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Abstract

Congressional oversight requires information about policy implementation and executive
activities, but legislators often struggle to obtain this information, particularly when infor-
mation asymmetries with the executive branch are most acute. I argue that tools of direct
observation are useful for legislators to gather firsthand information about policy implemen-
tation, which can shape legislative behavior in downstream oversight venues. Focusing on
foreign policy oversight, I study congressional travel abroad in the form of congressional dele-
gations (CODELs), which enable legislators to directly observe overseas operations and ques-
tion relevant stakeholders on the ground. Using data on CODELs and House Foreign Affairs
Committee hearings from 1999-2006, I evaluate how CODELs shape and inform downstream,
public oversight activity within congressional hearings. I find that while CODELs do not mo-
bilize hearing participation, they can inform how legislators engage in downstream oversight.
Members who travel abroad are more likely to ground their hearing remarks in firsthand ob-
servations and use language that is more detailed and relevant to foreign policy issues. These
findings have implications not only for how well-informed legislators are when they engage in
oversight, but also for how Congress can reduce its reliance on executive branch accounts of
its own performance.

*Many thanks to Jim Curry, Emily Ommundsen, and Jason M. Roberts for graciously sharing their data on congres-
sional travel and to Susan Stanley, Aleena Amir, Erick Guzman, and Elaine Yang for excellent research assistance.
For helpful comments and discussions, thanks to Pamela Ban, Michael Bednarczuk, Lawrence Broz, Ben Kinnard,
Michael Joseph, David Lake, Ben Noble, Sean Theriault, Yujia Wan, Alex Zhao, and audiences at Yale CSAP, MPSA
and the Junior Americanist Workshop. This material is based upon work supported by the NSF Graduate Research
Fellowship Program under Grant No. DGE-2038238.

†Ph.D. Candidate, University of California, San Diego; Email: rqyu@ucsd.edu; Web: https://rachelqyu.github.io/

rqyu@ucsd.edu
https://rachelqyu.github.io/


1 Introduction

The US withdrawal from Afghanistan in August 2021 involved the evacuation of approximately

124,000 people, a loss of $7.1 billion in military equipment, and hundreds of casualties.1 Despite

reporting requirements and the creation of a dedicated oversight body, Congress struggled to get

timely and desired information from the executive branch about related policy decisions and their

outcomes. In the days after the fall of Kabul, Rep. James Comer expressed this frustration, say-

ing “since the White House either cherry-picks what questions to answer or completely fails to

respond to questions, Republicans have had to find answers elsewhere.”2 To find such answers,

some members turned to using congressional delegations (CODELs), or official travel abroad, as

an independent channel of firsthand information. During the withdrawal, Reps. Seth Moulton and

Peter Meijer conducted a bipartisan visit to the Kabul airport, explaining that the CODEL was

intended to “gather more information” and “provide oversight on the executive branch.”3

This example highlights the importance of Congress’s ability to gather information about policy

implementation and outcomes as a part of the oversight process (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984;

Levin and Bean 2018; Selin and Moore 2023). Much of the work on how Congress is informed

on matters related to oversight focuses on information provided in the context of congressional

hearings (Krehbiel 1991; Quirk 2005; Ban, Park, and You 2022). Given their importance to policy

implementation, scholars have focused on the information transmitted by bureaucrats (Eldes, Fong,

and Lowande 2023; Bellodi 2023; Ban, Park, and You 2025). Beyond hearings, others have empha-

sized the importance of information conveyed through informal mechanisms of oversight, such as

direct communications between legislators and bureaucrats (Mills, Kalaf-Hughes, and MacDonald

2016; Lowande 2018; Ritchie 2023; Ritchie and You 2019; Lowande and Augustine Potter 2021).

These mechanisms, however often rely on reported information that is sourced by and transmit-

ted through an intermediary source. As illustrated above, reported information is not always readily

available and can often be filtered through the interpretations and incentives of that source. Thus,

1. https://www.stateoig.gov/uploads/report/report pdf file/aud-geer-24-21.pdf; https://soaa.org/sigars-verdict-a
fghanistan/; https://foreignaffairs.house.gov/getting-answers-on-afghanistan-withdrawal. Last accessed: August 6,
2026.

2. https://oversight.house.gov/release/comer-republicans-will-gain-answers-on-botched-afghanistan-withdrawa
l-with-or-without-white-house/. Last accessed: August 6, 2026.

3. https://www.npr.org/2021/08/24/1030838666/2-congressmen-make-secret-trip-to-kabul-amid-u-s-withdrawa
l-chaos. Last accessed: April 17, 2026.
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legislators often have incentives use direct observation and collect their own oversight relevant in-

formation (Aberbach 1990). Mechanisms of direct observation, such as site visits (Garvey 2025)

and inspections (Levin and Bean 2018), are important because they allow legislators to assess

ground realities and gather information about policy conditions firsthand. Direct observation can

still be subject of intermediary influences, but this approach offers legislators access to information

closer to the point of policy implementation and potentially less mediated by the interpretations

and interests of intervening actors.

In this paper, I focus on a key mechanism of oversight within the context of foreign policy,

where Congress faces relatively large information asymmetries (Schlesinger 1973). I argue that

CODELs, allow legislators to gather oversight relevant information directly. Through meetings

with relevant stakeholders and observation of program implementation (Scoville 2013), CODELs

provide legislators with direct access to the site of policy implementation. Such firsthand exposure

is particularly valuable for contextualizing policy outcomes and understanding the parameters that

define foreign policy success. Because CODELs equip legislators with this contextual grounding,

the observations gained often inform and shape downstream oversight activity.

To illustrate this, I focus on how CODELs shape legislative behavior within relevant, subse-

quent congressional hearings. Tracing the full scope of CODEL interactions with foreign policy

oversight is difficult given that much of the oversight activity is unobservable, but hearings pro-

vide an empirical window into this broader process. Where CODELs supply firsthand knowledge

from abroad, hearings provide a forum to act on, interrogate, and disseminate that information

domestically. Given this, I expect CODEL participation to complement hearing participation, with

members who participated in CODELs to be more likely to engage in relevant hearings. Be-

cause CODELs are uniquely helpful for gathering firsthand observations, I also expect CODEL

participants to be more likely to use discourse that reflects firsthand, policy relevant, and specific

observations gained through travel. In other words, deeper policy and contextual understanding of

foreign policy that is gained through travel should be reflected in statements that engage with the

specific entities and observations a legislator could have observed.

To evaluate how CODELs inform foreign policy oversight, I consider how member-level CODEL

participation shapes hearing participation and discourse within House Foreign Affairs Committee

(HFAC) hearings. Disclosure data on CODEL participation allows me to examine when and where
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a legislator traveled to.4 To get within-hearing measures, I collect all hearing transcripts from the

HFAC from 1999–2006. First, I create a set of measures for hearing participation which capture

whether and how often a legislator speaks and asks questions within a hearing. Second, I create

two text measures of hearing discourse which are used to assess whether legislators who travel

convey information that relies on firsthand observations and is more specific to foreign policy.

The first discourse measure uses a dictionary approach to capture the extent to which legislators

make explicit references to firsthand observations gained through travel. The second measure

captures hearing statements that are more foreign policy specific, or richer in specific references

to specific entities that are directly relevant to foreign policy. Building on existing methods to

measure latent traits within committee hearings (Carlson and Montgomery 2017; Park 2021), I

employ and validated a large language model to code a sample of statements and then trained and

optimized multiple machine learning models to predict a score of foreign policy specificity for all

legislator statements. After validating this measure substantively and statistically, I combine the

data on CODEL participation with measures of hearing participation and discourse, resulting in a

dataset at the hearing-legislator level.

Using a within-legislator-region design, which holds constant the legislator’s innate proclivity

to participate in CODELs and engage in hearings focused on a given region, I find that HFAC

members who participated in a relevant CODEL in the prior month are not significantly more

likely to participate in subsequent hearings. This result suggests that CODEL participation does not

change whether legislators choose to speak up about a region within a hearing. When I disaggregate

by committee context, CODEL participation is a positive and significant predictor of subcommittee

hearing participation but not full committee hearing participation. Subcommittees are typically

used for information provision and policy discourse, while full committee hearings are often used

for political staging. This suggests that travel matters more in settings where information is actively

being disseminated, and that the relevant question is not whether CODELs bring legislators into

the hearing room, but what information they bring to the room once there.

I turn to this question by examining the effect of CODEL participation on hearing discourse.

The results show that, compared to not traveling to a particular region, a legislator who travels

4. I am grateful to Jim Curry, Emily Ommundsen, and Jason Roberts for generously sharing their data on congres-
sional travel.

3



on a CODEL to a particular region is (1) more likely to reference observations from a firsthand

travel experience and (2), conditional on speaking, more likely to use language that is richer in

foreign policy specificity in a subsequent, relevant hearing. To further clarify how CODELs shape

hearing discourse, I provide a case study that leverages the COVID-19 pandemic as a plausible

exogenous shock to CODEL travel. Focusing on Africa subcommittee member, Karen Bass, I trace

her behavior in similar hearings before and during the pandemic to illustrate how her discourse

changes with the absence of CODEL access. Altogether, these findings demonstrate that CODEL

participation can inform what legislators say in the broader foreign policy oversight process.

This paper advances our understanding of how Congress gathers information in the face of

persistent information asymmetries with the executive branch. Tools that improve members’ inde-

pendent access to information matter not just for members’ individual competency, but also for how

reliant Congress is as a whole on the executive as a source of policy-relevant information. I show

that CODELs, as a method of direct observation, help supply legislators with information that the

executive would otherwise dominate. This has implications not only for how well-equipped legis-

lators are to effectively engage in oversight, but for Congress’s ability, as an institution, to check

the executive branch.

Second, where existing scholarship has read the decline of hearings as a weakening of foreign

policy oversight capacity (Fowler 2015; Drezner and Fowler 2025), I show that hearing quality

varies with upstream investments in information acquisition. Because hearings capture only a

formal, public stage of the broader oversight process (Selin and Moore 2023), focusing on hearings

in isolation risks an incomplete picture of foreign policy oversight. This study suggests that the

path to effective oversight might depend on how oversight is performed at different stages of the

process and how these stages interact with each other. In particular, CODELs can be used to inform

and shape legislative behavior and policy discourse within venues of oversight such as hearings.

Finally, this paper also offers a different lens on congressional travel itself. Much of the existing

literature treats CODELs as relational tools or personal junkets (Alduncin, Parker, and Theriault

2017; Curry and Roberts 2022; McGee and Theriault 2022), while I show that they also function

as instruments of oversight.
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2 Information, Oversight, and Direct Observation

Congressional oversight is defined as congressional efforts to “detect and remedy executive-branch

violations of legislative goals” (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984, 165). Central to oversight is

Congress’s ability to gather information about policy implementation and outcomes in order to

detect potential “policy drift”. This is similarly emphasized by Selin and Moore (2023, 4) who

conceptualize oversight as “the process of reviewing, monitoring, and supervising implementa-

tion of public policy by the executive branch”. In the context of oversight, gathering information

about policy implementation and outcomes is essential in detecting whether agencies deviate from

Congress’s intended policy outcomes. As Eldes, Fong, and Lowande (2023, 6) notes, one of over-

sight’s primary functions is an “endeavor for Congress to develop its own expertise”.

Much of the empirical work on congressional oversight and its informative qualities has pri-

marily, and oftentimes solely, focused on legislative oversight hearings. Hearings are a salient and

public venue of information collection and dissemination for lawmakers (Quirk 2005; Ban, Park,

and You 2022; Eldes, Fong, and Lowande 2023) and its occurrence is often used as a measure for

congressional oversight (Fowler 2015). Furthermore, scholars have found that empirical patterns in

oversight hearings are largely driven by partisan and ideological disagreement between Congress

and the bureaucracy (Kriner and Schwartz 2008; Parker and Dull 2009; McGrath 2013; Kriner and

Schickler 2016; Lowande and Peck 2016; MacDonald and McGrath 2016).

Hearings, however, only capture the formal, public stage of the broader oversight process.

The information gathering stage of oversight is often conducted through both formal and infor-

mal channels (Aberbach 1990), with the latter tending to be less visible to the public (Selin and

Moore 2023). For example, Congress has access to independent agencies that are explicitly tasked

with providing information that is related to oversight (e.g., CRS, GAO, IGs) (Levin and Bean

2018). Members themselves can also gather information through direct contact with bureaucrats

(Mills, Kalaf-Hughes, and MacDonald 2016; Lowande 2018; Ritchie 2023; Ritchie and You 2019),

through a range of substantive and procedural legislative tools (Lowande and Augustine Potter

2021), and through interest groups and civil society organizations (Hall and Deardorff 2006).

