey, Strezhnev and Voeten, 

2017:440). Another general limitation of the study is that the generalizability of the results 

could be quite limited due to the United States’ global position as the hegemon of the liberal 

international order.  

 

5. Results 

In the first section of this chapter, the fundamental variables of the regression analyses are 

displayed with a descriptive statistics table. Second, the main analysis, which tests the first 

hypothesis of this essay, and its results are detailed. Third, the regression with the interaction 

analysis of Western states reveals whether the second hypothesis finds support. Fourth, the 

regression of the interaction analysis of the BRICS states on the rest of the non-Western states 

is presented. Finally, the results of the robustness checks are discussed.  

 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 displays the descriptive statistics of the key variables during the 2009-2024 period. 

Namely, the variables’ mean values, standard deviations (sd), minimum and maximum values, 

as well as the number of observations (count).  

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 

 mean sd min max count 

 

Ideal Point Distance to the United States 2.554 0.786 0.05 4.52 2657 

Liberal Democracy Index 0.410 0.264 0.01 0.90 2657 

Log of GDP per capita 8.552 1.417 5.53 11.62 2657 

Internal Conflict  0.179 0.384 0.00 1.00 2657 

Western States 0.235 0.424 0.00 1.00 2657 

 

Note: Statistics based on the complete sample used in the regression analysis (N=2657).  

 

The mean value of the dependent variable, ideal point distance to the United States, is 2.554. 

Considering the maximum value of 4.52 and the minimum of 0.05, this signifies that the 

average state substantially diverges from the United States’ ideal point position. However, the 

standard deviation of 0.786 reveals considerable variation from the mean value (see Appendix 

A for the full list of states’ average ideal point distance to the United States).   
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The descriptive statistics of the control variables also provide important information for the 

forthcoming regression analyses. The Liberal Democracy Index’s minimum value of 0.01 and 

maximum value of 0.90 shows the broad spectrum of regimes included in the analysis, 

spanning from closed autocracies to liberal democracies (Nord et al., 2026:44). Regarding 

states’ varying economic development, the statistics show a mean of 8.552 and range from a 

minimum of 5.53 to a maximum of 11.62. Furthermore, the mean value of 0.179 indicates that 

internal conflict was present in 17.9% of the observations. Finally, the variable of Western 

states provides a mean of 0.235, which indicates that 23,5% of observations in the sample 

consist of states that are classified as Western. 

 

5.2 Main Analysis (H1) 

Table 2 shows the results of the Trump and Biden administration dummy variables on the 

general effect on ideal point distance between the United States and 169 other states. Model 

(1) does not include control variables, while model (2) does.  

 

Table 2: Regression Analysis – General Effect on Ideal Point Distance 

 

 (1)  (2)  

 

Trump Administration 0.080*** 0.073*** 
 (0.012)  (0.014)  

  

Biden Administration -0.263*** -0.275*** 
 (0.017)  (0.019)  

  

Liberal Democracy Index  -0.058  
  (0.124)  

  

Log of GDP per capita  0.062  
  (0.065)  

  

Internal Conflict   0.039  
  (0.025)  

  

Constant  2.599*** 2.091*** 
 (0.006)  (0.554)  

 

Observations  2657  2657  

Number of States  169  169  

R-squared (within)  0.338  0.340  

Country Fixed Effects Yes  Yes  

 

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.  

Reference category: Obama Administration.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  
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The results in Table 2 provide support for the first hypothesis (H1). The coefficient for the 

Trump administration dummy variable in model (1) is 0.080. Meanwhile, the Biden 

administration dummy variable presents a coefficient of -0.263. Both b-coefficients are 

statistically significant (p < 0.001). This level of significance also applies to the constant of 

2.599, which represents the baseline ideal point distance during the Obama administration. 

 

In model (2), where the control variables are included in the analysis, the results show limited 

change in the coefficients of the administration dummy variables. Specifically, the coefficient 

for the Trump administration is 0.073 and -0.275 for the Biden administration. Similarly to 

model (1), both b-coefficients are statistically significant (p < 0.001). The results show that 

the foreign policy alignment with other states slightly decreased under the Trump 

administration in comparison to the Obama administration. In contrast, foreign policy 

alignment noticeably increased under the Biden administration compared with the Obama 

administration.  

