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Previous research has found evidence that, due to its capacity to enhance information 
transparency and thereby mitigate information failures, a free press can pacify 
democracies’ relationships with other democracies.  Yet, this research does not consider 
the importance of variations in the content of political information across different media 
and political institutions. Recent research suggests that media outlets in multi-party 
electoral systems -- which tend to attract smaller and more ideologically narrow audiences 
– tend to report on a wider range of policy issues, and to do so in greater depth, than media 
in two-party systems -- which tend to attract relatively larger and more diverse audiences. 
Consequently, media in multi-party democracies are more likely to make competing 
frames – including alternatives to the government’s preferred frame -- available to citizens 
when the chief executive engages the nation in a foreign conflict. This suggests that 
increased numbers of political parties are likely to be associated with greater media 
independence from the governments’ preferred frames. As a consequence of the provision 
of more and more diverse political information by the media, citizens in multi-party 
democracies are more politically sophisticated (Kumlin 2001). They are thus likely to be 
better equipped to hold their leaders accountable, relative to their less-knowledgeable 
counterparts in two-party democracies. This should yield relatively greater democratic 
constraint, all else equal. Based on this theoretical logic, I employ the logic of domestic 
audience costs in order to propose a mechanism through which democratic publics may, at 
least under some circumstances, constrain their leaders, even in the decidedly “high 
politics” arena of foreign affairs. I test a series of hypotheses derived from my theory on 
public support for the U.S. policy toward Iraq in 62 countries, as well as on the decisions 
by 125 countries to join (or not) the so-called “Coalition of the Willing” that invaded Iraq 
in March 2003. I find that citizens in countries with larger numbers of political parties and 
more widespread access to mass media were more likely to oppose the war and their 
nations less likely to contribute troops to the Coalition.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Scholars of international politics have long recognized the importance of information in 

mediating interactions between states. Theories of international conflict, in particular, turn on 

questions of the transparency, reliability, and availability of information to the actors involved in 

potential disputes. Indeed, the so-called rationalist theory of war views information failure as a 

principle cause of both inter- and intra-state conflict (Fearon 2005, Lake and Rothchild 1998). 

Given the presumed centrality of information to international relations, it is perhaps 

surprising that political scientists have devoted scant attention to the process by which 

information is communicated among and between states. In effect, most international relations 

research assumes (implicitly or explicitly) that information passes efficiently from leaders’ 

mouths or actions to the intended recipients.  If so, the only remaining uncertainty – which forms 

the basis for much of the formal literature in the study of international conflict -- concerns what 

information a leader decides to transmit or withhold and whether or not the intended recipient 

views that information as reliable. This may have been a defensible assumption prior to the 20th 

Century, when participation in politics and diplomacy was typically limited to a handful of elites 

within a state. But in an era dominated by mass democracies, in which millions or even hundreds 

of millions of individuals hold the franchise, this assumption seems problematic. In fact, at least 

for the past half century, the primary vehicle for communicating information among and between 

states has been the mass media. 

This raises the questions of whether and how the mass media influence states’ behavior in 

international disputes. The answers depend in large measure on which scholarly literatures one 

attends to. The relatively few scholars of international relations who have investigated aspects of 

this question (Baum 2004a, Van Belle 1997, Slantchev 2006, Choi and James 2006) have mostly 
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emphasized the possibility that the mass media might facilitate peaceful conflict resolution, by 

raising the political costs to leaders of taking the risky gamble of engaging in war abroad.  

Communication scholars and journalists have shown far greater interest in the potential 

influence of the mass media on states’ conflict behavior (e.g., Stroebel 1997, Jakobsen 2000, 

Robinson 2000, Sharkey 1993, Mermin 1999, Wolfsfeld 2004), particularly since the advent of 

global, real time television.  Ironically, the most well known argument among these latter 

scholars – popularly termed the “CNN Effect” hypothesis -- suggests the possibility that the 

media might enhance rather than inhibit the propensities of states to use military force. 

According to this argument, public opinion, driven by dramatic visual images on television, can 

pressure governments to take military or humanitarian action abroad. (For conflicting 

perspectives on this argument, see Gilboa 2005, Stroebel 1997, Livingston and Eachus 1995, 

Mermin 1999, Jakobsen 2000, Sharkey 1993, Kennan 1993, Maren 1994). 

I argue that both hypothesized causal relationships – that is media as enhancing or 

inhibiting conflict -- may be valid, albeit to varying degrees and under differing circumstances. 

In other words, I argue that media coverage can cut both ways. In some cases, media scrutiny can 

reduce the likelihood of conflict between states; in others it is more likely to raise the odds of a 

conflict; while in still others the media are unlikely to exert much influence on policymakers. In 

this study, I develop and test a theory intended to delineate circumstances under which each of 

these conditions is likely to prevail. 

To explicate my argument, I turn to recent scholarship on the domestic sources of foreign 

policy in general, and on the role of information transparency in mediating leaders’ behavior in 

international disputes in particular. Recent research has focused on the processes through which 

leaders’ expectations regarding the domestic political consequences of policy successes or 
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failures abroad either inhibit or enhance their ability to conduct foreign policy.   

For my purposes, the most important aspect of this literature concerns the role of 

electoral institutions and incentives in conditioning leaders’ behavior in international disputes. 

According to this theoretical perspective, democratic leaders can enhance their bargaining 

positions in international negotiations or disputes making public threats or promises (Fearon 

1994, Smith 1998, Schultz 2001, Baum 2004a and 2004b).  By doing so, and thereby risking 

political punishment at home, a leader can effectively “tie her hands,” thereby enhancing her 

credibility to an adversary. This is because, upon publicly issuing a threat, a democratic leader, 

who is accountable to her domestic population, ups the domestic political ante by generating 

domestic audience costs – defined as the domestic political punishment a leader suffers if she 

issues a public threat and subsequently retreats. Once generated, such costs make it more 

difficult to back down (Fearon 1994).  

Because backing down from a public threat is politically costly, an adversary will 

recognize that democratic leaders only have incentives to invoke audience costs when they are 

likely to follow through on their threats (Smith 1998, Schultz 2001). Consequently, audience 

costs can help a democratic leader signal resolve. Once a leader makes a public threat, the 

adversary is likely to view it as credible, and so will be more likely to back down without a fight 

(Fearon 1994, Smith 1998, Schultz 2001).  

As stated, this argument emphasizes the interaction between a leader and a foreign 

adversary, while deemphasizing that between the leader and her domestic audience. Indeed, it is 

analytically useful to divide the audience cost argument into two elements, one domestic and the 

other international. In the former element, leaders generate public scrutiny, and in doing so 

produce political risk that they then employ, in the latter, to persuade a foreign actor that they 
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cannot for domestic political reasons back down in a dispute. It is the first element that is of 

primary relevance for the present study. Regardless of the signals sent to foreign adversaries, a 

foreign policy success will typically benefit a leader at home, while a failure will be politically 

costly. This gives leaders an incentive to be cautious in their public foreign policy 

pronouncements and actions.  

In fact, democratic leaders have mixed incentives vis-à-vis audience costs, due to the 

ever-present possibility that they may actually have to “pay” if their domestic population is 

dissatisfied with the outcome of a crisis. Elsewhere (Baum 2004a, 2004b) I argue that the 

expected domestic political costs of engaging in military actions abroad frequently exceed the 

expected benefit (see also Schultz 2001). Hence, democratic leaders are likely to be hesitant to 

engage in risky foreign policy activities (Baum 2004b). It follows that under many circumstances 

– that is, unless a leader believes that victory is imperative or the likelihood of failure relatively 

remote (Baum 2004b) -- the greater the likelihood that a foreign policy activity will attract public 

scrutiny, the more hesitant a leader will be to engage in it, all else equal. 

It is also uncertain that when leaders take action on the international stage, their domestic 

audience will necessarily pay attention. As noted, the primary conduit of information about 

politics is the mass media. Yet citizens of different nations vary widely in their access to the 

media, and hence to information about their leaders’ activities abroad. This suggests that public 

scrutiny – and the consequent potential political costs and benefits that go with it -- may be more 

likely in some states than in others for the simple reason that leaders in some states may have 

greater access to the public eye.  

Finally, differences in democratic political institutions may also mediate the nature and 

extent of information about foreign policy available to the public via the media, and as a 
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consequence the motives of citizens vis-à-vis rewarding or sanctioning their leaders. 

In this study, I address each of these domestic political factors in assessing the differing 

effects of media coverage on foreign policy. In particular, I investigate the role of the mass 

media as a critical intervening variable between leaders and their domestic audiences. The media 

play a crucial role in informing citizens about the actions of their leaders, thereby influencing the 

incentives of citizens to punish foreign policy failures or reward successes. I argue that at least 

three domestic factors mediate the willingness of leaders to risk engaging in military disputes, 

including their incentives vis-à-vis attracting public scrutiny to their activities abroad. The first 

two are the existence of a free press (i.e., a media that is functionally independent from 

government), and typical citizens’ access to that press. Absent the former condition, citizens are 

unlikely to consider information gained through the media credible, and so will be unable to use 

such information to hold their leaders accountable (Slantchev 2006, Choi and James 2006). 

Absent the latter, the credibility of mass media will matter little, as the public will fail to receive 

any messages a leader might send. In either instance, leaders will be able to conduct their foreign 

policies relatively free of concern about the possibility of sanction by the domestic audience.  

The third factor is the nature of a state’s electoral institutions. Research (Moosbregger 

n.d., Schmitt-Beck 2003, Milner 2002) has shown that multi-party electoral systems are 

associated more diverse and policy-oriented media coverage of politics, and consequently better-

informed citizens, relative to two- or single-party systems. Better-informed citizens, in turn, are 

better situated to hold their leaders accountable for their actions. Consequently, as the number of 

political parties in a state increases, media coverage is more likely to challenge, and hence the 

public is more likely to be skeptical of, a leader’s foreign policy. All else equal, this is likely to 

reduce leaders’ willingness to accept the risky gamble of participating in a war. 
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In the next section, I present my theoretical argument, from which I derive a series of 

hypotheses concerning the nature and extent of media influence on states’ conflict propensity. I 

argue that media coverage is a double-edged sword. In states with relatively few political parties, 

the media tend to place less emphasis on policy-centric coverage of politics relative to personality-

centric coverage, and hence the propensity to challenge the government’s preferred frame regarding 

a military conflict is relatively limited in low-party states. In such circumstances, public access to 

mass media is likely to be positively associated with support for leaders’ foreign policy initiatives, 

and hence for conflict involvement. Conversely, in states with larger numbers of parties, media 

coverage of politics will tend to be less personality- and more policy-oriented, as well as more 

diverse. This increases the likelihood that the media will feature challenges to leaders’ preferred 

framing of foreign policy. This in turn reduces the propensity of the public to support leaders’ 

foreign policy initiatives, and hence leaders’ willingness to risk involvement in wars.  