A common feature across these mechanisms is that they remain mostly reliant on accounts that

are collected and reported by an intermediary, whether a bureaucrat, a reporting agency, or an inter-
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est group. In this paper, I focus on another mechanism of oversight: direct observation. Legislators

can use tools of direct observation to gather information from the site of policy implementation.

Importantly, when legislators visit the sites where policy is implemented, they acquire independent

knowledge of policy conditions firsthand without solely relying on official or third-party accounts

(Levin and Bean 2018; Garvey 2025). The claim is not that direct observation is unmediated, but

that it shortens the chain between legislators and the source of policy implementation.

While direct observation as an oversight mechanism applies broadly, these mechanisms are

particularly helpful when sources of reported information are unavailable or unreliable. Foreign

policy is a policy domain in which information asymmetries between Congress and the executive

branch are large. The Executive branch controls various institutions and agencies designed to

collect foreign policy information, giving it a large informational advantage over Congress within

this policy domain. Canes-Wrone, Howell, and Lewis (2008, 5) describes this dynamic, writing

that “because the White House and executive branch collect most information regarding foreign

policy, presidents can better tailor the presentation of facts to suit their interests on these issues”.

This offers a useful setting for examining how and why legislators employ mechanisms of direct

observation.

I argue that legislators use congressional travel abroad, in the form of congressional delegations

or CODELs, to conduct congressional oversight over foreign policy. CODELs are publicly funded

trips abroad containing at least one Member of Congress5. CODELs allow legislators to acquire

targeted and relevant information that is an important component of conducting oversight over

foreign policy (Scoville 2013) which can shape and inform downstream foreign policy oversight.

3 Congressional Travel and Foreign Policy Oversight

How do CODELs serve as a tool for foreign policy oversight? I theorize that there are several

challenges legislators face when conducting foreign policy oversight and that congressional travel

provides key advantages in overcoming these challenges.

First, given the sensitive nature of foreign and national security, legislators may not be able to

5. This is different from privately funded travel that are typically sponsored by non-governmental organizations
(i.e., gift travel (Rosenson 2009)) or foreign governments (i.e., FGDA or MECEA trips).
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access as much and/or detailed information due to special classification restrictions (Joseph and

Poznansky 2024). For example, all members of Congress can access generally classified informa-

tion by virtue of their offices, but they are not automatically entitled to “Sensitive Compartmented

Information” (SCI) access. Access to this information is granted on a “need to know basis” in

which Congress and the executive branch differ on what constitutes a “need to know”. Typically,

however, the executive branch, which controls access to information, has more influence in defin-

ing “need to know” (Hathaway et al. 2021). On occasion the legislative branch has expressed

distrust of executive branch information, prompting efforts to seek their own information through

travel (Scoville 2013). Travel provides an avenue through which legislators can gather missing

information firsthand.

Second, evaluating foreign policy requires understanding the domestic bureaucratic and regu-

latory context of the country in which it is implemented. The success of any policy depends not

only on what actions are permissible and feasible in a foreign setting, but also on which policy

outcomes are most relevant for assessing effectiveness. Such evaluation, therefore, requires famil-

iarity with local conditions and the limits within which foreign policy can operate. By enabling

legislators to meet directly with executive branch officials stationed abroad as well as with foreign

officials, CODELs provide access to individuals who possess broader networks within their host

countries and more context-specific insights relevant to oversight. While legislators can gather

general information about foreign policy from news outlets or interest groups, CODELs facilitate

the acquisition of more detailed and firsthand knowledge. This is especially important for policies

involving countries that are smaller, receive limited media or interest group attention, or are less

accessible to civil society due to security concerns or domestic political constraints. As Scoville

(2013, 343) notes, “these kinds of investigatory acts are helpful to the legislative process because

they enable members of the House and Senate to ask their own questions, learn about foreign con-

ditions through firsthand observation rather than third-party reports, and consequently form their

own impressions about appropriate action”.

Third, challenges to foreign policy oversight are not solely limited to access to policy relevant

information. When conducting foreign policy oversight, legislators must convince their colleagues

that an issue warrants the chamber’s scarce time and resources. In making decisions over policy,

legislators often rely on informational cues from credible and more knowledgeable colleagues
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(Curry 2019; Box-Steffensmeier, Christenson, and Craig 2019). CODELs allow legislators to

gather more targeted and specialized information than their non-traveling peers. The expertise

acquisition is particularly helpful in building momentum for further oversight action, especially in

a policy domain such as foreign policy. For legislators, “having a reputation for [foreign] policy

expertise, along with the perception that MCs care more about accomplishing something... can go

a long way in helping them to establish a degree of personal influence ” (Carter and Scott 2004,

35). In other words, legislators can use travel in an attempt to demonstrate to colleagues that a

foreign policy issue is serious enough to merit increased oversight.

An illustrative example that highlights the informative qualities of such trips comes from a

series CODELs to oversee congressionally appropriated military aid and reimbursements to Pak-

istan between 2007 and 20086. During this period, 24 different House members participated in

several bipartisan CODELs to Pakistan and Afghanistan to evaluate the use of congressionally

appropriated funds allocated to the Pakistani government for military expenditures (U.S. House

Subcommittee on National Security 2008).7

Oversight reports detailing the activities of these CODELs confirm that members met with

senior officials from the US, NATO, and Afghan and Pakistani political and military officials.

CODEL members gathered information that contextualizes the performance of US military aid in

the region. For example, one report highlighted that the support of Pakistani military operations

in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Western Pakistan had the unintended consequence

of damaging the local, political administration of the region. These sentiments were explicitly ex-

pressed by leaders of the Awami National Party to the CODEL. Anecdotal evidence also suggests

that CODEL members gained key pieces of information about how aid policy was being admin-

istered abroad. The reports referenced a conversation in which “a senior United States military

official told a Subcommittee-sponsored Congressional delegation that he believed approximately

40 percent to 50 percent of the Coalition Support Funds have not reached the military compo-

nents...and instead have been used for other Pakistani government priorities” (18).

6. The goal of this example is to reveal insights about the mechanisms that link CODELs with oversight activities.
7. Using data released by the house I identified all trip level disclosures to Afghanistan and Pakistan during the

110th Congress and cross-referenced the dates and members with those mentioned in subsequent hearings and reports.
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4 Empirical Context: Congressional Hearings

To understand whether and how CODELs shape the broader foreign policy oversight process, I

consider the extent to which legislators’ behavior in congressional hearings is altered as a result of

participating in relevant CODELs. Hearings are well-suited for assessing the informative effects

of CODELs for a few reasons. First, where CODELs allow legislators to gather firsthand infor-

mation from foreign contexts, hearings provide a public venue to share these findings. Oversight

constitutes a series of actions designed to both gather information and act upon potential deviations

from legislative goals (Aberbach 1990). The importance of CODELs as an oversight tool therefore

depends on its capacity to shape the broader foreign policy oversight process, which should be

evidenced in downstream venues such as hearings (Selin and Moore 2023).

Second, hearings are more likely than other legislative venues to feature oversight relevant

discourse. In contrast to other forms of legislative communications, such as floor speeches or

press releases, what legislators say in committees is more likely to be directed at policy-relevant

stakeholders rather than constituents (Ban and Kaslovsky 2024; Grimmer and Powell 2013). While

grandstanding (Park 2021) still occurs, information-seeking remains a prevalent part of committee

hearings, even among ideologically extreme members and presidential out-partisans (Eldes, Fong,

and Lowande 2023).

Third, hearings provide a relatively difficult case to observe the informative effects of CODELs.

Tracing the full scope of CODEL effects is difficult because much of what follows a CODEL

remains unobservable. Who legislators meet with and each CODEL’s explicit purpose are not

systematically disclosed8. Convesations with former and current congressional staffers reveal that

CODELs often shape oversight in informal and less observable ways. One current staffer recounted

how their member used a CODEL to press embassy officials about canceled foreign assistance pro-

grams, with the staffer tasked with following up State Department bureaucrats until a satisfactory

response was received.9 A former committee staffer similarly noted that “traveling for oversight

can help gain data points of how different embassies are otherwise structured or how they func-

8. Ex-post disclosure requirements do not require members to disclose the purpose of their travel (Scoville 2013)
9. Interview with current personal staffer, January 7, 2026. Interviews with former and current congressional

staffers. Qualitative interviews were carried out in the Spring & Fall of 2025 and the Winter of 2026. Interviewees
include former and current congressional staff members who have experience with a foreign policy related portfolio
and members of the State Department who have worked with CODELs. All interviews were exempted by UCSD’s
IRB (IRB #812103).
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tion, different priorities, and it just helps develop themes and how operations work or how priorities

are.”10 This is not to suggest that hearings are the only venue through which CODELs shape over-

sight; rather, hearings offer a systematic and observable window into a process that is otherwise

difficult to trace.

Legislators who participated in a CODEL are equipped with direct and firsthand observations.

Hearings provide legislators a venue to disseminate these observations. Legislators returning from

a CODEL have both greater familiarity with the issue at hand, a deeper understanding of policy

specifics, and a stronger motivation to pursue them. I focus here on two observable implications

of this theory: compared to their non-traveling counterparts, (1) legislators who participate on a

CODEL should be more likely to participate in a relevant congressional hearing and (2) more likely

to provide information that reflects specific, firsthand observations gained through travel.

5 Data and Descriptive Patterns

To understand how CODEL participation affects when and how legislators engage in foreign policy

hearings, I use two different analyses. First, I merge CODEL participation data with novel data

collected from hearing transcripts to assess whether participating on a CODEL affects how much a

legislator participates within a relevant hearing. Second, I leverage new text measures that capture

how specific and foreign policy relevant legislator speech is to assess whether CODEL participation

affects the informative qualities of legislator engagement within hearings.

5.1 CODEL Participation

First, I use disclosure data reported at the legislator level, which includes the destination and

travel dates, to identify whether a legislator participated in a CODEL (Curry and Roberts 2022).

There are a few important characteristics of CODELs that are worth noting. First, by focusing on

CODELs exclusively, I theorize about and evaluate the effects of publicly funded travel abroad.

Privately funded trips and trips funded by foreign governments are excluded from this analysis.

These trips are less likely to serve a purely informational role and often designed to serve the pol-

icy interests of their funders (Rosenson 2009). In addition, in order for a trip to be designated as

10. Interview with former committee staffer, May 1, 2025.
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Figure 1: Logged Total Number of CODELs by Country Destination (1999-2006)

a CODEL, it must also be approved by congressional leadership. This gives congressional leader-

ship and the majority party discretion over what constitutes travel for official business11. In fact,

Curry and Roberts (2022, 11) explains that CODELs are organized by committee chairs and usu-

ally include members of each party. There are some caveats to this; members who are considered

to be less friendly are less likely to be invited on trips, as members are less inclined to spend time

with disagreeable legislators. Newer members are typically encouraged to come on CODELs in

order to learn more about a policy domain.

Descriptively, CODELs also seem to be conducted to destinations with relevance for foreign

policy oversight. Legislators often use CODELs to travel to a wide range of destination countries,

including to countries of geopolitical or foreign policy relevance (Alduncin et al. 2014; Scoville

2013). Within this time frame, the common destinations include countries such as Iraq, Jordan,

Russia, and China (see Figure 1). To provide additional evidence of this, I descriptively exam-

ine the predictors of CODEL destinations. Significant predictors of CODEL destinations include

whether the destination country received greater executive branch attention through the State of

the Union addresses, executive branch travel, and higher levels of security assistance and foreign

11. The State Department works with Congressional members on organizing CODELs but does not have overriding
authority over the purpose and destination of these trips. Scoville (2013, 339) writes that “ultimately... delegations
themselves decide where to go, whom to visit, and what to say. The State Department does not claim power to prohibit
CODELs from traveling abroad”.
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aid. This suggests that legislators are not traveling arbitrarily; rather, CODEL destinations re-

flect the same foreign policy priorities that motivate oversight attention more broadly. For a fuller

discussion of this, see Appendix A1.

I aggregate legislator level travel to the regional level because legislators often visit multiple

countries within a region on around the same time issues pertaining to that region (e.g., Afghanistan

and Pakistan to assess military aid). I categorize regions using the US State Department regional

bureaus, which directly match to subcommittees within the HFAC.12 Within each region, I sum the

number of CODELs and total travel days conducted by each legislator to each region by month.

5.2 Hearing Transcripts and Participation

Next, I collect, clean, and process all published hearing transcripts from the House Foreign Affairs

Committee (HFAC) from 1999-2006.13 There are a couple of reasons as to why I limit the analysis

to the HFAC. First, the HFAC is an ideal venue to discuss foreign policy oversight given its focus

on foreign policy issues (Carter and Scott 2004). While committees like Armed Services and

Intelligence are also important for foreign policy issues, these committees are more likely to also

overlap with domestic policy issues (e.g., military personnel, surveillance). Second, given their

policy jurisdiction, HFAC committee members are relatively more likely to participate on CODELs

(Scoville 2013). By focusing within the HFAC, I can better connect CODEL participation to

relevant, downstream oversight activity.