 

Furthermore, the coefficients of each control variable (Liberal Democracy Index, log of GDP 

per capita and internal conflict) are statistically insignificant. This shows that the effect of the 

independent variable on ideal point distance is not based on the occurrences of internal 

conflicts, or changes in either regime type or economic development. Rather, the results are 

robust and the within R-squared of 0.340, which estimates the variation within states, in 

model (2) supports the explanatory power of the analysis.  

 

5.3 Interaction Analysis (H2)  

Table 3 shows the results of the regression that includes the interaction analysis with Western 

states on the Trump and Biden administration dummy variables. Similarly to the previous 

regression analysis, the first model (1) does not include control variables, and the second (2) 

model does. 

 
Table 3: Regression Analysis – Interaction with Western States 

 

 (1)  (2)  

 

Trump Administration 0.083*** 0.077*** 
 (0.016)  (0.016)  

  

Biden Administration -0.264*** -0.275*** 
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 (0.021)  (0.022)  

  

Trump Admin * Western States -0.013  -0.015  
 (0.021)  (0.022)  

  

Biden Admin * Western States 0.002  -0.003  
 (0.029)  (0.030)  

  

Liberal Democracy Index  -0.063  
  (0.126)  

  

Log of GDP per capita  0.063  
  (0.066)  

  

Internal Conflict   0.038  
  (0.024)  

  

Constant  2.599*** 2.085*** 
 (0.006)  (0.558)  

 

Observations  2657  2657  

Number of States  169  169  

R-squared (within)  0.338  0.341  

Country Fixed Effects Yes  Yes  

 

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.  

Reference category: Obama Administration.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  

 

The results in Table 3 do not find support for the second hypothesis (H2). In both models (1) 

and (2), the coefficients for the interaction of Western states and the two separate 

administration dummy variables are statistically insignificant. Since the interaction analysis 

measures whether Western states’ absolute ideal point distance to the United States 

particularly changed in comparison to the non-Western states, its statistical insignificance 

suggests that there is not a unique Western grouping effect. However, both the Trump and 

Biden administration coefficients in models (1) and (2) are statistically significant (p < 0.001).  

The b-coefficient of 0.077, respectively -0.275, are practically identical to the previous   

regression in Table 2. Moreover, consistent with the results from the previous regression 

analysis, each control variable is statistically insignificant. Consequently, the results suggest 

that there is a global effect of U.S. presidential turnover on states’ ideal point distance to the 

United States.  
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5.4 Interaction Analysis of BRICS 

Table 4 shows the results of the regression that includes the interaction analysis with the 

BRICS group on the Trump and Biden administration dummy variables, with the rest of the 

non-Western states as the unit of comparison. The first model (1) does not include control 

variables, and the second (2) model does. 

 

Table 4: Regression Analysis – BRICS vs Other Non-Western States 

 

 (1)  (2)  

 

Trump Administration 0.089*** 0.081*** 

 (0.015)  (0.016)  

  

Biden Administration -0.264*** -0.280*** 

 (0.021)  (0.023)  

  

Trump Admin * BRICS States -0.191  -0.219*  

 (0.102)  (0.107)  

  

Biden Admin * BRICS States -0.006  -0.035  

 (0.126)  (0.129)  

  

Liberal Democracy Index  -0.192  

  (0.134)  

  

Log of GDP per capita  0.100  

  (0.076)  

  

Internal Conflict   0.034  

  (0.025)  

  

Constant  2.945*** 2.197*** 

 (0.008)  (0.606)  

 

Observations  2033  2033  

Number of States  130  130  

R-squared (within)  0.308  0.314  

Country Fixed Effects Yes  Yes  

 

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.  

Reference category: Obama Administration.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  

 

 

The results in Table 4 differ from the previous regression of the interaction of Western states. 