I test my hypotheses against data on participation in the so-called “Coalition of the 

Willing” (henceforth “CotW”) in Iraq. My data set includes 125 countries. Of these, I was able to 

locate at least one survey regarding support for the war in 2003 for 62 countries. I investigate the 

factors contributing to initial public opposition to the war, as well as the decision to commit 

troops and the level of such commitments to the CotW. In the final section, I consider the 

implications of my findings and offer conclusions. 

MASS MEDIA, ELECTORAL INSTITUTIONS, AND PUBLIC OPINION 

Credibility of and Access to Information 

Research in cognitive and political psychology has shown that the credibility of a messenger 

is a critical component in the persuasiveness of a message. In other words, people evaluate the 

credibility of an information source in order to assess the reliability of information to which they 
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are exposed (Druckman 2001, Lupia and McCubbins 1998, Baum and Gussin 2008, Sniderman et 

al. 1991, Kuklinski and Hurley 1994). In this sense, source credibility is an information shortcut, or 

heuristic cue (Popkin 1994, Sniderman et al. 1991). One implication is that to the extent people are 

more likely to consider information more credible if presented by a free press than if presented by a 

media controlled or heavily influenced by the government, a free press may under at least some 

circumstances make it easier for citizens to hold their leaders accountable.  

For instance, Stantchev (2006) argues that a non-strategic media – defined as a non-

partisan free press -- is a critical intervening variable conditioning the utility of opposition party 

criticism of a leader’s policies for helping citizens hold their leaders accountable for foreign 

policy decisions. The reason is that citizens evaluate the wisdom of leaders’ policies in part 

based on information from elites. Yet, many citizens may view politicians’ declarations as cheap 

talk. However, so long as the press is non-strategic and reasonably independent from government 

control, it may be more credible. Consequently, information presented by a free press can, 

Slantchev argues, help citizens evaluate the wisdom of their leaders’ actions, thereby allowing 

them to hold leaders accountable for bad policies.  

Van Belle (1997, 2000), in turn, finds that mutual free presses contribute to the near total 

absence of military conflict between pairs of democracies because the presence of a relatively 

credible information source on both sides of a dispute raises the expected domestic political risks 

to democratic leaders of going to war. After all, in democracies an informed public can hold its 

leaders accountable. (For a similar argument, see Choi and James 2006.)  

Prior research on the domestic sources of foreign policy, however, does not consider 

possible variations in the capacity of mass publics to receive information transmitted via the 

mass media, or the possible interaction between the probability of being influenced by 
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information and the propensity to receive it in the first instance (McGuire 1968, Zaller 1992). It 

also fails to consider the implications of different democratic institutions for the content of press 

coverage, and hence for the capacity of citizens to gain the information they need to hold their 

leaders accountable. After all, if the public lacks access to the media, or if the media are little 

more than a government propaganda tool, and are recognized by the public as such, then many 

members of the public will lack sufficient credible information to accurately assess a leader’s 

foreign policy activities, especially in the short run (that is, until the long-run domestic 

consequences are apparent).  

Moreover, while a free press may enhance the credibility of information, and hence its 

persuasiveness to citizens, given exposure, the valence and intensity of the public’s response to 

media coverage of a foreign conflict will not necessarily always vary with media independence. 

Rather, the propensity of citizens to receive information from the media, and the substantive 

content of that information, seem likely to mediate its persuasiveness, as well as its implications 

given that citizens are persuaded, independently from structural credibility. In other words, even 

in a democracy, a free press is not a sufficient condition for citizens to hold their leaders 

accountable.  

These seem important oversights. After all, leaders can successfully rally their domestic 

populations to support their foreign policy activities, or be held accountable for their failures, only 

if the public can hear what they or their opponents are saying and is inclined to believe what it 

hears. In a world of nations with populations in the tens or hundreds of millions, in turn, the mass 

media are typically leaders’ primary, if not sole, vehicles for communicating to citizens. This means 

that countries in which large proportions of the public have ready access to the press, citizens will 

be more likely to be listening when their leaders call. This, in turn, makes it possible for such 
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leaders to rally public support, and thereby perhaps generate audience costs that signal their resolve 

to an adversary (Fearon 1994). It also increases the potential risks to leaders of acting contrary to 

the wills of their citizens. Access to and believability of substantive political information are 

therefore potentially critical intervening variables in mediating risk propensities in foreign policy.  

Press Freedom and Democratic Constraint 

It is not necessarily always the case that a free press will constrain democratic leaders. 

After all, even if the government does not officially own or control the media, it does not 

necessarily follow that the media will operate as a watchdog of government. Media scholars have 

found evidence that in foreign policy the media in democracies often function largely as uncritical 

conduits of leaders’ messages. This appears to call into at least some question prevalence of a 

truly independent media that may provide unbiased, credible information to citizens (e.g., as 

described by Slantchev 2006 and Choi and James 2006).  

For instance, in studies of the U.S. media – in some respects among the most competitive 

and institutionally “free” press corps in the world – scholars (e.g., Bennett 1990, Zaller and Chiu 

2000, Entman 2003, Cook 1994) have found substantial evidence that media content, especially 

in times of war, tends to be indexed to the tenor of elite debate. Since, in the realm of foreign 

affairs, the president and his representatives are the most authoritative and hence newsworthy of 

all elites, he wields disproportionate influence over the content of media coverage of foreign 

affairs (Groeling 2001, Groeling and Baum 2008, Cook 1994).  

This further suggests that at least in foreign policy, under at least some and perhaps many 

circumstances, the media -- even institutionally free media in democracies -- may primarily serve 

as vehicles through which leaders rally citizens to their causes. Indeed, only when, for whatever 

reason, media coverage is not largely indexed to rhetoric emanating from the chief executive or 
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her representatives does it seem likely that media coverage of a crisis might not tend to generate 

enhanced public support for the leaders’ foreign policy initiatives. Limited media credibility may 

reduce the extent of such rallies, but absent similarly prominent credible signals of opposition, it 

seems unlikely to undermine it altogether (Brody 1991). 

Entman (2003), in turn, argues that indexing is most likely when an issue involves frames 

that are salient to the culture and consonant with dominant cultural values, such as anti-

communism in the United States during the Cold War. Such frames are widely shared and deeply 

held by large portions of the citizenry. Consequently, challenging a culturally resonant frame is 

extremely difficult, as typical individuals are biased toward accepting information that 

reinforces, rather than challenging, their core beliefs and values (Campbell, et. al. 1960, Zaller 

1992). In such circumstances, the media tend to accept the dominant frame, typically emanating 

from the chief executive and his representatives, rather than “running uphill” by challenging it.  

Conversely, when an issue involves contested cultural norms or values – such as the 

moral value of alleviating suffering through humanitarian intervention, weighed against the risk 

of casualties in a conflict lacking clear national security interests -- this leaves an opening for the 

media to challenge the government’s preferred frame. In such circumstances, the media may, 

according to Entman, wield independent influence over citizens’ interpretations of a leader’s 

foreign policy actions (see also Bennett et al. 2006). Consistent with this view, Zaller and Chiu 

(2000) find that American media coverage of post-World War II U.S. uses of force was more 

closely indexed to the government when the conflict involved anti-communism than in other 

instances. This suggests that it is with respect to those issues for which conflicting frames are 

accessible for substantial portions of the public, and in which a substantial portion of the public 

has access to the media and hence can potentially be exposed to such conflicting frames, that the 
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media are likely to challenge the chief executive’s policies and be perceived by citizens as 

relatively independent and hence credible in doing so.2 

Electoral Institutions, Political Sophistication and the Framing of Foreign Policy 

Recent research into the relationship between institutional forms of democracy, media 

diversity, and citizens’ political knowledge (Moosbregger n.d., Schmitt-Beck 2003, Milner 2002) 

suggests that not all democracies are alike in the quality of information they provide to their 

citizens. In particular, media outlets in multi-party electoral systems -- which tend, individually, 

to attract smaller and more ideologically narrow audiences -- tend in the aggregate to report on a 

wider range of policy issues, and to do so in greater depth, than media in two-party systems, 

which tend to attract relatively larger and more diverse audiences. They also tend to offer 

relatively less personality-centric coverage of politics (Moosbregger n.d.). In other words, multi-

party systems are associated with higher quality political information – where quality is defined 

as “information voters can use to inform party choices across contests (local, state, and federal) 

and across time” (Moosbregger n.d.: 13) -- and, hence, more politically sophisticated electorates, 

than two-party systems (Schmitt-Beck 2003, Milner 2002, Bennett 1995, Kumlin 2001).  

Downs (1957) shows, via a spatial model, that as the number of parties increases, each 

party must compete over a smaller ideological space and do so through more concrete policy 

positions. Conversely, in two party systems, parties have an incentive to offer more vague policy 

stances in order to appeal to the median voter. He thus observes: 

[V]oters in multiparty systems are much more likely to be swayed by doctrinal 

considerations - matters of ideology and policy-than are voters in two-party 

                                                
2 This, in turn, implies, somewhat ironically, that we are most likely to find evidence of an 
independent media facilitating the creation of domestic audience costs in circumstances under 
which a use of force is relatively controversial domestically. Such controversy, of course, 
reduces the likelihood that leaders will seek them in the first instance. 
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systems.  The latter voters are massed in the moderate range where both 

ideologies lie; hence they are likely to view personality, or technical competence, 

or some other nonideological factor as decisive…Voters in multiparty systems, 

however, are given a wide range of ideological choice, with parties emphasizing 

rather than soft-pedaling their doctrinal differences." (126-27) 

 Along similar lines, because in multi-party systems -- which tend to be associated with 

proportional representation (PR) electoral rules -- there are no “safe” legislative seats, every 

district is competitive and so parties must compete nationally. In contrast, single-member district 

plurality (SMDP) systems – which tend to have two dominant parties -- are associated with high 

numbers of safe seats, and hence less electoral competition. Greater competition, in turn, implies 

more parties seeking to replace the government and therefore offering competing policy frames 

in order to do so (Milner 2002). Stated differently, media in multi-party democracies are more 

likely have access to, and hence to make available to citizens, competing frames – including 

alternatives to the government’s preferred frame -- when the chief executive engages the nation 

in a foreign conflict. This suggests, in the aggregate, that media coverage in multi-party 

democracies are likely to be more functionally independent from government than media in two-

party democracies, which tend to be associated with SMDP electoral institutions.  

As a consequence of the provision of higher-quality political information by the media, 

citizens in multi-party democracies are more politically sophisticated and are better able to 

recognize and make use of ideological cues than their counterparts in two-party democracies. 