One limitation of using these data sources is that they do not capture closed-door or unpublished

hearings. Drezner and Fowler (2025, 4) find that closed hearings were particularly prevalent in the

Senate national security committees. House committees, however, are use closed door hearings

relatively sparingly. Thus, I expect this limitation to be less consequential for the analyses that

follow. In total, I collect 249 HFAC transcripts, with 153 subcommittee hearings (61%) and 96 full

committee hearings (39%).

For CODELs to inform legislative oversight, a necessary precondition is that relevant hear-

ings follow CODEL activity. I present some aggregate, descriptive trends of CODELs and foreign

12. These regions include: Africa (AF), East Asia and Pacific (EAP), Near East/ Middle East and North Africa
(NEA), South and Central Asia (SCA), and the Western Hemisphere (WHA).

13. https://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/. Last accessed: March 6, 2026. See Appendix A2.
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Figure 2: CODELs and Hearing Occurrence

This analysis captures hearings from the HFAC from 1999–2006. This plot shows the coefficient estimates for two
measures of CODEL activity in the prior month (Lagged Trips and Log(Trip Days + 1)) on the number of relevant
HFAC hearings in the current month, estimated at the region-month level.

policy oversight hearings to assess whether legislators have a hearing venue to disseminate over-

sight information gathered through CODELs. I regress the number of HFAC hearings in region

and month on the number of CODELs directed at that region in the prior month. Figure 2 shows

that CODELs to a particular region in a given month are positively associated with foreign policy

oversight hearings about that particular region in the following month. In the baseline specification

with region fixed effects, each additional lagged CODEL trip is associated with a 0.06 increase in

the number of hearings (p < 0.01), roughly 7% of the sample mean (0.83 hearings). These asso-

ciations attenuate once month-year fixed effects are introduced, suggesting part of the relationship

is shared with broader temporal patterns in congressional activity, though the coefficients remain

positive across all specifications. For a fuller discussion of this analysis, see Appendix A3.

From each hearing transcript, I construct several measures of hearing participation. I first code

whether a member spoke at all during a hearing (Spoke), and then the intensity of participation

through three count measures: the number of speaking instances (Total Speaking Instances), total

words spoken (Total Words), the number of questions asked, operationalized as speaking instances

containing a question mark (Total Questions), and the number of times a legislator addressed a

bureaucratic witness (Bureaucrat Address).14 Bureaucrat Address counts the number of times a

14. Speaking instances of fewer than twenty words are omitted to exclude short procedural remarks such as “Without
objection”. I also omit committee members with the same last name (e.g., “Smith”).
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legislator speaks immediately before a bureaucrat witness.15

5.3 Text Measures of Hearing Discourse

To assess the relationship between CODEL participation and what legislators say within hearings,

I construct two novel text measures.

First, I use a dictionary approach to measure legislator references to first person experiences

that are relevant to foreign travel. This is a blunt measure that captures whether a legislator refers

to a previous travel experience in a statement that is made during a hearing. For a statement to be

coded as having a first person reference to travel, the statement must explicitly mention a travel

experience in the past tense (i.e., the travel has already happened) and use first-person language. To

make sure these references are relevant for foreign travel, I omit statements that reference domestic

travel destinations.16 These statement patterns used in this approach are listed in Table 1.

Table 1: First-Person Experiential Travel Statement Patterns

Pattern Type Pattern Structure

Subject-Verb (When) When I/we traveled/travelled/visited/toured
Subject-Verb (While) While I/we traveled/travelled/visited/toured
Possessive (Opportunity/Chance) I/We had an opportunity/chance to visit
Possessive (My/Our) My/Our trip/visit
Possessive (On) On my/our trip/visit
Possessive (During) During my/our trip/visit

A statement is coded as referencing a firsthand experience if it contains one of the following sentence structure listed
in the table. Both singular and plural first-person forms are included. Statements that allude to domestic travel are
explicitly excluded.

For each legislator within a hearing, create a binary measure of whether a legislator made a

mention to a first person travel experience and sum the number of relevant statements they make.

Overall, mentions of first person travel experiences are rare. They comprise approximately 2% of

all speaking instances (n = 145). Among all hearings, 46.5% of hearings had at least one member

15. For this measure, I omit legislator statements made directly before the first speaking turn of each witness, as
these typically corresponds to their opening statement.

16. A statement is excluded if it references travel to any of these keywords: “Administration”, “Congress”, “Senate”,
“House”, “Cabinet”, “Army”, “Navy”, “Marines”, “Air Force”, “Guard”, “Corps”, “Committee”, “Subcommittee”,
“Service”, “Department”, “Agency”, “Bureau”, “Office”, “Government”, “Court”, as these could be in reference to
domestic travel experiences. (E.g., “I visited the Armed Services Committee”.)
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use a first-person experiential reference (n = 114). On average, a legislator has a baseline likelihood

of 2% to make an explicit reference to first person travel within a given hearing.

Oftentimes, however, the information that legislators gather on CODELs will shape what they

say in hearings in more subtle ways. Legislators who travel are exposed to firsthand observations.

In particular, specific people, places, organizations, and facts on the ground, that their non-traveling

counterparts lack. This accumulated knowledge should surface in how they frame questions and

statements within a hearing, even when they do not explicitly reference their travel. To capture this,

I develop a text measure for “foreign policy specificity” by leveraging LLMs to conduct pairwise

comparisons with the purpose of predicting and scaling a measure to capture the relative specificity

of a legislator’s statement.

Conducting pairwise comparisons has been used to measure latent characteristics of political

text (Carlson and Montgomery 2017). Notably, scholars have used this method to capture traits

such as grandstanding (Park 2021), confrontation (Eldes, Fong, and Lowande 2023), and analytical

information (Esterling and Park 2024; Ban, Park, and You 2025; Eldes, Fong, and Lowande 2023)

in congressional committees. Following recent work using large language models (LLMs) to scale

pairwise comparison methods (DiGiuseppe and Flynn 2025; Halterman and Keith 2026), I combine

human-coded validation with LLM-assisted scaling to help produce a specificity score for each

statement in my corpus.

First developed a codebook defining foreign policy specificity and adapted it for both human

coders and LLMs. Broadly, a statement is more foreign policy specific when it contains concrete,

detailed references to people, places, quantities, policies, events, or institutions that are directly

relevant to US. foreign policy (see full codebook in Appendix C1.) Three trained research assis-

tants compared 650 unique statement pairs and were asked to choose which statement was more

foreign policy specific.17 Fifty pairs are coded by all three, to establish inter-coder reliability and

consistency of codebook interpretation, achieving Cohen’s Kappa values of 0.63–0.96.

I then benchmarked two open-source LLMs18 (Llama 3.1 8B and Mistral 7B) using the be-

havioral tests proposed by Halterman and Keith (2026), which assess label accuracy, codebook

17. All coders were instructed to prioritize statements that were both relevant to foreign policy and contained specific
references. For example, if one statement was more specific but not relevant to foreign policy, the foreign policy
relevant statement should be prioritized. Additional edge cases are detailed in the codebook (see Appendix C1).

18. I favored open-source models over proprietary alternatives (e.g., Claude, ChatGPT) to preserve reproducibility.
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comprehension, out-of-sample classification, and order-invariance. Llama 3.1 8B performed best

and was selected for the full scale coding. To validate the LLM’s coding performance against

human benchmarks, I ran it on the same 650 RA coded pairs. Agreement between the LLM and

individual RAs ranged from 0.45 - 0.63 (74 - 82%), and on the 50 pairs coded by all four coders,

the LLM matched the majority vote 86% of the time. Bootstrapped (n = 1000) Krippendorff’s

alpha estimates showed substantial overlap between human-only codings (α = 0.751, 95% CI:

[0.581, 0.886]) and human-plus-LLM codings (α = 0.651, 95% CI [0.487, 0.780]), suggesting the

LLM’s addition did not significantly alter coding reliability compared to the trained human coders

(see Appendix C2).

Next, I sampled 600 statements from the full corpus of 18,395 hearing statements, generated

3,000 pairwise comparisons with each statement appearing 10 times and had the LLM code all

pairs. I fit a Bradley-Terry model to these comparisons to derive a specificity score for each of the

600 statements.19 This model produced a score for each sample statement which is plotted in the

left-hand panel of Figure 3.

Finally, I used these scores to train a machine learning model to extend the scores to the full

corpus. I randomly selected 500 statements for training and 100 held out for validation and ran

eight machine learning models20 The final model is constructed using an ensemble Bayesian model

(EBMA) averaging technique to optimize prediction performance (Montgomery, Hollenbach, and

Ward 2012). This final model was used to predict a score for each statement in the corpus. The

final foreign policy specificity score is scaled from 0-100 and plotted in the right-hand panel of

Figure 3.

To statistically validate this measure, I assess how the final model predicts the LLM coded

19. Formally, the Bradley Terry model predicts:

Pr(yk = j) =
exp(a j −ai)

1+ exp(a j −ai)
(1)

with priors of α ∼ N(0,1) and σ ∼ trN(0,3). The model estimates the foreign policy specificity of each statement, a j.
As this method does not rely on crowd-sourced pairwise comparisons, I treat LLM as a single “worker” per the advice
of DiGiuseppe and Flynn (2025). Priors are chosen to match similar models for latent traits in committee transcripts
(Park 2021).

20. I first constructed two document-level matricies: a term-document frequency matrix and a doc2vec matrix. For
each matrix, I fit four models: support vector machine, Kernlab’s support vector machine, LASSO, and Gradient
Boosting Machine. Because the doc2vec matrix struggled with statements longer than approximately 950 words (n =
753) these were split into sub-segments for embedding and their vectors averaged.
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Figure 3: Specificity Score Distribution

Distribution of the foreign policy specificity score among sample statements (left-hand panel) and the entire corpus
(right-hand panel).

labels of the validation set. The Pearson correlation between between the LLM coded labels and

the predicted labels is 0.76 and the normalized root means squared error is 0.1621 (see Appendix

Figure C2). This is similar to other prediction exercises within the context of committee hearings

(Ban, Park, and You 2025).

To qualitatively validate the measure, I present the highest, lowest, and average legislator speci-

ficity score in Table 2. The highest scoring statement makes references to specific policy and events

in Libya and displays an understanding of a crisis that falls within the domain of foreign policy.

The statement that achieved an average score off approximately 55 makes references to foreign

countries and people (e.g., Vietnam/ Nixon) but does not refer to any specific foreign policy issue

and uses these references to ask a question that is generally about military strength. The lowest

scoring statement reflects a procedural statement.22

21. I normalize the RMSE using the range of my raw score predictions. NRMSE = RMSE
ymax−ymin

= 1.79
11 = 0.16.

22. I omit all statements that are less than 20 words to address to exclude as many procedural statements as possible.
Longer procedural statements, however, are kept as some legislator statements of substance are of a similar length. I
run additional analyses in later sections to account for procedural statements.
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Table 2: Sample Legislator Statements with Different Specificity Scores

Score Text
90.47 Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take this opportunity to commend Presi-

dent Bush and his Administration for their commitment and the dedication to rid the
world of the threats posed by dictators such as Libya’s Gadhafi. U.S. policy and deter-
mination appears to have prompted Libya to modify its position regarding its support
for terrorism, its non-conventional weapons program and its deplorable human rights
record. However, given the repeated refusals by Libya to accept responsibility for
the Pan Am 103 attack and its continual denials prior to December of last year of
its involvement in other threatening activities, can we really trust the Libyan regime?
Should the U.S. be in any hurry to ease sanctions and other restrictions on Libya until
there is a greater body of evidence that Libya means what it says and it will follow
through on its promises. There has to be more cooperation from the Libyans on get-
ting all of the facts as required by the U.N. resolution lifting sanctions on Libya . . .

55.02 And because I am very concerned and I am somebody whose politics are sort of Nixo-
nian in that sense of seeing how we conducted Vietnamization and what the underpin-
ning problems were after we left Vietnam, even though from a military standpoint we
left a solid military able to defend itself, but there were a number of problems both
here in Congress and there, would you please give us your view of how important the
differences again not spending too much time on Vietnam but the difference between
us leaving a government with a strong military and us leaving a government that is
reflective of the people and an appropriately strong military?