Here, the interaction analysis measures whether the BRICS states’ absolute ideal point 

distance to the United States particularly changed in comparison to the rest of the non-
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Western states. The b-coefficients for the interaction for both the Trump and Biden 

administrations in model (1) are statistically insignificant. While the interaction with the 

Biden administration coefficient of -0.035 remains statistically insignificant in model (2), the 

interaction with the Trump administration coefficient of -0.219 is statistically significant (p < 

0.05). Additionally, both the Trump and Biden administration coefficients in models (1) and 

(2) are statistically significant (p < 0.001). This indicates that the BRICS states decreased 

their ideal point distance to the United States under the Trump administration and therefore 

increased their foreign policy alignment, in contrast to the other non-Western states. Finally, 

each control variable is statistically insignificant in both models.   

 

5.5 Robustness Checks 

The robustness check which splits the Obama administration (2009-2016) into two separate 

variables, Obama 1 (2009-2012) and Obama 2 (2013-2016), displays some conflicting results 

(see Appendix D). Similarly to the regression analysis in Table 2, the Trump administration 

show a slightly increased absolute ideal point distance and decreased foreign policy alignment 

between the United States and the 169 other states. Additionally, the Biden administration 

shows a noticeable decreased absolute ideal point distance and increased foreign policy 

alignment. However, the Obama 2 dummy variable show that the absolute ideal point distance 

increased in comparison to the Obama 1 reference category. I acknowledge that this 

challenges the theoretical assumption that societal interests remain largely stable across 

administrations. Yet, the general effect of leadership turnover across the Trump and Biden 

administrations remains stable. 

 

The robustness check of the BRICS interaction with the rest of the world (see Appendix E) 

presents statistically insignificant b-coefficients for both interactions in model (1) and (2). 

Meanwhile, the Trump and Biden administration coefficients are statistically significant. 

Thus, the effect which show the increased foreign policy alignment between the BRICS states 

and the United States is missing when the Western states are included in the analysis.  

 

6. Discussion and Concluding Remarks 

This study aimed to investigate whether leadership turnover affects states’ foreign policy 

alignment, through the research question: “Do changes in U.S. presidential leadership affect 

foreign policy alignment between the United States and other states?”. Based on the results of 
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the study, the answer is yes. Specifically, the robust results of the first regression analysis 

indicate that 169 states’ ideal point distance to the United States differs under three separate 

U.S. presidential administrations. This suggests that the effect of U.S. leadership turnover on 

foreign policy alignment is not accidental. Further, the succeeding regression analysis and its 

statistically significant results imply that this effect is global and does not adhere to a 

particular institutionalized group. However, the results of the final regression show that 

BRICS decreased their ideal point distance to the United States in comparison to the other 

non-Western states under the Trump administration. 

 

Regarding the results, the first hypothesis (H1) finds strong support. During the Trump 

administration’s time in office, the ideal point distance between the United States and other 

states slightly increased in contrast to the Obama administration. Conversely, the ideal point 

distance substantially decreased under the Biden administration. Thus, the foreign policy 

alignment between the United States and other states differed across the administrations. The 

general effect suggests a higher foreign policy alignment under the Biden administration in 

comparison to the Obama and Trump administrations. Substantially, this could be explained 

by the administrations’ varying degree of contestation over the liberal international order.  

 

The difference in ideal point distance across three successive U.S. administrations aligns with 

the study’s general model of states’ foreign policy, which combines the assumptions of 

Moravcsik's (1997) liberal IR theory and literature on leadership turnover (Mattes, Leeds and 

Carroll, 2015). Specifically, each administration represents different societal groups which 

leads to changes in state preference and ultimately changes in foreign policy. Because of the 

United States’ role as global systemic actor (Ikenberry, 2018a:7), the results of the analysis 

indicates that U.S. presidential turnover acts as a driver of shifts in foreign policy alignment 

between the United States and 169 other states.  

 

Yet, the second hypothesis (H2) is not confirmed. While the theoretical expectation was that 

Western states would exhibit a more significant shift in alignment considering their 

embeddedness in the liberal international order (Deudney and Ikenberry, 1999:189; Nye, 

2017:11), their shift in alignment did not depart from non-Western states. Rather, the effect 

was evident globally. Again, the United States’ role as a hegemon of the international system 

appears to be the explanation (Ikenberry, 2018a:7). Although non-Western states are not 

institutionally embedded in the liberal international order, they still operate within it 
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(Ikenberry, 2024:122). Accordingly, the United States’ influence reach both non-Western and 

Western states.  