Hence, citizens in multi-party democracies are, all else equal, better able to incorporate new 

information into their belief systems (Kumlin 2001). This implies that citizens in multi-party 

democracies are likely to be better equipped to hold their leaders accountable for their actions, 
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relative to their less-knowledgeable counterparts in two-party democracies. 

Additional research (Druckman 2004) has shown that the effect of a frame on an 

individual tends to be strongest if no competing frame is available to counter it. Given that, as 

noted, diverse perspectives are more likely to be present in the media of multi-party states, this 

suggests that media coverage is more likely to diverge from the government line in such systems, 

and as a consequence, citizens are relatively less likely – given greater access to competing 

frames -- to accept the government’s preferred frame. This reduces their propensity to rally 

behind their leaders in times of crisis. It also suggests that media in multi-party states are more 

likely to be deemed credible by their citizens, relative to media in two-party states. Hence, 

leaders of multi-party democracies, ought, all else equal, to be more concerned than their 

counterparts in two-party democracies with the prospect of public scrutiny of their foreign policy 

activities. Several hypotheses concerning the Iraq War follow: 

H1: Ceteris paribus, as the number of parties increases, greater public access to the media 

will be more strongly associated with reduced public support for the Iraq War. 

H2: Ceteris paribus, as the number of parties decreases, the relationship between public 

access to the media and public support for the war will weaken, and may even reverse, 

with increased media access becoming associated with greater support for the war. 

H3: Ceteris paribus, the effects of the number of parties on public war support will be more 

pronounced given a highly free press. 

When Can Citizens Deter Their Leaders? 

Democratic leaders contemplating a military activity abroad have good reason to consider 

the potential domestic political costs and benefits of doing so. After all, war is a risky 

proposition. Research has shown that leaders who lose military conflicts – especially in 



 14 

democracies – pay a substantial political price at home, sometimes including removal from office 

(Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995, Smith 1996, Downs and Rocke 1994). Even threatening 

to use force can be risky. A democratic leader who backs down from a public threat abroad may 

pay a political price at home (Fearon 1994), especially if the public views this as a sign of 

incompetence (Guisinger and Smith 2002). 

 For the previously discussed reasons, the downside risks appear greater for leaders of 

multi-party democracies, relative to two-party democracies or autocracies (who are presumably 

least accountable to their domestic populations). Elsewhere (Baum 2004a, 2004b), in turn, I have 

argued with respect to the case of the United States, that in foreign policy the domestic political 

downside risks to presidents typically exceed the potential upside benefit. In other words, 

presidents typically have more to lose than to gain by engaging in risky foreign conflicts. 

Most importantly, ceteris paribus, a leader is likely to be punished less severely for acting 

in a crisis contrary to the preferences of voters if they are inattentive than if it they are highly 

engaged (Baum 2004a, 2004b). After all, research (e.g., Aldrich et al. 1989, Ottati and Wyer 1990, 

Popkin 1994, Zaller and Feldman 1992, Converse 1962, Price and Zaller 1993, and many others) 

has shown that it is easier to remind people of something they previously knew about (i.e., induce 

them to retrieve an item from memory) than to convince them to pay attention to something in the 

first instance (i.e., convince them to commit something to memory). Indeed, additional research 

(Hill 1985) has shown that information about an issue (say, in the form of a TV news story) is 

more likely to influence an individual if she possesses a prior awareness of the issue.   

Moreover, while many people may rapidly forget why they supported or opposed a policy, 

as it fades from the public spotlight, having paid attention in the first instance, they are likely to 

remember how they felt about it (Lodge et al. 1995a, Lodge et al. 1995b), if an entrepreneur later 



 15 

primes the issue. Criticisms of a leader’s foreign policy by her political opponents are therefore 

more likely to resonate with an attentive public. Hence, such criticism is more politically effective 

if the public is attentive to a given issue than if it is largely uninterested in the issue.  

Consequently, all else equal and to the extent possible, leaders are likely to be more 

inclined to risk employing military force absent significant public support if they can do so 

relatively free from intense public scrutiny. This, in turn, implies that public opinion may, under 

at least some circumstances, deter leaders from using military force by raising the expected 

political costs of doing so, given a bad outcome. Given that, as noted, the mass media represent 

the primary source of public information about politics, this further implies that greater public 

access to mass media, especially if such media are free from government influence, is likely to 

be associated with more risk-averse foreign policy behavior by democratic leaders. This pattern, 

in turn, is likely to be more pronounced for multi-party democracies, relative to two-party 

democracies or autocracies, where media are relatively more likely to feature boosterism of the 

leader’s policies. With respect to the Iraq conflict, several hypotheses follow. 

H4: Ceteris paribus, as the number of parties increases, greater public access to the media 

will be more strongly associated with a reduced likelihood of sending troops to 

participate in the CotW. 

H5: Ceteris paribus, as the number of parties decreases, the relationship between public 

access to the media and participation in the CotW will weaken, and may even reverse, 

with increased media access becoming associated with a greater likelihood of sending 

troops to participate in the CotW 

H6: Ceteris paribus, the effects of the number of parties on troop commitments to the CotW 

will be more pronounced given a highly free press. 
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To varying degrees, leaders are likely to interpret variations in the salience of an issue to 

the public as evidence of the likely strength of potential support or opposition over the longer 

term. Research (Zaller 1994, Rosenau 1961), in turn, has shown that leaders are frequently more 

responsive to anticipated future (longer-term) public opinion than to contemporaneous (short-

term) public opinion. This seems especially likely given an electoral environment – such as a 

low-party, majoritarian system -- where leaders are relatively less immediately or directly 

accountable for their performance vis-à-vis public policy. Similarly, leaders are likely to interpret 

public support or opposition to their policies in part based on their assumptions concerning its 

depth as well as breadth. Salience, in turn, may be a reasonable indicator of the depth of public 

opinion. The empirical implication is that as the likelihood that an event will be salient – and 

hence the likelihood that contemporaneous public opinion will be an apt indicator of likely 

longer-term public opinion -- increases, variations in public support for the leaders’ foreign 

policy actions will exert a greater influence on decision-making, all else equal. This pattern, in 

turn, should be more pronounced in high-party systems. A final hypothesis follows: 

H7: Ceteris paribus, public opposition to the Iraq War will have a stronger constraining effect 

on troop commitments to the CotW as TV access and the number of parties increases. 

This latter hypothesis addresses an important potential counterargument. That is, scholars of 

electoral institutions might challenge my argument by (correctly) noting that multi-party, 

consensual systems are designed to be more responsive to citizens than two-party, majoritarian 

systems (Lijphart 1999). In multi-party systems, leaders frequently face the possibility of a no 

confidence vote in the legislature and the resulting loss of power, at any time. A foreign policy 

failure presumably increases the likelihood of such an occurrence, particularly if the executive sits 

atop a coalition government. Consequently, leaders in multi-party systems may be more concerned 
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about public opinion irrespective of the information environment. If so, the number of parties may 

be the true factor driving these relationships. (Indeed, the prior discussion anticipates greater 

responsiveness in high-party systems.) However, I argue that access to and the content of 

information are critical intervening variables between citizens and their leaders. If this critique is 

valid, variations in the number of parties, but not in access to mass media, should mediate the 

influence of public opinion. Moreover, the valence of any effects of media access should not differ 

across party systems. Conversely, my theory – and H7 in particular -- predicts that both the 

magnitude and valence of media effects will differ qualitatively across low- and high-party systems. 

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

My data set includes a total of 125 countries, selected based on my ability to identify data 

on their domestic electoral institutions, mass media penetration, and public opinion regarding the 

Iraq War. For 62 of these countries, I was able to identify at least one opinion survey regarding 

war support that took place between mid-2002 and mid-2003.  

Case Selection 

The War in Iraq began in earnest in March 2003. The decision by states around the world 

to participate in the CotW, or not to do so, represents an ideal case study for testing my theory. It 

represents an unusually large-scale conflict involving large numbers of states, one that was 

highly salient to citizens around the world, making it a potentially politically risky endeavor for 

leaders contemplating participation in the CotW. Moreover, by focusing on a single conflict, I 

am able to hold constant the circumstances of the conflict, the location, the characteristics of the 

primary protagonists and of the international environment, as well as numerous other factors that 

might influence states’ decisions regarding whether or not become involved. 

The Iraq invasion was fairly unpopular globally, In my data, an average of 67 percent of 
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the publics across 62 nations in the data set expressed opposition to the war between mid-2002 and 

mid-2003. Yet 22 of these nations (over 35%) nonetheless elected to send troops to Iraq. The Bush 

Administration listed a total of 49 nations as members of the CotW (http://www.whitehouse 

.gov/news/releases/2003/03/20030327-10.html). Of these, only five (including the United States, 

United Kingdom, Australia, Poland, and Denmark) contributed military forces to the original 

invasion. Another 33 subsequently provided troops. Determining exactly which nations have 

contributed to the coalition, and the level of their commitments, is far more difficult than one 

might expect. As GlobalSecurity.org observes at the outset of its exhaustive effort to answer these 

questions, “The size and capabilities of the Coalition forces involved in operations in Iraq has been 

a subject of much debate, confusion, and at times exaggeration” (http://www.globalsecurity.org 

/military/ops/ iraq_orbat_coalition.htm). According to this oft-cited source, as of August 2006, 21 

nations continued to maintain a troop presence in Iraq, though the composition of states with 

troops had changed somewhat from the 2003-04 period covered in my empirical investigations. 

My dataset includes 32 nations that contributed troops to the CotW between 2003 and 2004. 

I focus on the 2003-04 period because this is when states made their primary decisions 

regarding whether or not to become involved. States subsequently joined or left the coalition for 

a variety of reasons (and continue to do so as of this writing). But the initial decision to 

participate or not represents the clearest decision point where domestic political circumstances 

could have influenced the decisions of leaders around the world. This was also the peak period of 

public awareness of the issue worldwide and hence the time where public opinion data are 

available for the maximum number of countries. 

Dependent Variables 

I employ two dependent variables. The first, War Opposition represents the average 
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percentage of respondents expressing oppostion to the Iraq war across all available survey questions 

regarding support for the war conducted within a given country between August 2002 and May 

2003. (See Appendix A for a list of surveys and respondent countries employed in this indicator.) 

This variable ranges from a low of 29.5 percent to a high of 96 percent and has a mean and standard 

deviation of 66.9 and 1.56 percent, respectively. Because this variable is, by definition, bounded 

between zero and one, I employ the natural logarithm in my empirical models. 