0 Thank you. Mr. Crowley, you are welcome to join the Committee, and if you have any
questions, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

5.4 Hearing-legislator Dyads

To test the effect of CODEL participation on hearing participation and discourse, I construct a

panel at the hearing-(sub)committee member level.23 Because hearings are held at the committee

and subcommittee level, all HFAC committee members are not always expected to attend every

subcommittee meeting. Thus, for every committee hearing in the panel, there is an observation

for every HFAC committee member. For every subcommittee hearing, there is an observation for

every relevant subcommittee member. Within each hearing, this makes the comparison between

members who traveled versus did not travel among legislators who could be expected to be at the

hearing.

To connect CODEL participation to the different measures of hearing participation and dis-

course at the member level, I match member-level CODEL travel to hearings based on whether the

hearing’s title references the CODEL destination region or any countries within that region (Jones

23. Note that all foreign policy scores associated with non-legislator statements are omitted.
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et al. 2023). For each member-hearing pair, I merge the number of CODELs and trip days the

member took to the relevant region in the month prior to the hearing. The resulting panel con-

sists of 7,306 member-hearing pairs drawn from 249 hearings and 83 distinct HFAC committee

members over the study period.

6 CODEL Participation and Hearing Participation

To estimate the effect of CODEL participation on the probability that a legislator speaks during a

subsequent, relevant hearing, I estimate the following ordinary-least-squares regression:

Spokeih = βTraveled in Last Monthir +Xit +αir + γt + εi (2)

where Spokehi is a binary indicator equal to 1 if legislator i speaks during hearing h. The main

independent variable, Traveled in Last Monthir, indicates whether the legislator participated in a

CODEL to the relevant region r in the month immediately preceding the hearing. One challenge

to estimating this effect is separating the role legislator-level interest and expertise play in driving

both travel and hearing participation. To address this, I use legislator-region fixed effects (αir)

to control for legislator characteristics, geographic region characteristics, and the time invariant

component of a legislator’s interest and expertise in a specific region that might drive both CODEL

and hearing participation. With the inclusion of congress fixed effects (γt) to account for time-

variant confounders, this results in a within-legislator-region specification that compares whether

a legislator participates more in a hearing following a recent CODEL to that region, compared to

hearings about the same region where a legislator had not traveled before.

In addition, I incorporate legislator-level controls (Xit) to capture institutional and individual

factors that may independently affect both the propensity to travel and participate in hearings.

Whether the hearing was a subcommittee hearing is included because legislators are more likely

to use committee hearings for political staging and grandstanding than subcommittee hearings,

which are more likely to feature information provision (Ban, Park, and You 2025). I also control

for legislative effectiveness (Volden and Wiseman 2014) and the number of years a legislator has

been on a committee as these reflect a legislator’s institutional capacity and incentives to engage
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in foreign policy oversight.24 Following prior work suggesting that members more predisposed

to bipartisan engagement are more likely to travel together (Curry and Roberts 2022; Alduncin,

Parker, and Theriault 2017; McGee and Theriault 2022), I include ideological distance from the

chamber median as a proxy for bipartisan orientation. Finally, I control for the legislator’s previous

vote share, as electorally vulnerable members may be less willing to devote time to foreign policy

(Carter and Scott 2004). Standard errors are clustered by legislator (εi).25

Table 3: CODEL Travel and Hearing Participation

Dependent Variable: Spoke (0/1)
All Hearings Committee Subcommittee

Traveled in Prev. Month 0.0427 -0.0154 0.0943∗

(0.0280) (0.0284) (0.0458)
Logged Trip Days 0.0344†

(0.0174)
Subcommittee 0.0061 0.0058

(0.0196) (0.0196)
Committee Seniority 0.1256∗∗∗ 0.1260∗∗∗ 0.0759∗ 0.1471∗∗∗

(0.0220) (0.0219) (0.0292) (0.0296)
Dist. from Median -0.0086 -0.0078 -0.2250 0.4824

(0.3029) (0.3025) (0.4328) (0.4266)
LES 0.0047 0.0046 -0.0009 -0.0054

(0.0100) (0.0100) (0.0155) (0.0150)
Prev. Vote Share -0.0023∗∗ -0.0023∗∗ -0.0024† 0.0003

(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0013) (0.0017)

Legislator-Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 7,070 7,070 4,490 2,481
Dependent variable mean 0.22207 0.22207 0.19488 0.27489
Within Adjusted R2 0.00238 0.00271 0.00113 0.00439
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 0.41566 0.41566 0.39615 0.44655

The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by legislator. ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1

The results are shown in Columns 1 and 2 of Table 3. I find a member who traveled on a

CODEL to a relevant region in the previous month is not significantly more likely to participate

24. Other institutional factors that might predict travel and hearing participation, such as majority party status, are
absorbed by the inclusion of both legislator-region and congress fixed effects.

25. I also run this specification with clustered standard errors at the legislator-region level. See Appendix B4.
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in a subsequent hearing compared to when she did not travel on a CODEL. Neither measure for

CODEL travel in the previous month achieves traditional levels of statistical significance.

There is reason to suspect, however, that the effect of travel on hearing participation differs by

institutional setting. Full committee hearings are structurally higher-visibility and receive higher

levels of attention than subcommittee hearings. This makes it more likely that legislators will use

committee hearings for political staging and messaging that is less relevant for information provi-

sion (Park 2017, 2021). Subcommittees, by comparison, may function more as workhorse venues.

These hearings are more likely to draw a narrower, more specialized audience, and members are

afforded more policy relevant resources (Hall 1987).

I rerun the main analysis on subsets of the data by whether the hearing was held in a committee

or subcommittee. These results are shown in columns 3 and 4 of Table 3. Travel does not have

a significant effect on whether a legislator speaks in a full committee hearing. However, I find

that at the subcommittee level and holding fixed the geographic region of interest, a member who

travels on a CODEL in the prior month is associated with a 9 percentage point increase in the

probability of speaking at a hearing compared to when she did not travel. Given a member’s

average rate of participation within a subcommittee hearing, this is equivalent to a 33% increase

relative to the subcommittee mean participation rate (27%) and roughly 0.2 standard deviations of

the outcome. These results are substantively similar when using an alternative specification that

interacts Traveled in Prev. Month with Subcommittee (see Appendix Figure B1). While the effect

is moderate, this suggests that the effect of CODEL travel on whether a legislator participates in a

relevant hearing is apparent only when the hearing is held in a setting that is relatively more likely

to be used for information provision and policy-oriented discussion.

In Table 4, I also estimate the effect of CODEL travel on other measures of hearing partic-

ipation. All in all, CODEL travel does not have a significant effect on the number of speaking

instances a legislator takes, the number of question she asks, or number of statements she directs

at a bureaucratic witness. Interestingly, there is a positive and significant relationship between

CODEL travel and the number of words a legislator uses within a hearing. This suggests that leg-

islators are more likely to speak for longer and more verbosely as a result of traveling to a relevant

region. This also suggests that CODEL travel may have a stronger effect on what a legislator says

in a hearing rather than how much they participate in a hearing.
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Table 4: CODEL Travel and Intensity of Hearing Participation

Dependent Variables: Speaking Instances Total Words Total Questions Total Bureaucrat
Addresses

Traveled in Prev. Month 0.0728 0.3928∗ 0.0612 0.0366
(0.0709) (0.1941) (0.0689) (0.0540)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Legislator-region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 6,889 6,889 6,889 6,889
Dependent variable mean 0.41108 1.4335 0.35263 0.23933
Within Adjusted R2 0.00702 0.00445 0.00626 0.00711
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 0.87028 2.7322 0.80575 0.61126

Controls include: Subcommittee, Committee Seniority, Distance from the Median, LES, and Previous Vote Share. All
dependent variables are logged. The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by legislator.
Full results with controls are presented in Appendix Table B3. ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1

7 CODEL Participation and Hearing Discourse

To estimate the effect of CODEL participation on what legislators say within hearings, I repeat the

analyses from the previous section using the text measures of hearing discourse, first-person travel

references and foreign policy specificity, as the main outcome variables. Importantly, the analysis

with foreign policy specificity as the dependent variable is conditional on whether the legislator

spoke within a hearing, as a legislator who does not speak cannot be assigned a meaningful for-

eign policy specificity score. For these specifications, I include a control for the number times a

legislator speaks in a given hearing.

These results are presented in Table 5. Traveled in Prev. Month and Logged Trip Days is

positive and significant at the 95% level for all specifications. Columns 1 and 2 show the results

for CODEL travel on firsthand references relevant to a foreign travel experience. I find a legislator

who travels on a CODEL to a particular region is 4.8 percentage points more likely to mention

a firsthand travel experience in a subsequent, relevant hearing compared to when she does not

travel to that region. Turning to the continuous measure of experiential mentions, recent CODEL

travel is similarly associated with roughly a 5.2% increase in experiential mentions. While these

coefficients are small, relative to the sample mean, these effects are substantial. A recent CODEL
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trip is associated with a 233% increase in the probability of an experiential mention (column 1) and

a 305% increase in the (logged) count of experiential mentions (column 2).26. This represents a

0.34 and 0.42 of the sample standard deviation of the dependent variables, respectively.27 In sum,

both specifications show that, for a legislator focused on a particular region, CODEL travel can

roughly triple the baseline rate of experiential language used in a hearing.28

Columns 3 and 4 show the results for CODEL travel on specific and relevant to foreign policy

statements made in hearings.29 The positive and significant coefficient for Traveled in Prev. Month

suggests that conditional on speaking in a given hearing, CODEL travel is associated with a 3.16

point increase in a legislator’s average foreign policy specificity score. This represents an effect

size that is a 5.7% increase relative to the mean and 0.28 of the within-unit standard deviation

of the average specificity score.30 Similarly, a one unit increase in logged trip days is associated

with a 1.43 increase in average specificity score for a legislator focused on a given region. Given

the difficulty of altering an individual legislator’s use of foreign policy specific knowledge in the

context of an HFAC hearing, this represents a meaningful effect. Compared to other effect sizes

on similarly scaled dependent variables within the context of committee hearings, these effects are

relatively high, suggesting that CODEL travel is doing meaningful work.31

Taken together, these results suggest that CODEL travel makes legislators more informative

in the hearings that follow. Such information is an important input into the foreign policy over-

sight process, with implications for the quality of oversight more broadly. For example, spe-

cific, firsthand-grounded language can constrain how witnesses respond. A question grounded in

a named program, a concrete figure, or a firsthand observation prompts a witness to either engage

substantively or avoid the question altogether, whereas a vague or general question can invite an

equally vague talking point in response. Specificity and firsthand information can also build a leg-

26. 0.0484/0.0208 ≈ 233% and 0.0515/0.0169 ≈ 305%.
27. 0.0484/0.1426 ≈ 0.34 and 0.0515/0.1218 ≈ 0.42
28. (0.0208+0.0484)/0.0208 ≈ 3.33
29. For these models, I also control for the number of speaking instancs a legislator took within a hearing.
30. 3.157/55.37 ≈ 5.7% and 3.157/11.30 ≈ 0.28
31. For example, Park (2021, 233) finds that minority status under divided government is associated with a 0.608-

point increase in grandstanding score, equivalent to approximately 0.14 within-individual standard deviations of that
measure. Using an analogous comparison, this estimate for recent CODEL travel corresponds to 0.303 of the within-
unit standard deviation (10.461 is the within-legislator standard deviation. 3.157/10.461 ≈ 0.307). This comparison
should be interpreted with caution, as Park (2021) aggregates her analysis to the member-Congress level rather than
the member-hearing level. Nonetheless, this provides a useful benchmark to interpret this effect size.
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Table 5: CODEL Travel, Information, and Hearing Engagement

Dependent Variables: Experiential Logged Experiential Average Specificity
Mention (0/1) Mentions Score

Traveled in Prev. Month 0.0484∗∗ 0.0515∗∗ 3.157∗∗

(0.0157) (0.0164) (1.012)
Logged Trip Days 1.425∗

(0.5596)
Subcommittee 0.0044 0.0039 0.9937 1.009

(0.0045) (0.0041) (0.7469) (0.7524)
Committee Seniority -0.0235∗∗∗ -0.0158∗∗∗ 5.905∗∗∗ 6.069∗∗∗

(0.0043) (0.0036) (0.8365) (0.8460)
Dist. from Median 0.0498 0.0617 -22.99† -22.32

(0.0867) (0.0775) (13.39) (13.39)
LES -0.0015 -0.0018 0.7370† 0.7259†

(0.0025) (0.0027) (0.3826) (0.3828)
Prev. Vote Share -0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0539 -0.0543

(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0591) (0.0592)
Speaking Instances (n) -0.4562∗∗∗ -0.4582∗∗∗

(0.0487) (0.0483)

Legislator-region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 6,889 6,889 1,421 1,421
Dependent variable mean 0.02076 0.01685 55.367 55.367
Within Adjusted R2 0.00455 0.00731 0.12403 0.12177
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 0.14258 0.12177 11.297 11.297

The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by legislator. Columns 1 and 2 include the
full sample. Columns 3 and 4 only include legislator-hearing observations in which a legislator spoke in that hearing.
∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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islator’s credibility within Congress, signaling to colleagues that a foreign policy issue is serious

enough to merit increased oversight (Carter and Scott 2004). This kind of signal may extend be-

yond Congress as well: specific, well-informed oversight can also signal to the executive branch

that Congress has made a genuine institutional investment in a given issue. In other words, this has

implications for how willing and effective Congress is at engaging in downstream oversight.