 

Moreover, the results of the regression in Table 4 show that the BRICS states had a higher 

foreign policy alignment with the United States under the Trump administration, in 

comparison to the other non-Western states. A potential explanation for this is the BRICS 

states contestation over the liberal international order and their strive for greater leverage in 

foreign affairs (Ferdinand, 2014:378). This could imply that the Trump administration shifted 

the United States’ foreign policy toward a greater opposition over liberal international order 

than the other administrations.  

 

This study’s results both align and diverge relative to previous research. It confirms Mosler 

and Potrafke's (2020:493) results which find that the ideal point distance between Western 

states and the United States increased under the Trump administration. However, this study 

further contributes to the scholarly field by finding that this effect was not isolated to Western 

states. This global effect is significant since the regression analyses include non-Western 

outliers, such as Syria and Iran (see Appendix B), as well as Israel and the United Kingdom 

that are positioned at the lowest ideal point distance from the United States (see Appendix C). 

Moreover, the inclusion of the last three U.S. administrations with available data provides 

new insight on states’ foreign policy alignment with the United States during the Biden 

administration. Namely, that the foreign policy alignment significantly increased in contrast to 

the years under the Obama administration.  

 

Furthermore, previous scholarly work on leadership turnover have largely found the 

mechanism of domestic political turnover resulting in foreign policy change in non-

democracies (McGillivray and Smith, 2004:593; Leeds, Mattes and Vogel, 2009:475; 

DiLorenzo, 2026:4). Nevertheless, this study observes this mechanism in the largest 

democracy in the world. The results also contradict the expectation of United States’ foreign 

policy continuity across succeeding administrations (Macdonald, 2018:407). Accordingly, 

these results could further the understanding and importance of investigating the impact of 

domestic political turnover in democracies.  

 

Considering this study’s assumption on changes in alignment between the United States and 

other states, future research should decompose the net effect to incorporate the domestic 
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political shifts within the other states to isolate the effect of U.S. presidential leadership 

turnover. This would also allow scholars to investigate whether smaller democracies and 

those of similar size to the United States exhibit the same effect of domestic leadership 

turnover. Moreover, following the United States’ current autocratization under the second 

Trump administration (Nord et al., 2026:33), future research should examine whether the 

effect of leadership turnover increases substantially.  
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8. Appendices 

8.1 Appendix A: Full List of States 

This appendix presents the study’s full sample of 169 states, including their classifications as 

Western (1) or non-Western (0) and average ideal point distance to the United States (2009-

2024).  

 

State 

Western 

(1=Yes, 

0=No) 

