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Abstract

Recent scholarship on international institutions bagun to explore potentially
powerfulindirect pathways by which international institutions maffuence states’ domestic
politics of countries, and thereby influence theefgn policy preferences and strategies of
state leaders. In this paper we provide evidencementing the indirect impact of
institutional cues on public support for the uséoote through an analysis of individual level
survey data and a survey-based experiment thatiegarsupport for a hypothetical
American intervention in East Timor. We find thastitutional endorsements increase
support for the use of force among members of tmercan public who value the institution
making the endorsement and among those who dcawetdonfidence in the President.
These individual-level analyses show internationstitutionscan affect domestic support for
military action by serving providing a valuable ¢sead opinion” on the proposed use of

force.



Introduction

Recent scholarship on international institutions begun to explore potentially
powerfulindirect pathways by which international institutions maffuence states’ domestic
politics of countries, and thereby influence theefgn policy preferences and strategies of
state leaders. This new research program markm#icant department from the debate on
international institutions that was carried outidgrthe 1980s and much of the 1990s.
Scholars then heavily focused on a propadieetct pathway by which international
institutions might affect international outcoméshis work focused on the role that
international organizations (10s) play in providimformation to state leaders about the
behavior and intentions of other state actors (l&eehl982, 1984; Stein 1982, 1990;
Keohane and Axelrod 1985). This research prograneted lines of criticism regarding
relative gains issues (XXX; Krasner 1991) and thessantive importance of the impact of
IOs (Mearsheimer 1994). Perhaps most importastlgplars have noted that both the
construction of I0s and compliance with their rutesy be endogenous to state preferences.
Thus the direct causal impact of IOs on state bhieh&as been drawn into question (Downes,
Rocke, and Barsoom 1996). Institutionalist scheolave sought to respond to these critiques
(Powell 1994) and the debate about the direct esffeicinternational organizations goes on to
this day. In particular, recent work in this ahees paid closer attention to identifying the
direct causal effects of international organizagion state behavior in such areas as
international finance (Simmons 2000; von Stein 2@Bmons and Hopkins 2005; XXX).

However, as noted above, a new research programternational institutions has
emerged alongside this older research trajectBrylding on the path-finding work by
Putnam (1988), this new research looks not at mbernational institutions might directly
influence the calculations of state leaders, binoat they might do so indirectly, or more

precisely, how they might influence national leadey affecting the domestic conditions in



which they must operate (Simmons and Martin 199&zber 2003; Vreeland 2003). For
example, several studies in this new research anodpave examined the manner in which
international arrangements can influence the damkegtal conditions in which judicial and
political leaders frame policy choices (Goldstéahler, Keohane, and Slaughter, 2001).
Other work has suggested that international ingtits such as the World Trade Organization
(WTO) provide information to voters in democracmswhether their leaders are pursuing
appropriate commercial policies, and this inform@atin turn can constrain the trade policy
behavior of those leaders (Mansfield, Milner, are&dorff 2002). Finally, and most
pertinent to the current discussion, the succes&silare of national leaders to obtain
international authorization or support for the oééorce may have an important impact on
public support for such use of military force, asiataining or failing to enjoy public support
in turn may enhance or constrain the ability aric@&Ety of national leaders when they
consider the option of using force abroad (ChaparahReiter 2004; Chapman 2007; Voeten
2005; Thompson 2006; Fang 2008).

This new line of research provides an importanutighto those who remain
skeptical of the impact of international institutgdo By looking at indirect causal pathways,
we see that 10s are important. Moreover, thesedadeffects of IOs may be important in
security affairs, where skeptics suggest their chgaminimal (Mearsheimer 1994).
Chapman and Reiter (2004), for example, arguethigat/nited Nations Security Council can
provide an important signal to a state’s citizelnswt whether or not they should support
their leader’s desire to use military force. Chaprand Reiter demonstrate that American
presidents have enjoyed larger “rally ‘round tlagTfleffects when the United Nations
endorses the use of force than when it does natrsed They speculate that the preferences

of citizens may be closer to those of the 10 theirtstate leader, allowing the 10 to provide



an informative signal to the pubffcChapman (2007) and Fang (2008) present game-
theoretic analyses that formalize and generaligzesttyument. Their models demonstrate
that a “rational public” could use signals from I@sdetermine whether they should reward
or punish their leaders for the use of force.