One potential concern is that the variation in the Average Specificity Score could be largely

driven by procedural statements. While I omit short statements under 20 words to partially address

for this problem, some procedural statements remain longer and are explicitly coded with having

low levels of foreign policy specificity. To address this more rigorously, I rerun the regressions

presented in Table 5 and omit hearing chairs, as these members will be the most likely to use

procedural statements. The results are substantively similar to the main findings (see Appendix

B5). Another potential concern is that the Average Specificity Score might be correlated with

statement length and the effect uncovered could simply be reflecting the fact that legislators who

travel will speak for longer. I assess the relationship between Average Specificity Score and Total

Words (Logged) I find that total statement length and the foreign policy specificity score is not

significantly correlated (r = 0.04; p > 0.1) (see Appendix Figure B2).

8 COVID-19, CODEL Cancellations, and Hearing Content

In this section, I provide a case study to trace the mechanism behind my proposed theory and illus-

trate substantively how CODEL participation can shape what a legislator says relevant hearings. I

leverage the COVID-19 pandemic as a plausible exogenous shock to CODEL travel and evaluate

the hearing behavior of HFAC member and Africa Subcommittee Chair, Rep. Karen Bass, before

the COVID cancellation of CODELs and during the pandemic, where no CODELs occurred (2018-

2021). I find that Rep. Bass’ engagement in similar hearings before and during pandemic were

substantively different. Rep. Bass’ participation in hearings after a relevant CODEL was more

detailed and explicitly grounded in firsthand observations from those CODELs. Her participation

in hearings during the pandemic contained of references to broader foreign policy positions and

explicit invitations to witnesses to supply firsthand observations instead.

This case offers a couple of methodological advantages that complement the quantitative anal-
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ysis already presented. First, I minimize potential confounders by holding constant the congres-

sional member, the region and country of CODEL destination and hearing focus, and the insti-

tutional setting. Second, the cancellation of all CODELs for public health reasons allows me to

better make the argument that the change in CODEL participation and, subsequently, hearing re-

lated behavior during this time period was due to Rep. Bass not being able to participate on the

CODEL, not because her interest in the region or topic had changed. This variation across time

within one committee member allows me to trace the mechanisms in a more robust way.

8.1 Pandemic Disruptions

Beginning in 2018, Rep. Bass consistently led and participated in CODELs to Sub-Saharan Africa,

typically once or more per year (See Panel A of Figure 4). During this study period, Rep. Bass trav-

elled to Ethiopia (7), Angola (3), Djibouti (2), Niger (2), Botswana, Mozambique, Sierra Leone,

Cameroon, Burkina Faso, and Namibia, This pattern was noticeably interrupted for roughly 18

months starting from March 2020 which coincided with the ban on CODELs due to the COVID-

19 pandemic.32 While there is no explicit cancellation of these CODELs, I infer the disruption

from the pattern itself: Rep. Bass took two Africa trips in the six weeks immediately preceding

the pandemic’s onset, consistent with her established cadence, and then took no further CODELs

until August 2021. Given this consistency immediately before the gap, I treat the interruption as

plausibly attributable to COVID-era travel restrictions rather than an independent change in Bass’s

travel preferences.

During this time period, the HFAC Africa Subcommittee consistently held hearings related

to Sub-sahara Africa (see Panel B of Table 4). These 18 hearings, spanning the House Foreign

Affairs Committee’s Africa Subcommittee covers a mix of country-specific developments (Zim-

babwe’s post-Mugabe transition, Cameroon’s crisis, Ethiopia’s political developments and later

conflict, Sudan’s political crisis, Nigeria’s elections) alongside broader thematic and regional hear-

ings (China’s role in Africa, civil society and religious freedom, public health/tuberculosis, peace-

keeping, the Sahel, and youth demographics).

I compare how Rep. Bass engages in Africa subcommittee hearings before the pandemic period

32. https://www.foxnews.com/politics/lawmakers-missing-votes-cancellations-coronavirus. Last accessed: August
4, 2026.
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Figure 4: Rep. Bass CODEL Participation & HFAC Africa Hearings

Panel A shows the number of CODELs took to Africa during 2018-2021. Panel B shows the number of HFAC Africa
hearings during this time period. The red dotted line indicates the onset of COVID-19 and the red shaded region the
pandemic period. The black dotted line denotes when Rep. Bass became chair of the Africa subcommittee.

when she consistently traveled on relevant CODELs to her hearing behavior during the pandemic

period when she lost access to CODELs. More precisely, I compare the opening statements Rep.

Bass makes across hearings. This has the additional benefit of holding the purpose and structure

of the speaking instance constant across hearings, as opening statements are always given at the

beginning of a hearing to set the agenda. Rep. Bass gave an opening statement in all of the

hearings during this study period except for one during the pandemic (Hearing Title: “Updates on

COVID-19 Pandemic Response in Africa; Hearing Date: July 30, 2020.).

It is also important to recognize some limitations about this case. First, COVID disrupted con-

gressional activity broadly, including a shift to virtual hearing formats, which may independently

affect how members engage regardless of travel history. Second, some hearings in the pre-COVID

period before 2019 were held when Rep. Bass was the ranking member and not the chair. Thus,

I caution against using this case to make a causal claim. Rather, I use this case to illustrate how

CODELs allow legislators to provide information that is specific and relevant to first hand obser-

vations.
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8.2 Changes in Hearing Discourse

In the months immediately preceding the pandemic, upon participating on a recent CODEL, Rep.

Bass’s opening statements consistently drew her travel experience to frame her remarks. Opening

the November 2019 hearing on US policy in the Sahel, she stated that “several weeks back, I led a

CODEL focused on US military engagement across Africa, and we traveled to parts of the Sahel

to gain a better understanding of our military assistance in the region. I spoke with many heads

of State, foreign ministers, our own Ambassadors, and military personnel, and security was never

far from their minds.” She went on to note that “members of the CODEL also heard that there

are in some countries numerous positions that are unfilled within the embassies,” using the trip

directly to motivate her questions to the two bureaucratic witnesses from the Department of State

and USAID. Furthermore, using specific, foreign policy relevant statements, Rep. Bass highlights

developments within the region (“AQIM and Boko Haram have since capitalized on the region’s

political instability and reportedly merged with locally based and rural extremist groups in Mali

and Burkina Faso.”) and advocates for preferred policy positions (“ the international community

should support the efforts of the G5 Sahel force, which consists of troops from Burkina Faso, Chad,

Mali, Mauritania, and Niger by helping to train soldiers and assisting in funding operations”).33

A similar pattern appears in the February 2020 hearing on Africa’s youth demographics, where

she recounted observations from a recent CODEL, stating:“I was recently in Darfur, meeting with a

group of young activists, who played a significant role in Sudan’s transition, and it was interesting

talking to them because they have strong opinions about the leadership but, yet at the same time,

they did not see themselves participating in the leadership. They saw themselves as standing on the

outside.” Rep. Bass uses this experience to make a case for deeper engagement in the region and

points to existing policies to back up her claims (“young people have always been at the forefront

of positive social change ... there are examples [of this], including Nigeria’s Not Too Young to

Run campaign, [the] LUCHA in DRC and Burkina Faso and Senegal, among many, many others..

”). In both cases, the CODEL functioned as the explicit evidentiary basis for her framing of Rep.

Bass’s opening remarks.34

This pattern seemingly shifts in each of the hearings held during the COVID gap where Rep.

33. https://www.congress.gov/116/chrg/CHRG-116hhrg38457/CHRG-116hhrg38457.htm. Accessed July 17, 2026.
34. https://www.congress.gov/116/chrg/CHRG-116hhrg39653/CHRG-116hhrg39653.htm. Accessed July 17, 2026.
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Bass lost access to CODELs. Rep. Bass was less explicit in her references to Africa-specific first-

hand information. Furthermore, her presence in these hearings was itself less consistent than in

prior periods. She was absent from the first Africa Subcommittee hearing held during the pandemic

(July 2020), leaving Rep. Susan Wild to preside in her place. In the third subcommittee hearing of

the COVID era (“Democratic Backsliding in Sub-Saharan Africa”, Sept 2020), although she was

the subcommittee chair, Rep. Bass delivered her opening remarks after the ranking member, Rep.

Chris Smith. She spoke broadly about the harms of democratic backsliding, drawing analogies to

other regions of the world rather than citing specific recent encounters on the continent: “There are

many sub-Saharan countries of concern and I look forward to hearing which countries we should

monitor closely and the witnesses’ recommendations for how we can support them...We see similar

patterns in Côte d’Ivoire as the executive branch legalizes the deviation and democratic institutions

to codify nondemocratic actions... In Europe, we see the egregious behavior of Belarusian Presi-

dent Alexander Lukashenko who claimed success in a disputed August 9th election.”35

This evidence points to a general change in hearing discourse. One explanation, however,

could be that the pandemic era reflects a change in hearing topics and priorities. To address this,

I compare two hearings held on the same country and same general subject matter, conflict within

Ethiopia, where one was held before COVID and other during the CODEL gap.

During the pre-pandemic period, Rep. Bass traveled to Ethiopia in August 201836, and her

opening statement at the subsequent September 2018 hearing referenced the trip directly, stating:

“we did face a little pushback when we were [in Ethiopia] over our resolution 128, and some peo-

ple voiced why we did it at that particular time, what was our timing, what were we trying to say.

And the chairman and I had an opportunity to explain that... the resolution was not trying to... slap

Ethiopia right when change was occurring. We had an opportunity to really discuss that with many

people.” She uses insights gained through her trip to highlight challenges the incoming Ethiopian

prime minister might face (“we do know that he faces daunting challenges ahead, including re-

gional security issues, the country’s past human rights record, ethnic tensions across the country,

and hardliners within the EPRDF that hope to stall his reform agenda.”).37

35. https://www.congress.gov/116/chrg/CHRG-116hhrg41970/CHRG-116hhrg41970.pdf. Accessed July 17, 2026.
36. During this hearing, given her minority party status, I evaluate Rep. Bass’s opening statement as a ranking

member and not chair.
37. https://docs.house.gov/meetings/FA/FA16/20180912/108670/HHRG-115-FA16-Transcript-20180912.pdf.

Accessed July 17, 2026.
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By contrast, her opening statement at the December 2020 hearing on Ethiopia’s unfolding con-

flict contains no comparable firsthand claim. She described the general situation:“The current State

of Ethiopia, not only has a ripple effect on its citizens, but neighboring countries such as Somalia,

Sudan, and Eritrea are negatively affected I appreciate and I am looking forward to hearing from

Tsedale Lemma, who can give a firsthand report on what is happening in the country [emphasis

added].”38 There was a stark shift in from Rep. Bass positioning herself as a direct source of on-the-

ground information to explicitly deferring that role to a witness (Tsedale Lemma). Holding topic

fixed in this way isolates the mechanism of interest: the shift is not simply that Bass discussed dif-

ferent subjects during the pandemic, but that on the same subject, she moved from direct, specific

references and from positioning herself as a source of direct information to relying on witnesses

to supply it. This pattern is consistent with the loss of independent information-gathering capacity

that CODEL access is theorized to provide.

9 Conclusion

To conduct oversight, Congress relies on relevant information about policy implementation and

outcomes. Scholars and practitioners recognize the importance of informational tools, especially

in detecting potential deviations from intended policy goals. Legislators, however, often struggle

to access this information, as reported information, through institutional and informal channels,

can often be unavailable or unreliable. In this paper, I highlight the importance of mechanisms

of direct observation. These tools give legislators the opportunity to gather firsthand information

about policy implementation without solely relying on executive or third party accounts in order

to make such assessments. In particular, I focus on CODELs as an example of such a tool in the

context of foreign policy oversight. CODELs are particularly valuable for allowing legislators to

observe foreign operations direct, question executive branch and foreign contacts, and understand

the parameters that define foreign policy success.