Average Ideal 

Point Distance 

Afghanistan 0 3.061 

Albania 1 1.438 

Algeria 0 3.464 

Angola 0 3.047 

Argentina 0 2.422 

Armenia 0 2.341 

Australia 1 1.176 

Austria 1 1.662 

Azerbaijan 0 2.952 

Bahrain 0 3.114 

Bangladesh 0 3.201 

Barbados 0 2.779 

Belarus 0 2.891 

Belgium 1 1.412 

Benin 0 2.842 

Bhutan 0 2.917 

Bolivia 0 3.555 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 0 1.701 

Botswana 0 2.783 

Brazil 0 2.696 

Bulgaria 1 1.414 

Burkina Faso 0 2.975 

Burma/Myanmar 0 3.255 

Burundi 0 3.252 

Cambodia 0 3.254 

Cameroon 0 2.415 

Canada 1 0.950 

Cape Verde 0 2.784 

Central African 

Republic 0 2.748 

Chad 0 2.927 

Chile 0 2.584 

China 0 3.063 

Colombia 0 2.534 

Comoros 0 3.053 

Costa Rica 0 2.563 

Croatia 1 1.398 

Cuba 0 3.993 

Cyprus 1 1.791 

Czechia 1 1.241 

Democratic 

Republic of the 

Congo 0 2.846 

Denmark 1 1.363 

Djibouti 0 3.018 

Dominican 

Republic 0 2.785 

Ecuador 0 3.107 

Egypt 0 3.507 

El Salvador 0 2.767 

Equatorial 

Guinea 0 2.995 

Eritrea 0 2.976 

Estonia 1 1.348 

Eswatini 0 2.988 

Ethiopia 0 2.967 

Fiji 0 2.590 

Finland 1 1.514 

France 1 1.062 

Gabon 0 2.872 

Georgia 0 1.586 

Germany 1 1.311 

Ghana 0 2.829 

Greece 1 1.563 

Guatemala 0 2.461 

Guinea 0 3.073 

Guinea-Bissau 0 2.972 

Guyana 0 2.866 

Haiti 0 2.628 

Honduras 0 2.449 

Hungary 1 1.289 

Iceland 1 1.561 

India 0 2.800 

Indonesia 0 3.287 
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Iran 0 4.048 

Iraq 0 3.202 

Ireland 1 1.702 

Israel 1 0.227 

Italy 1 1.451 

Ivory Coast 0 2.564 

Jamaica 0 2.813 

Japan 1 1.742 

Jordan 0 3.058 

Kazakhstan 0 2.886 

Kenya 0 2.947 

Kuwait 0 3.193 

Kyrgyzstan 0 2.993 

Laos 0 3.344 

Latvia 1 1.357 

Lebanon 0 3.344 

Lesotho 0 2.939 

Liberia 0 2.374 

Libya 0 3.156 

Lithuania 1 1.326 

Luxembourg 1 1.481 

Madagascar 0 2.855 

Malawi 0 2.643 

Malaysia 0 3.131 

Maldives 0 2.873 

Mali 0 3.040 

Malta 1 1.773 

Mauritania 0 3.157 

Mauritius 0 2.868 

Mexico 0 2.485 

Moldova 0 1.629 

Mongolia 0 2.883 

Montenegro 0 1.501 

Morocco 0 2.964 

Mozambique 0 3.046 

Namibia 0 3.117 

Nepal 0 3.027 

Netherlands 1 1.392 

New Zealand 1 1.718 

Nicaragua 0 3.839 

Niger 0 3.066 

Nigeria 0 2.990 

North Macedonia 0 1.526 

Norway 1 1.552 

Oman 0 3.396 

Pakistan 0 2.890 

Panama 0 2.360 

Papua New 

Guinea 0 2.370 

Paraguay 0 2.543 

Peru 0 2.568 

Philippines 0 2.870 

Poland 1 1.349 

Portugal 1 1.513 

Qatar 0 3.178 

Republic of the 

Congo 0 3.068 

Romania 1 1.394 

Russia 0 2.531 

Rwanda 0 2.702 

Sao Tome and 

Principe 0 2.819 

Saudi Arabia 0 3.091 

Senegal 0 2.981 

Seychelles 0 2.828 

Sierra Leone 0 2.881 

Singapore 0 2.868 

Slovakia 1 1.368 

Slovenia 1 1.479 

Solomon Islands 0 2.703 

Somalia 0 3.093 

South Africa 0 2.907 

South Korea 1 1.647 

South Sudan 0 2.260 

Spain 1 1.491 

Sri Lanka 0 3.228 

Sudan 0 3.616 

Suriname 0 2.972 

Sweden 1 1.567 

Switzerland 1 1.734 

Syria 0 4.217 

Tajikistan 0 2.996 

Tanzania 0 3.034 

Thailand 0 2.840 

The Gambia 0 2.967 

Timor-Leste 0 2.691 

Togo 0 2.630 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 0 2.915 

Tunisia 0 3.092 

Turkmenistan 0 3.209 

Türkiye 1 1.903 

Uganda 0 3.193 

Ukraine 0 1.425 
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United Arab 

Emirates 0 3.116 

United Kingdom 1 0.830 

Uruguay 0 2.665 

Uzbekistan 0 2.910 

Vanuatu 0 2.423 

Venezuela 0 3.988 

Vietnam 0 3.380 

Yemen 0 3.316 

Zambia 0 2.942 

Zimbabwe 0 3.663 

Note: Ideal point distance derived from Voeten, E. (2009) “United Nations General Assembly Ideal Points.” Harvard 

Dataverse. Available at: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/LEJUQZ.  