To show that the intuitions of Chapman (2007), F&@§8), and Chapman and
Reiter (2004) are correct about thigirect causal pathway requires empirical evidence at the
micro-level. Formal work demonstrating that ratiomembers of the pubicoulduse IOs as
informative signals does not mean that they actudiso. A substantial literature on public
opinion directly address this question—under wieiditions will poorly informed
individuals be able to behave as if they are filfprmed. The aggregate correlation
between UN endorsement and rally size could beaaevariety of selection effects
regarding the decisions of leader to seek endonsisnaad the willingness of the UN to grant
them. Individual level data is necessary to shuat actual behavior matches the theorized
behavior.

In this paper we extend the signaling logic desatiby Chapman and Fang by
connecting their argument to the literature on @respublic opinion. In doing so, we
complete the theoretical causal chain linking I@state behavior through the mechanism of
domestic politics. Specifically, we find that I@Qdorsements increase support for the use of
force among members of the American public who evdihe institution making the
endorsement and among those who do not have canéde the President. We reach these
conclusions about the indirect impact of 10 cuepohblic support for the use of force
through an analysis of individual level survey datal a survey-based experiment that
examines support for a hypothetical American irgation in East Timor. By examining the

responses to 10 cues at the individual level, veeadle to determine which members of the

! Thompson (2006) makes a similar argument about thadtgé UN endorsement on the attitudes of citizens



public do and do not respond to such cues and dywdo so. This individual-level analysis
allows us to document the mechanism by which 1Q®ose costs and benefits on state
leaders regarding the use of force and it allow®wetermine the circumstances under
which it will be more or less important for the Bident considering the use of force to obtain
a “second opinion” from an 10. In doing so, owsutks also shed further light on the

longstanding question of whether or not the Amerigablic is multilateralist.

Explaining the Public’s Preference for Internationd Authorization for War

Since the advent of modern survey methods, schbéars debated the question of
whether the American public is “internationalist’“@solationist” (Almond 1950, Caspary
1970). This debate has concerned two separatelated attitudes: the relative willingness
to get involved in foreign matters (“internatiorsai”) and the relative willingness to partner
with others (“multilateralism”) as opposed to agtedone. Over the past two decades, a
growing number of studies have shown that majaritiethe U.S. public are internationalist
in general, and in particular are more likely tpport U.S. foreign policies that may end in
war if the American government first obtains intranal authorization or support for the
use of force (see, for example, Wittkopf 1990; Paige Shapiro 1992, and Page and Bouton
2006; Kull and Ramsay 1994, Kull 1995, Kull, Destlend Ramsay 1997, and Kull and
Destler 1999; Holsti 1996 and 2004; Page and BoR@@)6). At the same time, the UN came
under considerable criticism within some U.S. esatiuring the run-up to the Iraq War
precisely for the way it was perceived to be uselihtit and constrain U.S. freedom of
action. More importantly, some studies continuértd a more muted, ambivalent or
conditional support for military multilateralismg@dtleson and Britton 1998; Jentleson (2003-

2004; and Eichenberg 2005). That is, the publicegally tends to support multilateralist

in states other than the one considering the usercé f



policies, but varies significantly in the strengttthis preference. Unfortunately, we know
relatively little about what causes variation irf@rences for multilateralism across issues,
and we lack an understanding of how differing segnef the public may vary in their
preference for multilateralism from one militaryssion to another.

Answering these questions requires that we deeelmpre nuanced understanding of
why the American public might prefer to use mijtdorce as part of a multilateral operation
with the endorsement of an international organaratiFor example, Americans may assign
importance to multilateralism because they belibag it improves the ability of the United
States to negotiate with an adversary and fightesgfully if necessary. Similarly, the public
might believe that multilateralism helps the Unif&tdtes share the costs of using military
force more equitably with its partners against micwn foe. And finally, as Chapman
(2007) and Fang (2008) argue, multilateralism miag the public a second opinion about
the wisdom and merits of their leaders’ desirese military forcée’

The support of allies and the attainment of inteomal authorization to use force if
necessary can help a country in dealing with aresdwy. Such external support may
enhance the credibility of the country’s signalgpeceful intent to end the crisis through
diplomacy, as well as the credibility of its threé&d use force if the adversary does not meet
the country’s demands (Voeten 2001; Schultz 2008nipson 2006). In addition, if
bargaining fails and war ensues, allies can proki&p: recent scholarship indicates that
countries that have allies (and especially demmcadites) are much more likely to win the
wars in which they participate than countries figdit without allies (Stam 1996; Choi 2001,
2003).