Using newly collected hearing transcript data from the HFAC and data on CODEL participa-

tion, I analyze how CODELs affect the likelihood of hearing participation and the type of discourse

38. http://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CHRG-116hhrg42439/pdf/CHRG-116hhrg42439.pdf. Accessed July 17,
2026.
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used within relevant hearings. I show that, on average, CODEL participation does not change

whether a legislator is more likely to participate in hearings. The effects, however, differ by com-

mittee setting: legislators are more likely to speak in a relevant subcommittee hearing, typically

used for information provision, after traveling on a CODEL, but not in full committee hearings,

which are more often used for political staging. These findings suggest that the relevant question

concerns how CODELs shape the information legislators convey once they choose to speak. I find

that the effects of CODEL participation are indeed more apparent in how legislators speak within

hearings: legislators who travel are more likely to reference firsthand observations and use rhetoric

that is richer in specific references to entities directly relevant to foreign policy. These findings

have implications for how effectively legislators, and Congress as a whole, can conduct oversight.

This theoretical framework and analysis offers an updated perspective on how Congress con-

ducts oversight. Legislators often rely on a range of different strategies - within Congress, outside

of Congress, and even abroad - that inform each other in order to conduct oversight. Tools of direct

observation, such as CODELs, are particularly valuable among these strategies because they allow

Congress to gather information relatively independent of the executive branch, rather than solely

relying on the executive to supply it. Consequently, these tools used to monitor and gather infor-

mation can shape downstream venues of congressional oversight. Broadening our understanding

of what tools Congress has and uses to monitor policy implementation is important for assessing

the nature, effectiveness, and future of congressional oversight, as well as the policy produced

afterward.

With respect to studying US foreign policy, scholars have highlighted that participation in

formal oversight through hearings appears to have declined substantially. Fowler (2015)’s care-

ful evaluation of oversight hearings over foreign policy issues traces a decline in Senate Armed

Services and Foreign Relations hearings and concludes that congressional oversight over foreign

affairs has weakened considerably. Moreover, Drezner and Fowler (2025) find that the decline in

hearings is also paired with a decline in the number of witnesses and expert witnesses. Goldgeier

and Saunders (2018, 145) argues more forcefully that “in Congress, the combination of declin-

ing foreign policy expertise among members and increasing political polarization has reduced the

ability of legislators to supervise the executive branch even if they had the appetite to do so”. This

paper reveals that studying hearings in isolation, however, may give an incomplete picture of for-
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eign policy oversight, as hearings only capture the formal, public stage of the broader oversight

process.

This paper introduces several avenues for future research across legislative studies and for-

eign policy. One avenue is to empirically test the downstream consequences of these informa-

tional tools for oversight itself. For instance, scholars can assess whether more specific, firsthand-

grounded questioning as a result of participating in CODELs actually constrains witness testimony,

or whether it translates into demonstrable changes in agency behavior or policy outcomes. In ad-

dition, Congress uses other observational tools of oversight across different policy domains, such

as site visits and facility investigations (Garvey 2025; Levin and Bean 2018). This paper provides

a framework upon which to study these mechanisms in domestic policy as well. Furthermore, by

positioning CODELs as a strategy uniquely suited for foreign policy oversight, this study raises

broader questions about domain-specific oversight tools. Future work should explore whether other

policy domains, particularly those that are highly technical or require specialized expertise, benefit

from similar strategies.

One limitation of this study is that it does not address the potential effects of polarization.

Scholars have pointed to the encroachment of polarization into foreign policy, a policy domain that

is typically portrayed as unified “at the water’s edge”. Others have found that the rise of ideological

extremism and partisan warfare has led to increasingly partisan CODELs and a weakening of

collaborative norms surrounding CODELs (McGee and Theriault 2022). With growing partisan

division over key foreign policy issues (e.g., aid for Ukraine, the wars in the Middle East) and

the politicization surrounding foreign policy relevant agencies (e.g., dissolution of USAID), the

incentives to leverage informational tools such as travel to conduct oversight over foreign policy

might also change. Certain forms of direct observation as forms of oversight, such as site visits

to ICE detention centers, have already been subject to partisan debate39. It is unclear whether

CODELs and other tools of direct observation can persist as an informative tool of oversight in an

era of rising polarization.

39. https://apnews.com/article/ice-detention-centers-congress-oversight-f94f1226ee3d8c0c57302370485cad0a.
Last accessed: August 7, 2026.
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A Descriptive Patterns

A1 Patterns of Travel
To provide some predictive validity for CODELs as a measure of foreign policy relevance, I as-
sess the predictors of CODEL destinations. If used for oversight, CODELs should primarily target
countries where executive branch activity warrants monitoring. One salient way to identify coun-
tries that receive significant executive branch attention and activity is by identifying countries men-
tioned in the Presidential State of the Union (SOTU) address (Jones et al. 2023). Lee (2008, 917)
argues that “raising a policy issue in the State of the Union Address indicates that the president is
asserting leadership on that issue”. The SOTU serves as a high-profile platform where presidents
publicly signal their policy priorities, making it a useful indicator of the executive foreign policy
and country-specific priorities. Furthermore, scholars have employed SOTU mentions to measure
presidential priorities in both domestic policy (Russell and Eissler 2022) and foreign policy (Peake
2001). When a president highlights a particular country in the SOTU address, it signals executive
interest and suggests that country may warrant congressional oversight attention. Alternatively, I
consider countries that are also presidential and Secretary of State travel destinations (Malis 2021)
and the amount of US security assistance40 and foreign aid41 received by a country.

Using all CODEL data from 1995-2015 and a two-way fixed-effect linear model, I regress the
number of CODELs to a given country in a given year on these measures of executive attention.
I include country-level controls that might affect both travel probability and executive attention,
such as regime type (Coppedge et al. 2024) and ideological proximity to the US as measured by
UN General Assembly votes (Bailey, Strezhnev, and Voeten 2017).

The results, shown in Table A1, show a positive and significant correlation between executive
attention and CODEL destinations. Each additional SOTU mention of a country is associated with
approximately 0.55 more CODELs and 0.37 additional travel days to that country, suggesting that
congressional travel patterns align with countries receiving presidential attention. Notably, other
variables indicating foreign policy relevance such as executive branch trips and logged weapons
sales, are also positive and significant. Together, these patterns suggest that CODELs target coun-
tries where executive branch interest is likely greatest.

40. Center for International Policy. 2025. Security Sector Assistance Database. Source: https://web.archive.org/
web/20250312035415/https://internationalpolicy.org/programs/sam/security-sector-assistance-database/. Last
Accessed: February 25, 2025.

41. U.S. Department of State and U.S. Agency for International Development. 2025. U.S. Foreign Assistance Data.
Source: https://foreignassistance.gov/data. Last Accessed: February 25, 2025.
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Table A1: Relationship between SOTU Mentions of a Country Destination on Number of CODELs
to that Country (1995-2015)

CODELs CODELs CODELs CODELs Days on CODELs
SOTU Mentions 0.65∗∗ 0.60∗∗ 0.57∗∗ 0.55∗∗ 0.37∗∗

(0.11) (0.08) (0.11) (0.12) (0.08)
V-Dem Polyarchy 0.09 1.28† 1.59∗ 3.97∗∗

(0.27) (0.76) (0.70) (1.36)
Logged US Weapons Sales 0.02† 0.01∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.06∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
UNGA Vote Prox. to US 1.70∗∗ −4.39∗∗ −0.87 −2.85

(0.55) (0.94) (0.87) (1.80)
Ln(Aid + 1) −0.04∗ −0.01 0.00 −0.07

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05)
Executive Branch Trips 0.83∗∗ 0.47∗∗ 0.38∗∗ 0.75∗∗

(0.10) (0.07) (0.07) (0.14)
Observations 4846 4190 4190 4190 4190
Country FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Year FEs ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Adj. R2 0.52 0.39 0.51 0.55 0.51

The unit of analysis is the country-year. Table entries are linear regression coefficients with standard errors
(clustered by country) shown in parentheses. The dependent variable in columns 1-4 is the number of
CODELs. Column 5 captures the number of days spent on CODELs. ∗∗p < 0.01;∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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A2 HFAC Hearings
Figure A1 presents the number of HFAC hearings (left hand panel) and number of hearing remarks
(right hand panel) over time. Notably, the number of hearings and remarks generally increases over
time. This reflects underlying foreign policy trends including the US involvement in the Middle
East following 9/11.

Figure A1: Number of HFAC Hearings and Remarks Over Time (1999-2006)

Figure A2 shows the share of HFAC hearing remarks by party over time. Notably, Republicans
generally dominate HFAC hearing discussions, as they control the majority during this time period.
Democrats become more active in HFAC hearings in the latter years of the time period and the Bush
administration.

Figure A2: Share of all HFAC Remarks Made by Party (1999-2006)
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A3 CODELs Precede Hearings
To estimate the within-region effect of CODELs on hearing onset, I estimate the following negative
binomial regression regression:

HFAC Hearingst,r = βCODELst−1,r +αr + γt + εt,r (3)

where the subscripts indicate month (t) and CODEL destination region (r). The unit of ob-
servation is region-month, allowing me to estimate the within-region effect CODELs on oversight
hearings. The outcome variable HFAC Hearingst,r is the number of HFAC hearings pertaining to
region r in a given month t. The main independent variable are CODELst−1,r, which captures the
number of CODELs directed at region r in the previous month t − 1. I lag this variable by one
month to account for the delay between when CODELs inform members and when the hearings
actually take place. I include region fixed effects (αr) to account for characteristics of the CODEL
destination region that might drive probability of travel and oversight hearings. I also include
month-year fixed effects (γt) to account for time varying confounders.

Table A2 presents the results of estimating equation 3. In all specifications, CODELs are
positively correlated with the number of subsequent, relevant HFAC hearings. This relationship is
statistically significant in specifications with region fixed effects. While statistical significance is
not archived with the inclusion of time fixed effects, the relationship is still positive.

Table A2: CODELs and Hearing Onset

Dependent Variable: Number of Hearings
Model: (1) (2) (3) (4)

CODELs (t-1) 0.06∗∗ 0.03
(0.01) (0.02)

Logged Travel Days (t-1) 0.17∗ 0.06
(0.06) (0.03)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Month-year FE Yes Yes

Observations 575 575 575 575
Dependent variable mean 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83
Within Adjusted R2 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.002

The unit of analysis is month-year-region. Standard errors, shown in parentheses, are clustered by region.
∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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B Additional Tables and Figures

Table B1: Summary Statistics: All Hearings

N Mean SD Min Max

Subcommittee 7306 0.36 0.48 0.00 1.00
Committee Seniority 7306 4.47 3.44 1.00 15.00
Distance from Median 7196 0.42 0.23 0.00 0.91
LES 7196 0.97 1.34 0.00 11.51
Prev. Vote Share 7113 70.84 13.30 51.00 100.00
Traveled in Prev. Month 7306 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Logged Trip Days in Prev. Month 7306 0.06 0.31 0.00 2.94
Spoke in Hearing 7306 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00
Speaking Instances (n) 7306 1.82 5.60 0.00 78.00
Logged Speaking Instances 7306 0.40 0.86 0.00 4.37
Total Words 7306 225.53 678.81 0.00 11321.00
Total Questions 7306 1.42 4.46 0.00 75.00
Total Bureaucrat Address 7306 0.73 2.59 0.00 59.00
Total Experiential Mentions 7306 0.03 0.23 0.00 6.00
Any Experiential Mentions 7306 0.02 0.14 0.00 1.00
Average Specificity Score 1552 55.03 11.43 9.63 90.47
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Table B2: Summary Statistics: Committee and Subcommittee Hearings

N Mean SD Min Max

Panel A: Committee Hearings
Committee Seniority 4690 4.54 3.47 1.00 15.00
Distance from Median 4594 0.42 0.23 0.00 0.91
LES 4594 1.00 1.37 0.00 9.99
Prev. Vote Share 4541 71.03 13.41 51.00 100.00
Traveled in Prev. Month 4690 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00
Logged Trip Days in Prev. Month 4690 0.05 0.27 0.00 2.94
Spoke in Hearing 4690 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Speaking Instances (n) 4690 1.26 4.35 0.00 68.00
Logged Speaking Instances 4690 0.31 0.74 0.00 4.23
Total Words 4690 151.56 471.57 0.00 7982.00
Total Questions 4690 0.95 3.19 0.00 53.00
Total Bureaucrat Address 4690 0.52 2.23 0.00 52.00
Total Experiential Mentions 4690 0.02 0.19 0.00 6.00
Any Experiential Mentions 4690 0.02 0.12 0.00 1.00
Average Specificity Score 862 55.95 12.04 12.59 90.47