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/LEJUQZ


 

 

35 

8.2 Appendix B: States with Highest Average Ideal Point Distance 

This appendix presents the top 10 states with the highest average ideal point distance to the 

United States (2009-2024) and includes their classifications as Western (1) or non-Western 

(0). 

 

State Average Ideal Point Distance Western (1=Yes, 0=No) 

Syria 4.217 0  

Iran 4.048 0  

Cuba 3.993 0  

Venezuela 3.988 0  

Nicaragua 3.839 0  

Zimbabwe 3.663 0  

Sudan 3.616 0  

Bolivia 3.555 0  

Egypt 3.507 0  

Algeria 3.464 0  
Note: Ideal point distance derived from Voeten, E. (2009) 

 

 



 

 

36 

8.3 Appendix C: States with Lowest Average Ideal Point Distance 

This appendix presents the top 10 states with the lowest average ideal point distance to the 

United States (2009-2024) and includes their classifications as Western (1) or non-Western 

(0). 

 

State Average Ideal Point Distance Western (1=Yes, 0=No) 

Israel 0.227 1 

United Kingdom 0.830 1 

Canada 0.950 1 

France 1.062 1 

Australia 1.176 1 

Czechia 1.241 1 

Hungary 1.289 1 

Germany 1.311 1 

Lithuania 1.326 1 

Estonia 1.348 1 
Note: Ideal point distance derived from Voeten, E. (2009) 
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8.4 Appendix D: Robustness Check with an Obama Split Baseline 

This appendix shows the results of the robustness check which split the Obama 

Administration reference category (2009-2016) into two. Here, the reference category is 

Obama 1 Administration (2009-2012). Obama 2 Administration (2013-2016) is included as 

another dummy variable, alongside the Trump and Biden administration dummy variables, to 

estimate the general effect on the ideal point distance between the United States and 169 other 

states. Model (1) does not include control variables, while model (2) does.  

 

 

Robustness Check – General Effect (Obama Split Baseline) 

 

 (1) (2) 

 

Obama 2 Administration (2013-2016) 0.091*** 0.089*** 
 (0.011) (0.012) 

  

Trump Administration (2017-2020) 0.126*** 0.123*** 
 (0.015) (0.017) 

  

Biden Administration (2021-2024) -0.218*** -0.222*** 
 (0.018) (0.021) 

  

Liberal Democracy Index  -0.049 
  (0.124) 

  

Log of GDP per capita  0.007 
  (0.061) 

  

Internal Conflict  0.030 
  (0.024) 

  

Constant 2.553*** 2.511*** 
 (0.009) (0.521) 

 

Observations 2657 2657 

Number of States 169 169 

R-squared (within) 0.359 0.360 

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes 

 

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. 

Reference category: Obama 1 Administration (2009-2012). 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

 



 

 

38 

8.5 Appendix E: Robustness Check with BRICS and the Rest of the World 

This appendix shows the results of the robustness check which includes the BRICS states as 

an interaction term, in comparison to the rest of the world. The Trump and Biden 

administrations are included as dummy variables. Model (1) does not include control 

variables, while model (2) does.  

 

Robustness Check – BRICS vs Rest of the World 

 

 (1) (2) 

 

Trump Administration 0.085*** 0.078*** 
 (0.012) (0.013) 

  

Biden Administration -0.263*** -0.275*** 
 (0.017) (0.019) 

  

Trump Admin * BRICS States -0.187 -0.199 
 (0.101) (0.103) 

  

Biden Admin * BRICS States -0.006 -0.018 
 (0.125) (0.125) 

  

Liberal Democracy Index  -0.079 
  (0.117) 

  

Log of GDP per capita  0.064 
  (0.065) 

  

Internal Conflict  0.039 
  (0.024) 

  

Constant 2.599*** 2.082*** 
 (0.006) (0.555) 

 

Observations 2657 2657 

Number of States 169 169 

R-squared (within) 0.341 0.344 

Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes 

 

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. 

Reference category: Obama Administration. 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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