My second key causal variable is the maximum number of troops contributed to the CotW 

by each state in the data set between the start of the war in March 2003 and March 2004.3 Of the 

62 states in my data set with at least one public opinion survey in 2003, 22 contributed troops 

between 2003 and 2004.4 Excluding the United States, which is coded as having contributed 

145,000 troops, such contributions ranged from a low of 25 by Kazakhstan to a high of 45,000 by 

the United Kingdom. The average number of troops contributed by those states that contributed 

more than zero (again, excluding the United States) is 1807, with a standard deviation of 8030. In 

order to further account for the varying capacities of states, for my final indicator I divided this 

total by each state’s total population, yielding a per-capita troop commitment. Among states with 

public opinion data available in 2003, this indicator varies from zero to .76, with a mean of .31 

and a standard deviation of .114. Excluding the United States, the mean falls to .024 and the 

standard deviation falls to .098. Finally, among those states that contributed, and excluding the 

United States, the mean per capita contribution level is .069, with a standard deviation of .160. 

                                                
3 Troop commitment levels are taken from Wikipedia’s “Multinational Force in Iraq” page 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Multinational_force_in_Iraq), which lists each nation’s troop 
commitment level by date of deployment, including changes in commitment levels, as well as 
from a variety of supplemental sources. 
4 Somewhat surprisingly, it is difficult to identify a definitive list of countries contributing troops 
to the coalition, as the definition of such a contribution varies across different sources (e.g., 
including or excluding troops sent to Iraq for training purposes only). 
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Independent Variables 

I include two key causal variables and as many as eight controls in my fully specified 

models. The first of my key causal variables (TV Access) is the number of televisions in a given 

country, per 1,000 population. I employ television access as my indicator of media access for two 

reasons, one conceptual and one practical. Beginning with the latter, there is simply far more data 

available on TV access than for any other indicators of mass media. Equally important, television 

has clearly emerged as by far the most important form of media for presenting political 

information to mass audiences. It remains, in many nations, the ubiquitous appliance.  

Because the Internet is increasingly important as an alternative source of political 

information, I tested all my models with controls for both levels and annual changes in Internet 

access. Given that national governments and media organizations have far less influence over 

what appears on the Internet, relative to other media -- combined with the relatively greater 

capacity of Internet users to self-select into information environments that reinforce their pre-

existing beliefs -- I anticipated weaker results for the Internet variables. In fact, none proved 

significant in my models. Hence, I exclude the Internet controls from my final models.  

The second key causal variable is intended to capture the electoral system in general, and 

the number of political parties in particular, within each state. I operationalize this variable three 

different ways. The first two operationalizations, taken from Golder (2005), are the Effective 

Number of Parliamentary Parties (ENPP) and the Effective Number of Electoral Parties (ENEP).5 

Golder defines ENPP based on the following formula, from Laakso and Taagepera (1979): 
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5 Data are available at: http://dvn.iq.harvard.edu/dvn/dv/mgolder/faces/study/StudyPage.jsp; 
jsessionid=da051e75f48bdc1f3edb490b473c?studyId=6261 
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where si is the percentage of the vote won by the ith party, with Independents or “others” again 

coded as a single party. This variable ranges from a low of 1.0 to a high of 9.05, and has a mean 

and standard deviation of 3.29 and 1.56, respectively (3.97 and 1.61, respectively, among 

countries for which we have 2003 opinion data). ENEP, in turn, is defined by the following 

formula, also taken from Laakso and Taagepera (1979):  

! 

1

v
i

2"
 

where vi is the percentage of seats won by the ith party, with Independents or “others” coded as a 

single party.6 ENEP varies from 1.59 to 10.29, with a mean and standard deviation of 4.05 and 

1.78, respectively (4.80 and 1.86, respectively, among countries in our data set for which we also 

have public opinion data from 2003). These data (both ENPP and ENEP) are available for 51 of 

the 62 countries in my data set for which I also have public opinion data (104 and 100 countries 

overall, for ENPP and ENEP, respectively). 

My third electoral system indicator is a dummy, coded one for PR electoral rule systems, 

and zero otherwise (i.e., for mixed, plurality or majority-rule systems). These data are from the 

International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) and are available at: 

http://www.idea.int.7 The PR dummy has a mean of .39 and a standard deviation of .49. (These 

become .63 and .49, respectively, for states with at least one 2003 public opinion survey.) 

Of the three indicators, I consider ENPP, which captures the number of parties actually 

serving in the government, as the best available measure of the domestic political environment 
                                                
6 These definitions are taken from Golder’s codebook (dated 4/19/04), available on the 
aforementioned website. 
7 I employ the January 2005 version of the data, which was the closest to 2003 that I was able to 
obtain. To my knowledge (based on consultations with colleagues and more detailed checks of 
several uncertain cases), none of the states in my data set changed their electoral system between 
2003 and early 2005 to a sufficient degree that their coding would change from a zero to a one, 
or vice versa. 
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pertinent to media actors seeking to frame their coverage to appeal to constituents. However, 

because this is an uncertain judgment, I replicate all models using both party measures, which 

correlate at about .86. (The difference appears attributable to some parties failing to win 

sufficient numbers of votes to gain legislative seats.) The PR dummy is the most indirect of the 

three measures. Nonetheless, since PR systems tend to produce larger numbers of parties than 

plurality systems, I employ this operationalization as a robustness check on my results. This 

dummy has the added advantage of being available for far more states in my dataset, thereby 

expanding the number of observations in my statistical models. The actual number of cases in 

my models varies from 50 to 125, depending on the mix of variables included in a given model. 

The PR dummy correlates with ENPP and ENEP at .32 and .24, respectively.8 For my hypothesis 

tests, I interact TV access with my indicators of the number of parties and, in some models, with 

public opposition to the Iraq War (which, in these models, becomes a third key causal variable). 

For my data on democracy, I use the most widely employed indicator in the political science 

literature, the Polity democracy score (e.g., Gurr, et al. 1990, Gleditsch and Ward 1997, Lake and 

Baum 2001, Baum and Lake 2003, and many others.) The increasingly common convention in the 

literature is to subtract a states score on the 10-point Polity autocracy scale from its score on the 10-

point democracy scale (DEMOC-AUTOC). (In both scales, 1=minimum and 10=maximum.)9 

To capture press freedom, I employ the Reporters Sans Frontiers (RSF) “World Press 

Freedom Ranking.” These data are based on a survey of “journalists, researchers, jurists and 

                                                
8 The higher correlation between PR and ENPP makes sense, given that the latter variable 
measures the number of parties in the government, rather than in the society. Nearly all 
democracies have multiple parties. The most direct effect of electoral rules is to mediate their 
capacity to enter the government, and hence their likelihood of gaining influence. 
9 I tested a dichotomized variant of the democracy score, coding all states receiving scores of -10 
to 5 as non-democracies and states receiving scores of 6 to 10 as democracies. The fully specified 
version of the scale outperformed the dummy. Hence, I include the former in my final models. 



 23 

human rights activists” who filled out a questionnaire “evaluating respect for press freedom in a 

particular country” (www.rsf.org). The index, which included 166 countries in 2003, takes the 

form of a 0 to 100 scale, where 0 represents the highest level of press freedom and 100 the 

lowest. Because, this indicator proved insignificant as a control (without interactions) in all of 

my model specifications, I exclude it from all models, except those directly testing the effects of 

press freedom. 

To capture a state’s capacity to contribute to the CotW, I include several economic 

indicators, capturing a states’ overall economic power and current economic performance, as 

well as its level of development. The macro-economic indicators include 2003 per capita GDP 

(in current U.S. dollars) and, to capture growth rates, the percent change in GDP from 2002 to 

2003 (also in current U.S. dollars). I also include inflation, measured as the annual percent 

change in average consumer prices from 2002 to 2003. To measure a state’s level of economic 

development, I employ two of the most common such indicators, infant mortality rates (circa 

2004) and secondary school enrollment ratios (circa 2003). 

My final two control variables are dummies coded one for NATO members, in the former 

case, and for membership in any formal alliance with the United States, in the latter. I include 

these dummies to account for the possibility that membership in the most important alliance 

involving the United States, or alternatively in any such formal alliance, might systematically 

influence states’ propensities to contribute troops to the CotW.10 I also tested a series of 

additional controls, including the states’ total and urban populations, their energy use levels, 

national material capabilities -- based on the Correlates of War Composite National Material 

                                                
10 An alternative specification, focusing on NATO members admitted to the alliance since the 
collapse of the Soviet Union proved insignificant in all models. Hence, I employ the full NATO 
membership dummy in my reported results.  
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Capabilities (CINC) Index (Singer 1987) – military expenditures, number of military personnel, 

trade relations with the United States and arms transfers from the United States. I included the 

first six controls as additional measures of state capacity to participate in the CotW and the last 

two to account for trade and military ties to the United States, respectively. I also tested a series 

of country and region-specific dummies, and re-ran all models excluding the United States. 

Though several of these variables approached statistical significance, none materially affected 

the relationships among the key causal variables. Hence, in order to preserve degrees of freedom, 

I exclude these model variations from my reported results. (All model specifications are 

available from the author upon request.) 

RESULTS 

I begin by testing my public opinion predictions. Recall that H1 predicts that as the number 

of parties increases, public access to the media will associated with reduced support for the war, 

while H2 predicts that as the number of parties decreases, the relationship between public access to 

media and war opposition will weaken and ultimately reverse, with greater media access 

associated with reduced public war opposition. Finally, H3 predicts that these patterns will be 

more pronounced among nations with highly free presses. Tables 1a and 1b present a series of 

OLS analyses testing all three hypotheses. As a robustness test, Table 1a omits all control 

variables, while Table 1b presents the fully specified models. The results, though not identical, are 

quite similar, suggesting that the results reported below are not artifacts of model specification. 

Consequently, I proceed more confidently to interpreting the fully specified model. 

 [Tables 1a and 1b here] 

My primary electoral system indicator is the effective number of parliamentary parties 

(ENPP). However, I also test my hypotheses against the other two previously described electoral 
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system indicators, including the effective number of electoral parties (ENEP), and the PR 

dummy (PR). Models 1, 2 and 3 in Table 1b, respectively, employ these three indicators. 

I begin with H1 and H2. In Table 2 I employ Clarify (King et al. 2000), statistical 

simulation software, to calculate the expected values of the dependent variables as the key causal 

variables vary, with all controls held constant at their mean values.  

[Table 2 here] 

The top half of Table 2 presents the expected level of public opposition to the Iraq War, 

as the number of televisions per 1,000 population increases from one standard deviation below, 

to one standard deviation above the mean among countries with available public opinion data 

(from 157 to 727). I separately present the results for low- and high-party states, defined as one 

standard deviation below or above the mean (from 2.36 to 5.58 for ENPP and from 2.94 to 6.66 

for ENEP). For ease of interpretation, these results are graphically illustrated in Figure 1. 