Panel B: Subcommittee Hearings
Committee Seniority 2616 4.33 3.37 1.00 15.00
Distance from Median 2602 0.43 0.24 0.00 0.91
LES 2602 0.94 1.29 0.00 11.51
Prev. Vote Share 2572 70.51 13.09 51.00 100.00
Traveled in Prev. Month 2616 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00
Logged Trip Days in Prev. Month 2616 0.08 0.37 0.00 2.77
Spoke in Hearing 2616 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00
Speaking Instances (n) 2616 2.80 7.22 0.00 78.00
Logged Speaking Instances 2616 0.56 1.02 0.00 4.37
Total Words 2616 358.15 927.92 0.00 11321.00
Total Questions 2616 2.28 6.01 0.00 75.00
Total Bureaucrat Address 2616 1.12 3.09 0.00 59.00
Total Experiential Mentions 2616 0.04 0.27 0.00 5.00
Any Experiential Mentions 2616 0.03 0.17 0.00 1.00
Average Specificity Score 690 53.89 10.51 9.63 89.13
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Figure B1: CODEL Participation and Hearing Participation by Hearing Setting

This figure plots the interaction effect of Traveled in Prev. Month × Subcommittee. Controls and legislator-region and
congress fixed effects are included. Standard errors are clustered by legislator.
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Table B3: CODEL Travel and Intensity of Hearing Participation (full table)

Dependent Variables: Speaking Instances Total Words Total Questions Total Bureaucrat
Addresses

Traveled in Prev. Month 0.0728 0.3928∗ 0.0612 0.0366
(0.0709) (0.1941) (0.0689) (0.0540)

Subcommittee 0.1152∗ 0.1638 0.1069∗∗ 0.0967∗∗∗

(0.0451) (0.1353) (0.0368) (0.0242)
Committee Seniority 0.3064∗∗∗ 0.9087∗∗∗ 0.2268∗∗∗ 0.2071∗∗∗

(0.0560) (0.1478) (0.0493) (0.0354)
Dist. from Median -0.0971 0.2208 0.1777 0.1915

(0.6750) (2.074) (0.5738) (0.3504)
LES 0.0144 0.0453 0.0154 0.0130

(0.0313) (0.0777) (0.0283) (0.0251)
Prev. Vote Share -0.0048∗∗ -0.0159∗∗ -0.0045∗∗ -0.0026∗

(0.0016) (0.0051) (0.0016) (0.0011)

Legislator-region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 6,889 6,889 6,889 6,889
Dependent variable mean 0.41108 1.4335 0.35263 0.23933
Within Adjusted R2 0.00702 0.00445 0.00626 0.00711
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 0.87028 2.7322 0.80575 0.61126

Note: All dependent variables are logged. The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by
legislator. ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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Table B4: CODEL Travel, Information, and Hearing Engagement w/ two-way clustered standard
errors

Dependent Variables: Experiential Logged Experiential Average Specificity
Mentions (0/1) Mentions Score

Traveled in Prev. Month 0.0484∗∗ 0.0520∗∗ 3.109∗∗∗

(0.0172) (0.0181) (0.9295)
Logged Trip Days 1.411∗∗

(0.5010)
Subcommittee 0.0042 0.0042 1.374† 1.384†

(0.0048) (0.0041) (0.8243) (0.8312)
Committee Seniority -0.0249 -0.0167 5.761∗∗∗ 5.926∗∗∗

(0.0254) (0.0175) (0.6538) (0.6566)
Dist. from Median 0.0262 0.0418 -24.05∗ -23.36∗

(0.0786) (0.0658) (10.17) (10.14)
LES -0.0020 -0.0022 0.6991∗ 0.6881∗

(0.0022) (0.0021) (0.2959) (0.2953)
Prev. Vote Share -0.0005 -0.0004 -0.0676 -0.0678

(0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0573) (0.0571)
Speaking Instances (n) -0.4664∗∗∗ -0.4684∗∗∗

(0.0446) (0.0445)

Legislator-region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 7,070 7,070 1,442 1,442
Dependent variable mean 0.02122 0.01722 55.087 55.087
Within Adjusted R2 0.00415 0.00680 0.12862 0.12648
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 0.14412 0.12292 11.312 11.312

Note: The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by legislator-region. Columns 1 and 2
include the full sample. Columns 3 and 4 only include legislator-hearing observations in which a legislator spoke in
that hearing. ∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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Table B5: CODEL Travel and Average Specificity Scores w/o Chairs

Dependent Variable: Average Specificity Score

Traveled in Prev. Month 3.226∗∗

(1.134)
Logged Travel Days 1.421∗

(0.6643)
Subcommittee 2.016∗ 2.048∗

(0.8511) (0.8602)
Committee Seniority 5.743∗∗∗ 5.914∗∗∗

(1.027) (1.035)
Dist. from Median -19.53 -19.07

(14.10) (14.13)
LES 0.5465 0.5348

(0.4750) (0.4787)
Prev. Vote Share -0.0720 -0.0729

(0.0691) (0.0693)
Speaking Instances (n) -0.6443∗∗∗ -0.6435∗∗∗

(0.0873) (0.0879)

Legislator-region FE Yes Yes
Congress FE Yes Yes

Observations 1,233 1,233
Dependent variable mean 56.124 56.124
Within Adjusted R2 0.12135 0.11895
Std. Dev. (dep. var.) 11.486 11.486

The unit of observation is hearing-legislator. Standard errors clustered by legislator. Analysis include legislator-
hearing observations in which a legislator spoke in that hearing and omits the chair of the hearing. ∗∗p < 0.01;
∗p < 0.05; † p < 0.1
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Figure B2: Foreign Policy Specificity and Statement Length

This figure plots the correlation between a legislator’s average foreign policy specificity score and their logged total
number of words spoken.
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C Measuring Foreign Policy Specificity

C1 Instructions for Human and LLM Coders
You will be presented with pairs of statements taken from US congressional hearing transcripts.
For each pair, your job is to choose which statement contains more specific, concrete information
about the foreign policy situation being discussed - such as references to named people, places,
policies, quantities, or on-the-ground conditions.

There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your judgment. Read each statement
carefully and make your best choice, even when the difference is subtle.

Background: What Is a Congressional Hearing?

Congressional committees hold hearings for various purposes: to oversee the executive branch, to
gather information for legislation, to confirm government nominees, or to review budgeting plans.
A typical hearing proceeds as follows:

• The committee chair opens with a statement, followed by opening remarks from other com-
mittee members and invited witnesses

• The chair then opens a Q&A session in which committee members ask questions of the
witnesses

• Witnesses may include government officials, experts, advocates, or other individuals with
relevant knowledge

Statements in your task come primarily from the Q&A session of hearings. Opening statements
are omitted.

What Makes a Statement More Foreign Policy Specific?

A statement is more foreign policy specific when it contains concrete, detailed references to people,
places, quantities, policies, events, or institutions that are directly relevant to US foreign policy.

Indicators of a more specific statement:
• Named individuals (e.g., a foreign leader, a U.S. official, a witness)
• Named regions, cities, or specific geographic locations
• Specific numbers, percentages, dollar amounts, or dates
• Named policies, treaties, programs, or legislation
• Concrete actions, events, or policy recommendations

Example of a MORE specific statement:

“Finally, Dr. Holmberg, you mentioned 14 million blood units are missing or short in
Africa. Obviously, reducing unnecessary transfusions would be one way of mitigating
that. Even though you want to build up supply, stopping those that are not necessary
would be an important goal. How much progress are the African nations making on
trying to stop those unnecessary transfusions? Finally, if one of you might answer
this: WHO says 5 to 10 percent of the HIV infections are attributable to bad blood.
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The number you gave was 3.2 percent. Is that because of better calculations or is it
that the programs are beginning to work?”

Why more specific: references a named expert, a specific quantity (14 million blood units), a named
region (Africa), a named organization (WHO), and specific statistics (5–10% vs. 3.2%).

What Makes a Statement Less Foreign Policy Specific?

A statement is less foreign policy specific when it is vague, abstract, procedural, or unclear in its
connection to U.S. foreign policy.

Indicators of a less specific statement:
1. Vague or general foreign policy posturing; references to policy or countries without con-

crete detail:

“Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It seems clear the ball is in Hamas’s court. There
are three things they have to do — it is just that simple: Renounce violence, the
absolute right and recognition of Israel to exist, and accept and honor all prior
agreements, as any sovereign nation would be. We, in the United States, no matter
what President was here, we have got to honor agreements. But the ball is in their
court. We should not, and cannot, fund Hamas or send money over there until we
know that they accept the terms of the agreement. It is just that plain and simple.”

Why less specific: mentions Hamas and Israel but makes no reference to specific policies,
amounts, agreements, events, or people beyond vague general claims.

2. No clear foreign policy focus:

“Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It pleases me to see that some of my
colleagues now are understanding why some of us on this side of the aisle have
been so hesitant about putting America’s security in the hands of an organization
like the United Nations. This difficult organization, as my colleague mentioned,
is not something that I would trust with American security. I would now yield 1
minute of my time to Mr. Burton.”

Why less specific: no discernible foreign policy content.
3. Procedural statements — logistics, scheduling, recognizing speakers:

“I’d like to recognize Mr. Menendez for his line of questioning before we break
and take a short recess for votes. Mr. Menendez.”

Why less specific: purely procedural, no substantive content.

Decision Rules

Hard Cases

• One statement is specific but off-topic; the other is vague but about foreign policy:
Choose the foreign policy statement even if it is less specific in general terms.
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Table C1: Decision Rules for Coding Statement Pairs

Statement A Statement B Choose

Contains specific foreign policy
references

Contains no specific references A

Contains no specific references Contains specific foreign policy
references

B

Both contain specific references Both contain specific references Whichever contains more ex-
plicit, more numerous, or more
precise references

Neither contains specific refer-
ences

Neither contains specific refer-
ences

Whichever makes more substan-
tive claims, even if vague. Pre-
fer a general foreign policy
claim over a procedural or purely
rhetorical statement

• Both statements are about foreign policy but one is only slightly more specific: Make
your best judgment and choose the more specific one. It is fine if the difference is small —
we expect some pairs to be close calls.

• A statement mixes foreign policy content with procedural filler: Judge the statement by
its substantive content, not its filler. If the core of the statement contains specific foreign
policy references, treat it as specific.

• You are unsure whether a topic is foreign policy relevant: When in doubt, ask: Does this
statement concern U.S. relationships, actions, or interests with respect to other countries,
international organizations, or global issues? If yes, treat it as foreign policy relevant.

Important Reminders

• Do not use your own outside knowledge of a person, policy, or event to judge specificity.
Judge only by what is explicitly stated in the text.

• There is no correct answer. We are measuring your perception of specificity, not factual
accuracy.

• Make your best guess even when uncertain. Flag pairs you’re unsure about. Close calls are
expected and normal.

• Read both statements fully before making your choice.

C2 Labeling and Validating Coded Statements
To code the pairwise comparisons, I use a large language model (LLM) and validate the usage of
an LLM with a human coded sample. To get the human coded comparisons, I randomly sampled
600 legislative statements made in HFAC hearings from 1999-2006. I omit all statements made
by witnesses. First, I had 3 RAs code 450 unique pairs of statements following the procedures
outlined in the codebook. To ensure that human coders would not get bogged down by lengthy
legislative statements, I limit these comparisons to statements 120 characters or less. Each RA
coded 50 of the same pairs to ensure reasonably consistent interpretations of the codebook and
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Figure C1: Behavioral Test Results for LLMs

The bars show the achieved rates on each of the behavioral tests. Diamond markers denote pass thresholds
for acceptable performance.

inter-coder reliability among human coders. The Cohen’s Kappa between RAs range from 0.63-
0.96 (82%-98% agreement), indicating a high level of inter-coder reliability among RAs. After
correcting for coding mistakes (e.g., misapplications of the codebook), the RAs proceeded to code
the remaining 400 unique pairs.

I do a couple of things to validate the use of an LLM to code the full sample of comparisons.
First, I conduct a few behavioral tests to ensure that the LLM can follow instructions and make
consistent predictions using a framework for applying LLMs to codebook instructions outlined by
Halterman and Keith (2026). These tests assess: (1) Can the LLM return the correct labels and
outputs? (2) Can the LLM correctly categorize examples from the codebook? (3) Can the LLM
correctly classify pairs when given the codebook examples and non-codebook pairs? (4) Does
swapping which statement is first and which is second consistently flip the LLM’s answer? I run
these behavioral tests on two open-source LLMs: Llama 3.1 8B and Mistral 7B.42 Both LLMs
performed at acceptable rates (Table C1). I chose to use Llama 3.1 8B given its slightly better
performance in these tests.

Second, I validate the LLM’s outputs against the human coders. I conducted the same 450
pairwise comparisons using the LLM. The Cohen’s Kappa between LLM and any given RA ranges

42. I choose open source models over larger, proprietary models (e.g., Claude, GPT) to maximize reproducibility.
These were the two models that performed best in Halterman and Keith (2026).
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between 0.45-0.63 (74%-82% agreement). On the 50 overlap pairs coded by all three coders,
individual agreement with the majority vote ranged from 86% (LLM) to 100% among human
coders (mean RA agreement = 96.7%). These results are consistent with Halterman and Keith
(2026) finding that LLMs introduce modest additional variance relative to trained human coders.

To more rigorously assess whether the the addition of LLM significantly alters the comparison
outcomes, I bootstrap (n = 1000) confidence intervals for the Krippendorff’s alphas, used to assess
inter-coder reliability among more than one coder, for the three human coders (α = 0.751, 95% CI
= [0.581,0.886]) and the human coders plus the LLM (α = 0.651, 95% CI = [0.487,0.780]) . The
bootstrapped alphas overlapped substantially, suggesting the LLM’s addition did not significantly
alter coding reliability compared to human coders.

Next, I randomly sample 600 statements from my full corpus of 18,395 legislator statements
within HFAC hearings for the training set. I omit all statements less than 20 characters to avoid as
many procedural statements as possible. Each statement was compared ten times, generating 3000
comparison tasks for the LLM to code. Then, I fit a Bradley-Terry model on these codings.

C3 Predicting Foreign Policy Specificity
Of the 600 sampled legislative statements, I randomly select 500 statements for training and set
aside 100 for validation. I pre-process the text, removing punctuation and lower-casing. I con-
structed document matrices using two methods: Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency
(TF-IDF) and doc2vec. Because the doc2vec matrix struggled with statements longer than approx-
imately 950 words these were split into sub-segments for embedding and their vectors averaged

I fit four machine learners that are used in Ban, Park, and You (2025), which also utilizes House
hearing transcripts, on both document matrices. Using EBMAforecast Montgomery, Hollenbach,
and Ward (2012), I aggregate and optimize across these eight models. All but one model was
excluded from the ensemble. Using this final model, I predicted a foreign policy specificity score
for each statement within the corpus and scaled this measure from 0-100.

C4 Validating Foreign Policy Specificity
To qualitatively validate this measure, I provide a sample of five of the most foreign policy specific
statements, five of the least foreign policy specific statements, and five statements that are average
on foreign policy specificity.

High Specificity

Score: 100

Equally distressing, humanitarian workers and journalists continue to be at risk, as wit-
nessed by the brutal killing of Dutch journalist, Sander Thoenes on September 21st,
and the more recent murder of the Indonesian journalist I just described. If the situ-
ation in East Timor remains dire, the conditions of those East Timorese stranded in
West Timor is, in Secretary Albright’s words, simply “appalling.” As I speak, per-
haps as many as 230,000 East Timorese, possibly over a quarter of the East Timorse
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population, have fled or been forced to flee to West Timor. Despite concerted pres-
sure from the international community, we still have no evidence that the Indonesian
Government has disarmed or disbanded any of the militias. Assistant Secretary Taft
will describe, in more detail, what she personally witnessed in the camps, in particular
the heavy militia presence in the camps. While the Indonesian Government has indi-
cated that the East Timorese in the camps will be allowed to return home, we have no
evidence that they have been permitted to do so. To the contrary, reports tell us that
the Indonesian Government is deporting some of these East Timorese to other parts of
Indonesia. . . .

Score: 98.26

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lantos, Members of the Committee, I am here today to tell you
about a remarkable proliferation policy success. As a verifier in the world of mass
destruction I don’t often come bearing good tidings. As former congressional staff,
I know that oftentimes the question that Members have to ask is what went wrong?
What we need to do today is to focus on what went right. Our challenge is to ensure
not only that Libya’s WMD programs are verifiably eliminated completely but also to
ensure that it marks the beginning of a trend. I would like to offer a brief chronol-
ogy, highlight some of the elimination accomplishments achieved thus far, identify
what needs to be done still, and highlight the elements of the President’s counter-
proliferation policy that have made it possible. . . .

Score: 97.80

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for inviting us to speak today and testify on
a situation in Angola and our policy toward that war-torn country. As you mentioned,
unfortunately, 5 years ago you held a hearing on Angola. I would dare say that there
have been dozens of hearings on Angola over the past 20 years, and we hope that we
have now come to a place in Angola’s history where we can have hearings not so much
on the war or a potential peace process, but, in fact, on the reconstruction and rede-
velopment of that country. As you mentioned, on February 22, 2002, Jonas Savimbi
was killed. His death set in motion a series of events that led to the March 30th cease-
fire and demobilization agreement reached in Luanda. The accord reached between
UNITA and the Angolan government was a very ambitious one. It established sites
throughout the country for UNITA forces and neighboring areas for family members
to congregate. . . .

Score: 97.67

I will try and keep it to 5 minutes or less. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this op-
portunity to discuss with you and your Committee U.S. policy toward Liberia and

54



the Department of Defense’s role. The Defense Department’s activities in Liberia
build upon our security cooperation programs which are designed and developed to
develop the capabilities of allied and friendly militaries for self-defense and coalition
operations. In early June the Department of Defense deployed approximately 1,800
personnel offshore Liberia to assist if needed in securing the U.S. Embassy and evacu-
ating Americans and foreign nationals due to the threat posed by advancing rebels and
undisciplined government forces. Our forces withdrew on 17 June when the rebels
halted their offensive and the security situation in the capital appeared to stabilize. . . .

Score: 97.15

Madam Chairman, thank you. It is a pleasure to be here today. This is a very timely
hearing, among other reasons that I will address, but just within the past few hours, we
have been informed that Iran has announced a substantial resumption of its uranium
enrichment program, reneging on the commitment that it made to the United Kingdom,
Germany and France by informing them and the IAEA that it will begin next week the
production of uranium centrifuge parts and equipment assembly and testing. This is
yet another example of Iran thumbing its nose at the international community given
that just last week the IAEA Board of Directors unanimously called on Iran to affirm
its commitment to the three European countries not to do precisely that and to maintain
the suspension of its uranium enrichment program that it previously committed to the
Europeans. . . .

Medium Specificity

Score: 55.05
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank all of you for your testimony and for staying
through a rather long hearing but an important one. I would disagree with you on one
thing, Mr. Calzan. State secrets were revealed here today. The state secret of how
despotic and how systematic are the violations of human rights inside of Cuba. That
is a state secret, at least one that the state would like to keep. Not a very good secret,
but it is nonetheless a state secret. I appreciate my colleague from New Jersey, who
has said that he would express concern if any one of those three individuals suffered a
consequence simply because of their testimony here today. You know, I am reminded
by some who say that events such as these are a significant change. The question is,
do they portend significant change? You know, Nelson Mandela spoke out forcefully
about apartheid in South Africa. . . .

Score: 55.05
Mr. Tancredo, just to answer that, if the KMT leader becomes the President of his
country, he will be in the same category. It is actually the exact opposite. In other
words, when people aren’t government officials, we can talk and we work with them.
But when they are the President of the country, under the One-China Policy, it is in
a different set of category. So we try to have contacts with a lot of other lower-level
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officials in Taiwan. And as I said, we can have them on the economic side. So I guess
what I hope is, I hope we wouldn’t discourage the contacts we have with the Taiwanese
when they come.

Score: 55.05
It fits, and it was part of the ultimate peace agreement in El Salvador. So it is very
interesting to go to El Salvador today. When I was USAID Director, there were three
former FMLN guerillas who welcomed me with USAID hats on. They had a coffee
co-op and they were selling coffee to some distributor in New York, I think. Mr.
Chairman, people are not naturally guerillas, but they are naturally entrepreneurs. If
you just give them the opportunity, they will become entrepreneurs.

Score: 55.05
Mr. Chairman, you mentioned the Intel example in Costa Rica, and you recall that
was a multi-year strategy on the part of the Costa Rican government. It involved a
carefully negotiated trade regime that made Costa Rica competitive for an Intel kind
of investment. Looking at the Caribbean outside of the unique case of Haiti, a country
that you are quite familiar with, the Caribbean has, historically had high standards of
education. In some ways, that is not really the challenge. The challenge conceptually is
education versus what has been a problem in the Caribbean, which is an insular vision
or mentality. You can have highly educated people, but if they only look around their
immediate neighborhood, it is not going to be fully articulated. But you probably have
a consensus among the three statements that you have heard here, that in the Caribbean,
the combination of high-value human resources and new technologies, will allow the
region to enter the 21st century with a high degree of competitiveness.

Score: 55.05
I am trying to look at the time, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to follow up with one last
thing. I am not trying to monopolize your time, but I am still focused on that gap, and
I guess my concern is that the social foundations, that net needs to be there whether it
is health care or education, all those kinds of things. But there have to be jobs created,
because they have done a lot of the homework. Some of this may only be on paper in
terms of democratic institutions, but they really have done a lot of the hard work. They
are not experienced in the financial remuneration. So my concern is the 80 percent who
don’t have- of the have-nots, how are we going to engage them so that they have the
benefit of some of these economic rewards? That is the gap that I am really interested
in, because I think a lot of the social progress will follow if the funding is there. The
remuneration is there.

Score: 55.04
Mr. Pitts, the entire issue of Gujarat is one that has been of great concern to us; it is one
that we have been following very closely. Immediately after it happened, our officers
from Mumbai went down to observe the situation themselves. And we were very quick
to express our concern, our real sympathy for the people who underwent this horrible
event, and continue to do this.
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Low Specificity

Score: 5.41
We are going to have a second round, so if I could indicate your time has expired, Dan,
and then we will come back.

Score: 5.70
Thank you so much. We have been joined by Congressman Schiff. I do not know,
Adam, if you would like to make some opening statements before we get to the ques-
tions.

Score: 5.77
Thank you, Dr. Salem. Next, Dr. Marius Deeb, a professor at Johns Hopkins University
School of Advanced International Studies. Dr. Deeb.

Score: 5.89
Thank you so much, Congressman Engel. We appreciate your testimony. I know that
we will be working together on some follow-up pieces of legislation. Thank you very
much for your testimony today.

Score: 6.12
I have one that I submitted for the record, Mr. Chairman, but I would like to say thank
you very much for holding this hearing.

To statistically validate this measure, I assess how the predicted scores compare against the
Bradley-Terry scores from statements that were not used in the training set. I find that the ensemble
model achieves a Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.76 (see Table C2). This is also plotted in
Figure C2.

Table C2: Model Performance Comparison

Model Pearson r RMSE NRMSE (Range) NRMSE (Mean)

svm tfidf 0.618 2.623 0.236 39.71
ksvm tfidf 0.686 1.936 0.174 29.32
lasso tfidf 0.573 2.215 0.199 33.53
gbm tfidf 0.710 1.845 0.166 27.94
svm d2v 0.712 1.839 0.166 27.84
ksvm d2v 0.715 1.831 0.165 27.72
lasso d2v 0.722 1.814 0.163 27.47
gbm d2v 0.603 2.107 0.190 31.90

ebma ensemble 0.761 1.791 0.161 27.12
This table compares each model performance with the Bradley-Terry scores from statements that were not
used in the training set.

In addition, I assess whether foreign policy specificity is associated with statement length in
Table B2.
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Figure C2: Ensemble Model Performance

This figures compares the ensemble model scores with the Bradley-Terry scores from statements that were
not used in the training set. Note that n = 120 because several statements were broken up due to length.
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D Interview Procedure
I use several insights from interviews with former and current congressional staff members and
State Department officials. These interviews were used to explore the nature and role CODELs
played in foreign policymaking. Interviews were conducted in 2025 and 2026. All interviews
conducted were approved by UCSD’s IRB (IRB # 812103).

The target participants of this study are current or former congressional staff members or State
Department officials who have observed, been involved with and/or have organized congressional
delegations abroad. Research participants were recruited using a snowball sampling procedure. I
contacted potential participants via email, LinkedIn messages, or phone calls using publicly avail-
able information or through recommendations from the research coordinator’s professional net-
work. Those who voluntarily consent to being interviewed will also be asked if they can provide
additional contacts from their personal or professional networks.

Upon initial meeting, participants were first informed about the purpose of the study and asked
if they would be willing to participate in the interview and/or recorded. Participants were also
given to the

Respondents were given the following four options regrading anonymity. Most interviewers
agreed to option # 2, “On Background”. One participant chose to participate off the record; these
insights were not included in the study. All names, specific occupational titles, and references
to a staffer’s former or current Congressional members were omitted to protect the respondent’s
privacy.

1. On Background: Anonymize the interviewee’s name but can quote/paraphrase what the in-
terviewee said.

2. Off the Record: Don’t quote or cite any information from the interviews.

Interview participants were narrowed down based on whether they had experience with or could
provide on CODELs specifically. Table D1 shows a list of interviewees along with their general
status as it related to CODELs.

Table D1: Interview Subjects

Interview Number CODEL Connection
1 Current State Department Official
2 Current State Department Official
3 Former Personal Staff Member
4 Former Personal Staff Member
5 Former Personal Staff Member
6 Current Personal Staff Member
7 Current Personal Staff Member
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