[Figure 1 here] 

The results indicate that when the ENPP is one standard deviation below the mean, an 

increase in the number of television households from one standard deviation below to one standard 

deviation above the mean is associated with a decline in public opposition to the war of 16 

percentage points (from 71 to 55 percent, p<.05), representing just over a standard deviation 

decrease in war opposition. The results are similar for the other two indicators. As TV penetration 

increases by two standard deviations in low-ENEP nations, the expected level of public opposition 

to the war declines by nearly 19 percentage points (from 72 to 53 percent, p<.05). This also 

represents just over a full standard deviation decline in war support. Finally, in non-PR (i.e., 

mixed, plurality- or majority-rule) states, the corresponding effect is a decrease in war support of 

just under 17 points (from 68 to 51 percent, p<.10), again representing a decline of about a 
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standard deviation. In short, as predicted by H2, in countries with relatively few political parties, 

increased access to television is associated with a decrease in public opposition to the war in Iraq.  

Turning to H1, the results in Table 2 (again, shown in the top half), and graphically 

illustrated in Figure 1, indicate that in high-ENPP states (one standard deviation above the 

mean), a two standard deviation increase in the number of television households (again, from one 

standard deviation below to one standard deviation above the mean) is associated with just over a 

19 point increase in public opposition to the Iraq War (from .65 to .84, p<.01), representing a 

1.24 standard deviation increase in war opposition. The results are again similar for the other two 

indicators. A two standard deviation increase in TV penetration in high-ENEP nations is 

associated with just over an 18 point increase in war opposition (from .65 to .83, p<.05) -- or 

about 1.15 standard deviations on the war opposition indicator. Finally, in PR states, the 

corresponding effect is a statistically insignificant increase less than 3 points (from .69 to .72, 

insig.), representing a far smaller increase than that associated with non-PR states (about one 

sixth as large). As predicted by H1, in countries with relatively large numbers of political parties, 

the positive relationship between TV penetration and opposition to the war observed among low-

party states weakens dramatically in one case and reverses in two, with increased access to 

television associated with increases in expected opposition to the Iraq War.  

I turn next to my CotW participation models, testing H4 through H6. For these models, I 

am interested in determining the effects of leaders’ expectations concerning the longer-term 

implications of public opinion, as distinct from contemporaneous support. Consequently, I 

include the log of public opposition as a control variable. Recall that H4 predicts that increased 

numbers of parties will be associated with a stronger negative relationship between TV household 

penetration and participation in the CotW, while H5 predicts that this relationship will weaken or 
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reverse as the number of parties declines. H6 then predicts that the relationships described in H4 

and H5 will be more pronounced given a highly free press.  

Beginning with H4 and H5, the results in the bottom half of Table 2 – graphically 

illustrated in Figure 2 -- indicate that when in low-ENPP states, an increase in the number of 

television households (again, from 157 to 727) is associated with a .213 increase in the number 

of troops per capita contributed to the CotW (p<.01), representing about a 2 standard deviation 

increase in the expected number of per-capita troops contributed. The results are again similar 

for the other two indicators. As TV penetration increases by two standard deviations in low-

ENEP nations, the expected number of per-capita troops contributed to the CotW increases by 

nearly .24 (p<.01). This represents just under a 2.2 standard deviation increase in per-capita 

troops. Finally, in non-PR states, the corresponding effect is an increase of .318 troops-per-capita 

(p<.01), representing an increase of nearly three standard deviations. In other words, as 

anticipated by H5, in countries with relatively few political parties, increased access to television 

is associated with an increase in the expected contribution to the CotW.  

[Figure 2 here] 

The results for my test of H4 – also shown in the bottom half of Table 2 and graphically 

illustrated in Figure 2 -- indicate that in high-ENPP states, the same increase in the number of 

television households is associated with a .10 decrease in the number of troops-per-capita 

contributed to the CotW (p<.05), representing a decline of just over .9 standard deviations. As 

before, the results are comparable for the other two indicators. Increased TV access in high-ENEP 

nations is associated with a nearly identical decline of .09 troops-per-capita -- or about .82 

standard deviations on the troops-per-capita indicator (p<.10). Finally, in PR states, the 

corresponding effect is an increase of .03 troops-per-capita (p<.01), representing a far smaller 
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increase than that associated with non-PR states (less than one-tenth as large). As predicted by 

H4, in countries with relatively large numbers of political parties, the relationship between TV 

penetration and troop commitments to the CotW weakens in one case and reverses in two, with 

increased access to television associated with declines in the expected contribution to the CotW.  

One of the primary limitations in the analysis thus far is the limited number of 

observations – ranging from 50 for the ENPP and ENEP models to 59 for the PR models -- 

which, in turn, limits my statistical leverage. As a robustness test, Models 7 through 9 in Table 

1b I replicate Models 4 through 6, this time excluding the war opposition variable, for which I 

have fewer observations than for my other variables. The logged war opposition variable is 

insignificant in every model. This makes sense, given my argument that anticipated longer-term 

opinion is likely to trump contemporaneous opinion in influencing leaders’ decision-making 

(especially in low-party states, where contemporaneous opinion is likely to be a relatively poor 

indicator of longer-term opinion). Hence, its exclusion seems unlikely to fundamentally alter the 

previously reported results. However, excluding this variable increases the N in my ENPP and 

ENEP models from 50 to 80, and in my PR model from 59 to 125. In Figure 3 I again employ 

Clarify to facilitate graphical illustration of the results. 

[Figure 3 here] 

The results in Figure 3 confirm my expectations. Comparing Figures 2 and 3, we see 

quite similar patterns. The only noteworthy distinction is that, presumably due to the greater 

number of non-coalition participants included in the models, many of the differences are 

modestly smaller than those shown in Figure 2. This increases my confidence in the reliability of 

the results reported in Table 2 and Figure 2. 

I turn next to H3 and H6, which predict that the hypothesized effects of media access, in 
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interaction with party systems will be more pronounced in the presence of a highly free press, 

which citizens will likely consider more credible relative to a less free press. For this test, in the 

first six models of Table 3, I replicate Models 1 through 6 from Table 1b, this time adding an 

interaction with a dummy variable coded 1 for cases in which the RSF index falls in the “freer” 

half of the data set.  

The only other difference in model specification from Table 1b is the addition of a 

dummy for states with majority Muslim populations in my test of H3. In contrast with all other 

model specifications, when I add press freedom to the model the majority Muslim dummy is 

highly significant and to some extent mediates the hypothesized relationships. This suggests that 

press freedom may have somewhat different implications vis-à-vis a war in the Middle East for 

Muslim vs. non-Mulsim nations. Perhaps due to the non-democratic nature of most majority 

Muslim states in my data set, this variable proved insignificant in the troop contribution model. 

Hence, I include it only in the opinion models. 

[Table 3 here] 

If H3 and H6 are supported, we should observe relatively larger substantive effects 

associated with varying TV penetration and the number of parties among states with highly free 

presses which should, according to the theory, be more credible than less free presses, all else 

equal. The left- and center-sections of Table 4 present the results of this analysis, for public 

opposition to the war and country troop contributions to the CotW, respectively. Beginning with 

the former, and consistent with H3, in five of six comparisons among states with relatively less 

free presses, increased TV access is not associated with statistically significant effects on public 

opposition regardless of the number of parties. The sole exception is for the low-ENPP case, 

where increased TV access is associated with reduced opposition to the war (p<.10). Moreover, 
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the differences between the effects of increased TV access in low- vs. high-party states are 

statistically insignificant for two of the three indicators (with the exception being ENPP, 

attributable again to the significant effect among less-free press, low-ENPP states). 

[Table 4 here] 

Among states with highly free presses, variations in TV access matter a great deal. In 

every instance (ENPP, ENEP, and PR), among low-party states increased TV access is 

associated with statistically significantly reduced public opposition to the war – by 25 (p<.10), 

30 (p<.10) and 17 (p<.05) percent, for the ENPP, ENEP, and PR indicators, respectively. In high 

party states with highly free presses, increased TV access is associated with significant increases 

in opposition to the war – by about 31 (p<.05), 15 (p<.10) and 9 (p<.11) percent, for the ENPP, 

ENEP, and PR indicators, respectively. Also in contrast to the less free press states, the 

differences between the effects of increased TV access in low- vs. high-party states are correctly 

signed and statistically significant (p<.05 or better) for all three indicators (ENPP, ENEP, PR). 

Finally, it is worth noting that the magnitude of the differences in the effects of variations in TV 

access across low- vs. high-party states are larger for more-highly free press states in two of 

three cases, with the exception again being attributable to the sole instance in which variations in 

TV access matter in a (relatively) less-free press environment (low-ENPP). 

Turning to H6, and again beginning with relatively less free press states, in four of six 

comparisons among states with relatively less free presses, increased TV access is not associated 

with statistically significant effects on troop contributions to the CotW regardless of the number 

of parties. Both exceptions involve the PR indicator, where among non-PR states, increased TV 

access is associated with significantly larger troop commitments (by .203 troops per capita, 

p<.05) and among PR states increased TV access is associated with significantly smaller troop 
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commitments (by -.131 troops per capita, p<.05). In both instances, though H6 anticipates 

relatively weaker effects among less free press states, the directions of the effects are nonetheless 

precisely consistent with the theory.  

Among states with relatively more free presses, variations in TV access again matter 

more and more consistently. Across all three indicators (ENPP, ENEP, and PR), among low-

party states with highly free presses increased TV access is associated with substantial and 

statistically significant increased troop contributions to the CotW – by .223, .300 and .443 troops 

per capita, for the ENPP, ENEP, and PR indicators, respectively (p<.01 in each case). In high 

party states, increased TV access is associated with about a .10 per capita decrease in troop 

contributions among high-ENPP states (p<.05) and small and statistically insignificant effects on 

troop contributions among high-ENEP and PR states.  

Though the latter effects are not precisely consistent with H6, as we shall see, the 

differences between low- and high-party states are nonetheless consistent with the hypothesis. In 

fact, among highly-free-press states the differences between the effects of increased TV access in 

low- vs. high-party states are correctly signed and significant (p<.01) for all three indicators 

(ENPP, ENEP, PR). Conversely, among less free press states, these differences are statistically 

insignificant in two of three cases. In every instance (both more- and less-free press states), in 

turn, the directions and relative magnitudes of the effects of increasing the number of parties are 

consistent with the theory; that is, (a) increased numbers of parties is associated with a stronger 

constraining effect of TV access on contributions to the CotW, and (b) greater press freedom is 

associated with larger differentials between low- and high-party states.  

Taken together, these results suggest that combining the credibility of a highly free press 

with the tendency of news coverage in low-party states to support leaders’ preferred frames results 
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in substantially increased support for the Iraq conflict and troop contributions as public access to 

television increases. Conversely, in the context of a more diverse party system, the relationships 

weaken or reverse, with increased access to television associated with greater war opposition and 

either no significant effect on troop contributions or in some cases lower contributions. The effects 

of increased TV access are statistically significant in far more instances (10 of 12 comparisons) for 

high free press states relative to relatively less free press states (3 of 12 comparisons). Moreover, 

both with respect to war support and troop contributions, the differences in the effects of variations 

in TV access between less- and more-free press states are larger for high free press states. These 

patterns strongly support H3 and offer significant, albeit imperfect, support for H6.  

Because of limitations in available war opposition data, the N’s in the models reported in 

Models 2, 4, and 6 of Table 3 are small. Consequently, as before I replicated these models, 

omitting the war opposition control variable. This boosts my N considerably, by between 50 and 

over 100 percent in the several troop contribution models. Models 7 through 9 in Table 3 

presents the results from this robustness test. The far-right section of Table 4 then transforms the 

coefficients into expected per capita troop contributions. The results are quite similar to those 

reported in the center section of Table 4. This increases my confidence that my results are not 

artifacts of model specification. (In order to conserve space, I do not discuss the latter results in 

detail. Instead I invite interested readers to compare the predicted differences shown in the 

middle and far-right sections of Table 4.)  

My final hypothesis (H7) predicts that increases in the number of parties will be 

associated with a more substantial inverse relationship between public opposition to the Iraq War 

and the propensity to join the CotW as TV access increases. To test this prediction, in Table 5 I 

interact the number of parties with TV access and the log of public opposition to the war, 
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replicating the model for all three operationalizations of the number of political parties.11 In 

Table 6, I present the expected number of troops contributed to the CotW as TV access, the 

number of parties, and opposition to the war vary. Once again, for ease of interpretation, I 

graphically illustrate these results in Figure 4. 

[Tables 5 & 6 and Figure 4 here] 

The results in Table 6 and Figure 4 indicate that, as predicted, in high-party states (one 

standard deviation above the mean), public opposition to the war appears to inhibit leaders from 

joining the CotW to a greater extent as TV access increases. This effect weakens, and even 

reverses, in low-party states (one standard deviation below the mean).  

The top section of Table 6 presents the results for the ENPP model. The results indicate 

that as TV access increases from one standard deviation below to one standard deviation above 

the mean, a maximum increase in the log of war opposition is associated with a statistically 

significantly larger decline in the expected number of troops per capita contributed to the CotW in 

high-party states. When war opposition is low, the results indicate that in low-party states, as TV 

access increases, the expected number of troops contributed to the coalition increases by about .31 

troops per-capita (p<.01).  The corresponding increase when war opposition is high is a little less 

than .16 troops per-capita (p<.05). Hence, the predicted difference in the increases in 

contributions in low- vs. high-party states is .15 troops-per-capita (p<.05). This suggests that 

when the number of parties is low -- which I have argued is associated with relatively more 

compliant media coverage than high-party systems -- leaders will view enhanced public access to 

the media as an opportunity to gain greater public support over the longer term. While opposition 

                                                
11 Though a 3-way interaction greatly reduces the statistical leverag, in my models, it is the only 
available means of testing H7 with the present data. Moreover, the reduced leverage should work 
against my hypotheses, making it more difficult to find significant relationships. 
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to the war clearly has some constraining effect, it is relatively muted. If a leader discounts 

contemporaneous opposition, while emphasizing salience as an indicator of the magnitude of 

future potential political benefits, then even high public opposition is unlikely to fully deter 

leaders from carrying out their preferred policies. 

Table 6 also indicates that in high-party states, increased TV access, given low opposition 

to the war, is associated with an increase in troops per capita of .18 (p<.01). Conversely, when 

war opposition is high, the corresponding effect is a .18 decrease in troops per capita (insig.). 

This .36 difference is significant at p<.05. In this context, increased media access can cut either 

way. These results suggest that because media coverage is likely to be more policy-centric, 

contemporaneous public opposition or support is likely to represent a relatively more reliable 

indicator of the longer-term political implications of a policy. Consequently, leaders will be more 

emboldened than their counterparts in low-party states by public support, while also being more 

strongly constrained by public opposition.  

The difference between the effects of enhanced TV access as war opposition increases from 

its lowest to highest levels is .354 in high-party states, which is over twice as large a difference as 

in low-party states (.149). This .21 troops per capita difference in the differences between low- and 

high-party states – equivalent to nearly 2 standard deviations on the troops-per-capita indicator – is 

significant at the .05 level.  

The corresponding relationships for the ENEP model are strikingly similar, and so I do not 

review them in detail. For instance, to highlight the one key relationship, as war opposition and TV 

access increase, we observe a nearly identical decline of .187 troops-per-capita in low-party states 

and .424 in high-party states, for a difference of about .24 troops-per capita (p<.05), or, as with the 

ENPP model, a little over 2 standard deviations.  
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We find similar patterns when we divide the data by the electoral system: PR vs. non-PR 

(shown in the bottom section of Table 6 and in Figure 4). Hence, rather than report the full set of 

relationships, which interested readers can review in Table 6, I again highlight the difference of 

the differences. Here, we observe that in non-PR states, variations in TV access matter not at all 

for the constraining effect of public opposition to the Iraq War. In sharp contrast, in PR states, as 

TV access increases from one standard deviation below to one standard deviation above the 

mean, the expected number of troops contributed to the coalition, given a maximum increase in 

opposition to the war, declines by .186 troops-per-capita. This nearly .19 troops-per-capita 

difference between the mediating effects of TV access on the constraint of public opinion in non-

PR vs. PR states – equivalent to nearly two standard deviations on the troop commitment 

indicator – is significant at the .05 level.  

Taken together, these results offer clear support for H7. Moreover, they strongly suggest 

that media access is, as hypothesized, an important intervening variable between citizens and 

leaders. The aforementioned alternative explanation -- that greater representativeness of multi-

party, consensual democracies, relative to two-party, majoritarian democracies accounts for any 

differences across party systems in the relationship between public opinion and troop contributions 

-- cannot account for the observed effects of TV access, holding the number of parties constant. 

Nor can it account for the reversal in the valence of those effects in low- vs. high-party states. 

CONCLUSION 

As noted at the outset of this study, scholars of international conflict have, with few 

exceptions, shown little interest in the role of the mass media as either a potential inhibitor or 

facilitator of international conflict. This is unsurprising, given the literature’s disproportionate 

emphasis on systemic level variables, deriving from the dominance of the realist approach to 
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understanding international politics. Yet recent theories of international conflict, as well as of the 

mechanisms through which domestic political factors influence states’ international behavior, 

strongly suggests a need to correct this omission.  Specifically, rationalist theories of war have 

argued that information failure is a primary cause of interstate conflict, while democratic peace 

theorists have argued that the accountability of democratic leaders to their electorates allows 

them to enhance their credibility in international disputes by, for instance, generating domestic 

audience costs. 

Both of these perspectives share in common an emphasis on the role of information 

transparency in mitigating international conflict. Yet for information to be transparent, it must 

somehow be transmitted. And in the modern era, the primary mechanisms for such transmission 

are the mass media in general, and television in particular (notwithstanding the emergence and 

proliferation of the Internet, which as of this writing remains beyond the reach of a majority of 

the world’s population).  

The evidence from my case study of the so-called “Coalition of the Willing” in Iraq 

indicates that the media do in fact influence states’ conflict behavior, albeit in differing ways and 

to varying degrees. Indeed, the data support all of my hypotheses. Contingent on having a 

relatively high number of political parties, increased public access to television is associated with 

reduced support for the war and a reduced propensity to commit troops to the CotW. Moreover, 

the constraining effect of public opposition associated with enhanced access to television appears 

largely limited to states with relatively high numbers of parties. Indeed, in low-party states, 

greater media access is associated with higher levels of public support for the war, and in higher 

levels of troop commitments. This, again, is consistent with the view that high-party systems 

promote more policy-centric media coverage of politics, which, in turn, empowers citizens to 
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more effectively monitor their leaders’ activities. Each of these effects appears more pronounced 

when the press is highly free, and hence presumably more credible to consumers. 

The reason, presumably, is that not all information is equal, nor are all information 

environments. Consumers are likely to consider information perceived as costly for the sender to 

have sent more credible, and so more persuasive, than “cheap talk.” Believability of information, 

in turn, appears to influence the responses of citizens to news about the war. Additionally, 

because publics in high-party democracies are more likely to be exposed to information 

conflicting with the leaders’ preferred framing of a foreign conflict, and hence are more likely to 

punish leaders who engage in risky adventures abroad and fail, media coverage in most instances 

matters more for leaders’ political calculations in high- than in low-party states. 

The evidence presented in this study thus clearly suggests a need to integrate more fully 

some aspects of scholarship in political communication with research into the domestic sources 

of foreign policy. Doing so will allow scholars to develop a more nuanced understanding the 

nature and effects of information transparency and credibility on states’ international conflict 

behavior. For instance, with relatively few exceptions, the empirical evidence in support of 

domestic audience costs influencing foreign policy outcomes is considerably weaker than the 

impressive array of theoretical models suggesting that audience costs “should” matter. My 

findings suggest one possible reason for the relative dearth of empirical support for this 

theoretical deduction. That is, theories of domestic audience costs that do not take into account 

the potentially multi-directional influences of news coverage on public opinion are 

underspecified. In some cases public opinion will constrain leaders; in others it will embolden 

them. Failing to disentangle the circumstances under which one or the other pattern is likely to 

emerge may lead the two patterns to, in effect, cancel each other out empirically, leading 
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scholars to wrongly conclude that there is no audience cost effect (a Type II error). 

These multidirectional patterns also hold implications for the significance of domestic 

audience costs to the Democratic Peace phenomenon. Indeed, audience cost research has tended 

to focus on the supposed pacifying effect of audience costs as a possible contributor to the 

Democratic Peace. My findings suggest that such a contribution is highly contingent, and that in 

many cases we may see the opposing pattern, with public scrutiny (attributable to media 

coverage) facilitating more, rather than less, conflict. Fearon’s (1994) seminal work on audience 

costs anticipated that such costs could make war more likely, if states reached a point where the 

costs of backing down exceeded the costs of war. My theory and evidence suggest a mechanism 

through which this perhaps counterintuitive pattern is relatively more or less likely to occur. 

In an era of rapidly expanding and diversifying mass media, the potential for media to 

influence foreign policy, via its effects on citizen awareness of and attitudes regarding the 

activities of their leaders, is also increasing. Consequently, access to and credibility of 

information via the mass media need to be assessed alongside traditional realist variables in 

scholarly efforts to account for democratic foreign policy-making. 

APPENDIX: IRAQ WAR SURVEY QUESTIONS AND PARTICIPATING COUNTRIES 
 

Date Sponsor Question Countries Included 
Apr 02 Pew “Would you favor or oppose the US and its allies 

taking military action in Iraq to end Saddam 
Hussein’s rule as part of the war on terrorism?” 
(Figures represent percent responding “oppose”) 

France, Germany, Italy, 
United Kingdome, USA 

Aug-
Sep 02 

Gallup “Would you favor or oppose sending American 
ground troops (the United States sending ground 
troops) to the Persian Gulf in an attempt to 
remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq?” 
(Figures represent percent responding “oppose”) 

Canada, Great Britain, 
Italy, Spain, USA 

Sep 02 Dagsavisen “The USA is threatening to launch a military 
attack on Iraq. Do you consider it appropriate of 
the USA to attack [WITHOUT/WITH] the 
approval of the UN?” (Figures represent average 
across the two versions of the UN approval 

Norway 
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question wording responding “under no 
circumstances”) 

Jan 03 Gallup “Are you in favor of military action against Iraq: 
under no circumstances; only if sanctioned by the 
United Nations; unilaterally by America and its 
allies?” (Figures represent percent responding 
“under no circumstances”) 

Albania, Argentina, 
Australia, Bolivia, Bosnia, 
Bulgaria, Cameroon, 
Canada, Columbia, 
Denmark, Ecuador, 
Estonia, Finland, France, 
Georgia, Germany, 
Iceland, India, Ireland, 
Kenya, Luxembourg, 
Macedonia, Malaysia, 
Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Pakistan, 
Portugal, Romania, 
Russia, South Africa, 
Spain, Switzerland, 
Uganda, United Kingdom, 
USA, Uruguay 
 

Jan 03 CVVM “Would you support a war against Iraq?” (Figures 
represent percent responding “no”) 

Czech Republic 

Jan 03 Gallup “Would you personally agree with or oppose a US 
military attack on Iraq without UN approval?” 
(Figures represent percent responding “oppose”) 

Hungary 

Jan 03 EOS-
Gallup 

“For each of the following propositions tell me if 
you agree or not. The United States should 
intervene militarily in Iraq even if the United 
Nations does not give its formal agreement.” 
(Figures represent percent responding “rather” or 
“absolutely” unjustified) 

Austria, Belgium, 
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, 
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, 
Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Malta, 
Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Romania, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, 
Turkey, United Kingdom 
 

Mar 03 Pew “Thinking about possible war with Iraq, would 
you favor or oppose [Survey country] joining the 
U.S. and other allies in military action in Iraq to 
end Saddam Hussein's rule?  (U.S. asked "Would 
you favor or oppose taking military action in Iraq 
to end Saddam Hussein's rule?")” (Figures 
represent percent responding “oppose”) 

USA, United Kingdom, 
Italy, Spain, Poland 
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Mar-
Apr 03 

Centro de 
Opinion 
Publica 

“Do you agree with the war against Iraq?” 
(Figures represent percent responding “no”) 

El Salvador 

May 03 IPSOS “Do you think the US did the right thing or the 
wrong thing when it took military action against 
the Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq?” (Figures 
represent percent responding “wrong thing”) 

Canada, France, Germany, 
Italy, Russia, Spain, 
United Kingdom, USA 

May 03 Pew On the subject of Iraq, did [survey country] make 
the right decision or the wrong decision to use 
military force against Iraq? (Figures represent 
percent responding “wrong” decision) 

USA, Great Britain, Spain, 
Australia 

May 03 Pew On the subject of Iraq, did [survey country] make 
the right decision or the wrong decision to not use 
military force against Iraq?” (Figures represent 
percent responding “right” decision) 

Nigeria, Canada, 
Germany, France, 
Indonesia, Russia, Italy, 
Brazil, Israel, Lebanon, 
Morocco, Pakistan, 
Jordan, South Korea 

May 03 Pew On the subject of Iraq, did [survey country] make 
the right decision or the wrong decision to allow 
the US and its allies to use bases for military 
action in Iraq? (Figures represent percent wrong 
decision) 

Kuwait, Turkey 
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TABLE 1a. Basic OLS Analyses of Effects of Variations in TV Access and Number of 
Parties, on Public Opposition to Iraq War and Troop Commitments to Coalition of the 
Willing (All Control Variables Excluded) 
 --Troops Deployed (Full Models)-- ----------War Opposition---------- 
 Model 1 

(ENPP) 
Model 2 
(ENEP) 

Model 3 
(PR) 

Model 4 
(ENPP) 

Model 5 
(ENEP) 

Model 6 
(PR) 

War Opposition -.0603 -.0775 -.0650 ------ ------ ------ 
 (.0618) (.0559) (.0406)    
Parties .0645^ .0531^ .0896* .0288^ .0206 .0356^ 
 (.0346) (.0301) (.0407) (.0171) (.0127) (.0194) 
TV Access .0008* .0008^ .0004* .0005^ .0005^ .0002* 
 (.0004) (.0004) (.0002) (.0003) (.0002) (.0001) 
Parties x TV Access -.0002^ -.0001^ -.0004* -.0001^ -.0001^ -.0002^ 
 (.0001) (.0001) (.0002) (.0001) (.0000) (.0001) 
Constant -.3267* -.3234^ -.1193** -.1243^ -.1112^ -.0358^ 
 (.1543) (.1632) (.0431) (.0724) (.0669) (.0192) 
Observations 51 51 62 102 98 172 
R-squared .51 .47 .58 .33 .28 .32 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, ^ p<0.10; Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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TABLE 1b. OLS Analyses of Effects of Variations in TV Access and Number of Parties, on Public Opposition to Iraq War and Troop 

Commitments to Coalition of the Willing 

 ----------War Opposition---------- ---Troops Deployed (Full Models)--- Troops Deployed (No War Opposition) 
 Model 1 

(ENPP) 

Model 2 

(ENEP) 

Model 3 

(PR) 

Model 4 

(ENPP) 

Model 5 

(ENEP) 

Model 6 

(PR) 

Model 7 

(ENPP) 

Model 8 

(ENEP) 

Model 9 

(PR) 
          

War Opposition ------ ------ ------ -.0064 -.0186 -.0358 ------ ------ ------ 

    (.0524) (.0532) (.0315)    

Parties -.0681 -.0697 -.0634 .0491** .0501** .1671** .0357* .0256^ .0498* 
 (.0466) (.0441) (.1525) (.0170) (.0184) (.0535) (.0162) (.0131) (.0236) 

TV Access -.0011* -.0013* -.0005^ .0008*** .0009** .0006*** .0006** .0006** .0003* 
 (.0005) (.0005) (.0003) (.0002) (.0003) (.0001) (.0002) (.0002) (.0001) 

Parties x TV Access .0003* .0003* .0006* -.0002** -.0002** -.0005** -.0001* -.0001* -.0003* 
 (.0001) (.0001) (.0003) (.0000) (.0000) (.0001) (.0001) (.0000) (.0001) 

GDP per-capita -.0000 .0000 -.0000 .0000 -.0000 -.0000 -.0000 -.0000 .0000 
 (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) 
% GDP .0503 -.1022 .0253 -.4408** -.3550* -.2678** -.2742* -.2481* -.1064* 

 (.4624) (.4434) (.3938) (.1566) (.1437) (.0921) (.1102) (.1042) (.0531) 

Infant Mortality -.0008 -.0009 -.0030 .0018* .0020^ .0022* .0016^ .0018^ .0008 
 (.0020) (.0018) (.0023) (.0009) (.0010) (.0010) (.0008) (.0010) (.0005) 

Secondary Enrollment -.0023 -.0024 .0011 .0032** .0032* .0008 .0017^ .0016 .0003 
 (.0024) (.0022) (.0020) (.0010) (.0013) (.0008) (.0009) (.0011) (.0005) 

Inflation .0075^ .0081^ .0074 -.0040* -.0040^ -.0019 -.0007 -.0007 -.0001 
 (.0041) (.0046) (.0056) (.0018) (.0020) (.0015) (.0009) (.0008) (.0001) 
Democracy .0242 .0226 -.0141 -.0389** -.0382* -.0024 -.0032 .0004 .0017^ 
 (.0328) (.0311) (.0089) (.0136) (.0157) (.0032) (.0034) (.0032) (.0009) 

NATO -.0584 -.0578 -.0828 .0796** .0764* .0570* .0552* .0600* .0660* 
 (.1024) (.1014) (.1046) (.0273) (.0288) (.0250) (.0233) (.0251) (.0284) 

US Ally .0768 .0598 .0553 -.0777* -.0662* -.0527* -.0454* -.0428^ -.0290^ 
 (.0928) (.0922) (.0832) (.0289) (.0286) (.0224) (.0225) (.0216) (.0168) 

Constant -.1603 -.0553 -.2855 -.0979 -.1696 -.2132* -.2522^ -.2695^ -.0923 
 (.3696) (.3712) (.2205) (.1167) (.1310) (.0972) (.1316) (.1460) (.0670) 

Observations 50 50 59 50 50 59 80 80 125 

R-squared .35 .35 .25 .76 .73 .73 .58 .54 .49 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, ^ p<0.10; Robust standard errors in parentheses 
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TABLE 2. Expected Opposition to Iraq War and Troop 
Contributions to Coalition of the Willing, as Number of 
Parties and TV Access Vary 

 ---------------All States--------------- 
 TV Low TV High Diff 

 Expected Opposition to Iraq War 
ENPP    
Low .703 .548 -.155* 
High .646 .840 .194** 
ENEP    
Low .716 .529 -.187* 
High .645 .829 .183* 
PR    
No .677 .511 -.165^ 
Yes .693 .720 .027 

 Expected Troop Contributions to CotW 
ENPP    
Low -.036 .176 0.213** 
High .036 -.060 -0.100* 
ENEP    
Low -.053 .190 .242** 
High .044 -.045 -.089^ 
PR    
No -.073 .245 .318** 
Yes .015 .045 .030* 

^^p<.11, ^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01 
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TABLE 3. OLS Analyses of Effects of Variations in Press Freedom, TV Access and Number of Parties on Public Opposition to Iraq War and 
Troop Commitments to Coalition of the Willing  
 -----------ENPP----------- ----------ENEP---------- --------------PR------------- ENPP ENEP PR 
 Model 1 

(Opinion) 
Model 2 
(Troops) 

Model 3 
(Opinion) 

Model 4 
(Troops) 

Model 5 
(Opinion) 

Model 6 
(Troops) 

Model 7 
(Troops) 

Model 8 
(Troops) 

Model 9 
(Troops) 

Log(War Opposition) --------------
---------- 

-.0196 
(.0517) 

------------
------------ 

-.0273 
(.0568) 

--------------
---------- 

-.0113 
(.0393) 

   

Free Press .0728 
(.2447) 

.0680 
(.0898) 

-.0285 
(.1839) 

.0388 
(.1385) 

.1801 
(.1387) 

-.0686 
(.0508) 

-.0451 
(.0363) 

-.0209 
(.0290) 

-.0500 
(.0192)** 

PR -.0832 
(.0558) 

.0497 
(.0181)** 

-.0650 
(.0514) 

.0500 
(.0198)* 

-.1195 
(.1418) 

.1799 
(.0508)*** 

.0399 
(.0188)* 

.0193 
(.0169) 

.0703 
(.0231)** 

TV Access -.0038 
(.0015)* 

.0006 
(.0005) 

.0006 
(.0018) 

.0008 
(.0007) 

.0005 
(.0005) 

.0003 
(.0002)* 

.0003 
(.0003) 

.0005 
(.0003) 

.0001 
(.0000)* 

Parties x TV Access .0009 
(.0003)** 

-.0001 
(.0001) 

.0000 
(.0003) 

-.0002 
(.0002) 

-.0005 
(.0006) 

-.0006 
(.0002)*** 

-.0001 
(.0001) 

-.0001 
(.0001) 

-.0003 
(.0001)*** 

TV Access x Free Press .0026 
(.0012)* 

.0002 
(.0004) 

-.0016 
(.0015) 

.0001 
(.0005) 

-.0010 
(.0005)^ 

.0003 
(.0002)^ 

.0004 
(.0003) 

.0001 
(.0002) 

.0004 
(.0001)** 

PR x Free Press x TV 
Access 

-.0006 
(.0002)* 

-.0001 
(.0001) 

.0003 
(.0002) 

.0000 
(.0002) 

.0012 
(.0005)* 

-.0001 
(.0001) 

-.0001 
(.0000) 

.0000 
(.0000) 

-.0002 
(.0001)^ 

GDP per-capita .0000 
(.0000) 

.0000 
(.0000) 

.0000 
(.0000) 

.0000 
(.0000) 

-.00001 
(.00000)* 

.0000 
(.0000) 

.0000 
(.0000) 

-.000002 
(.000001)* 

.00000 
(.00000) 

% GDP -.1366 
(.4970) 

-.4885 
(.1614)** 

-.0571 
(.4428) 

-.3891 
(.1551)* 

-.2246 
(.3555) 

-.1873 
(.0811)* 

-.2760 
(.1150)* 

-.1663 
(.1147) 

-.0855 
(.0395)* 

Infant Mortality -.0017 
(.0024) 

.0023 
(.0015) 

-.0022 
(.0021) 

.0021 
(.0017) 

-.0024 
(.0019) 

.0014 
(.0007)^ 

.0018 
(.0009)* 

.0018 
(.0011) 

.0007 
(.0004)^ 

Secondary Enrollment -.0022 
(.0028) 

.0031 
(.0011)** 

-.0009 
(.0021) 

.0032 
(.0015)* 

.0006 
(.0022) 

.0001 
(.0006)** 

.0018 
(.0011)^ 

.0021 
(.0012)^ 

.0002 
(.0004) 

Democracy .0329 
(.0410) 

-.0399 
(.0128)** 

.0349 
(.0415) 

-.0398 
(.0164)* 

.0130 
(.0080) 

-.0017 
(.0024) 

-.0015 
(.0034) 

-.0001 
(.0038) 

.0005 
(.0008) 

Inflation .0042 
(.0076) 

-.0046 
(.0031) 

.0024 
(.0075) 

-.0036 
(.0034) 

-.0012 
(.0073) 

.0003 
(.0016) 

-.0008 
(.0012) 

-.0006 
(.0012) 

-.0002 
(.0001)^ 

NATO -.0816 
(.1292) 

.0832 
(.0271)** 

-.1570 
(.1216) 

.0735 
(.0323)* 

-.1003 
(.1089) 

.0555 
(.0248)* 

.0545 
(.0242)* 

.0357 
(.0243) 

.0609 
(.0211)** 

US Ally .0974 
(.1037) 

-.0780 
(.0276)** 

.1317 
(.0919) 

-.0754 
(.0313)* 

.0768 
(.0828) 

-.0339 
(.0200)^ 

-.0446 
(.0244)^ 

-.0200 
(.0173) 

-.0235 
(.0146) 

Majority Muslim .3331 
(.1506)* 

-.1459 
(.1752) 

.2245 
(.1582) 

-.1879 
(.1995) 

.4647 
(.0748)*** 

---------------
--------- 

   

Constant -.1977 
(.5001) 

-.0196 
(.0517) 

-.2544 
(.5288) 

-.0273 
(.0568) 

-.5302 
(.1912)** 

-.1111 
(.0722) 

-.2504 
(.1313)^ 

-.2736 
(.1756) 

-.0502 
(.0413) 

Observations 48 48 47 47 57 56 75 74 119 
R-squared .40 .80 .41 .75 .45 .85 .60 .49 .68 
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, ^ p<0.10; Robust standard errors in parentheses 
Note: all models exclude 1-2 extreme residual outlier observations. 
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Table 4. Effects of Variations in TV Access, Number of Parties, and Press Freedom on War Opposition and CotW Troops Contributions 
 Expected Opposition to Iraq War Expected Troop Contributions to CotW 
  ---------------Full Models--------------- ---Excluding War Opposition Control--- 

   

Diff. in TV Effects 
given Low- vs. High-

Party System 

 Diff. in TV Effects 
given Low- vs. High-

Party System  

Diff. in TV Effects 
given Low- vs. High-

Party System 

 

Less 
Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

Less Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

Less 
Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

Less 
Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

Less Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

Less Free 
Press 

More 
Free 
Press 

ENPP Low             
Low TV Access -.647 -.380   -.100 -.030   -.026 -.03   
High TV Access -1.610 -.627   .109 .193   .024 .171   
Difference -.963^ -.247^   .209 .223**   .050 .201**   
ENPP High             
Low TV Access -.474 -.494   .003 .042   .057 .028   
High TV Access .160 -.184   .005 -.056   -.059 -.031   
Difference .634 .310* 1.597** .557** .002 -.098* -.207 -.321** -.116^^ -.059^^ -.166 -.260** 
ENEP Low             
Low TV Access -.189 -.382   -.116 -.065   -.016 -.025   
High TV Access .085 -.683   .152 .234   .124 .159   
Difference .274 -.301^   .268 .300**   .14 .184^   
ENEP High             
Low TV Access -.409 -.473   -.031 .015   .002 -.002   
High TV Access -.154 -.328   -.029 .034   -.015 .043   
Difference .255 .145^ -.019 .446* .002 .019 -.266 -.281** -.017 .045 -.157 -.139** 
NOT PR             
Low TV Access .668 .687   .955 .941   -.002 .004   
High TV Access .927 .516   1.158 1.384   .055 .265   
Difference .259 -.171*   .203* .443**   .057* .261**   
PR             
Low TV Access .547 .673   1.044 1.016   .027 .005   
High TV Access .565 .761   .912 1.038   -.065 .017   
Difference .018 .088^^ -.241 .259** -.131* .021 -.335** -.422** -.092** .012 -.149** -.249** 
^^p<.15, ^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01 
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TABLE 5. OLS Analyses of Effects of Variations in War Opposition, TV Access 

and Number of Parties on Troop Commitments to Coalition of the Willing 

 Model 1 

(ENPP) 

Model 2 

(ENEP) 

Model 3 

(PR)a 

War Opposition -.0042 -.0521 -.0542 
 (.1676) (.1750) (.0747) 

Parties .0605** .0610** .2283*** 
 (.0170) (.0183) (.0523) 

TV Access .0007** .0007** .0006*** 
 (.0002) (.0003) (.0001) 

Parties x TV Access -.0002** -.0002** -.0006*** 
 (.0001) (.0001) (.0002) 

Parties x War Opposition .0463 .0574^ .1823^ 
 (.0370) (.0308) (.0913) 

Parties x TV Access x War Opposition -.0001* -.0001^ -.0003^ 
 (.0000) (.0000) (.0001) 

GDP per-capita .0000 -.0000 -.0000 
 (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) 
% GDP -.3984* -.3107* -.2496* 

 (.1622) (.1521) (.1007) 

Infant Mortality .0019^ .0020* .0022* 
 (.0009) (.0009) (.0009) 
Secondary Enrollment .0028* .0026^ .0005 
 (.0012) (.0013) (.0007) 
Inflation -.0046* -.0047* -.0021 
 (.0019) (.0021) (.0014) 

Democracy -.0354* -.0335* -.0017 
 (.0147) (.0155) (.0032) 

NATO .0795** .0770* .0724** 
 (.0276) (.0297) (.0263) 

US Ally -.0648* -.0518^ -.0413^ 
 (.0292) (.0290) (.0210) 

Constant -.0837 -.1356 -.2074* 
 (.1213) (.1211) (.0890) 

Observations 50 50 58 

R-squared .78 .76 .81 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, ^ p<0.10; Robust standard errors in parentheses 
a
Model excludes one extreme residual outlier observation (Canada). 
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TABLE 6. Effects of Variations in War Opposition, TV Access, and Number of Parties on 
Number of Troops Contributed to Coalition of the Willing 

 

Minimum 
War 

Opposition 

Maximum 
War 

Opposition 

Difference 
(Low vs. High 

TV Access) 

Difference (in Diff. Between 
Low vs. High TV Effects, 

Low vs. High Parties) 
ENPP Low     
Low TV Access -0.098 -0.012 -0.086  
High TV Access 0.208 0.145 0.063  
Difference 0.306** 0.157* 0.149*  
ENPP High    .21* 
Low TV Access -0.121 0.087 -0.208  
High TV Access 0.057 -0.089 0.146  
Difference 0.178** -0.176 0.354*  
ENEP Low        
Low TV Access -0.106 -0.021 -0.085  
High TV Access 0.237 0.135 0.102  
Difference 0.343** 0.156** 0.187*  
ENEP High    .24* 
Low TV Access -0.166 0.102 -0.268  
High TV Access 0.078 -0.078 0.156  
Difference 0.244^ -0.18** 0.424*  
NOT PR        
Low TV Access -0.019 -0.083 0.064  
High TV Access 0.317 0.252 0.065  
Difference 0.336** 0.335** 0.001  
PR    .18* 
Low TV Access -0.06 0.038 -0.098  
High TV Access 0.101 0.013 0.088  
Difference 0.161* -0.025 0.186*  
^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01 
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^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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^p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01 
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 *p<.05 