While the strategic benefits of allies are (mostgll known to policymakers and

scholars, the literature on attitude formation ssgg that the public may be looking for



relatively simple heuristics to tell them whethsmg military force is the “right thing to do”
in a particular instance. Members of the Ameripahlic face a serious problem of
asymmetric information when a president arguesriditary operations abroad (Chapman
and Reiter 2004; Chapman 2007; Fang 2008). Iringdke case for war, the president can
claim to base the choice on top secret informattian (allegedly) validates that the use of
force is both just and necessary. Even in theratesef such appeals to secret information,
Americans rarely have the opportunity or resoutoeserify arguments made by the
administration on behalf of the possible use ofdor

Despite this lack of information, numerous studiepublic opinion still indicate that
the public is reasonably capable of expressingpareferences and making voting choices
that are consistent with their “interests” constrirea material sense (Lupia 1994; Lupia and
McCubbins 1998). According to these studies, thiaip is capable of making these choices
because of their ability to interpret cues fronteeiources. Individuals know which elites
they generally agree with and adopt positions ftbese cues.

In matters of war, it is argued that the publieadls to cues from party leaders (Zaller
1992; Larson 1996; Berinsky 2007). Yet there iseason to believe that the public could
not also be influenced by cues from internatiotitd® International organizations like the
UN Security Council and NATO meet the minimum aideor credible cue givers. For a
cue to be informative, Lupia and McCubbins (1998pbkasize that the cue giver needs to be
perceived by the receiver to be more informed abiwuttrue” state of the world than the
receiver. International institutions clearly appwameet this necessary condition for giving
informative cues. For instance, while the pubkoerally does not see the classified
information that drives decisions about war, fondigaders being asked to join a military

operation are likely to see at least some of tifarimation. Moreover, foreign governments

%A related claim that - consistent with our argumeistthat members of the public believes that instinstio



will have their own intelligence, diplomatic, andlitary assessment capabilities and
presumably will be relying on them to second-guwaess validate what the U.S. government
advocates. By extension, the voting represengtivéhese governments in international
institutions are likely to be acting on informatiahout the military operation that is not
available to the American public.

Next, Lupia and McCubbins emphasize that inforneagirte cues must satisfy one of
the following two criteria: 1) the cue giver andee/er share common interests, or 2) the cue
giver faces external constraints (such as costlgr@c For many Americans, international
institutions are likely to be perceived as meeting or both of these criteria. Americans
with strong internationalist sentiments probablg semmon interests with international
organizations. However, the costs that membeestatan IO may face for supporting the
use of force may be just as persuasive. In suigoidrce, these states face at least one of
three potential costs: a) a domestic political éossupporting an action if it is disfavored by
the public, b) a human and financial cost in joghancoalition, or c) the legitimization of
American military force (this is likely to be espadty true for traditional rivals like Russia
and China).

However our primary interest is not whether intéioral organizations are capable of
being informative cues, but rather why some pesptae people choose to turn to these
international organizations for cues. When a plersi requests the nation (and the Congress)
to support a military action citizens can suppopipose, or feel they need additional
information. For those who are confident in thedttent and who place little value on
international organizations, additional informatisrunnecessary. Similarly, pacifists who
are always opposed to the use of force likely regquo additional information in making a

choice. Yet for everyone else (or the majorityhef population), a “second opinion” is likely

such as the United Nations Security Council have breasted with moral legitimacy (Hurd 2002, 2005),
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to aid in decision making. This expectation issistent with Boudreau (2006) who finds
that when individuals are presented with a cuetti@t believe is only weakly reliable, they
attend to subsequent cues - even only weakly fel@ies - and use this information to verify
the accuracy of the unreliable cues against onthano In our situation, subjects are
presented with two cues about the use of forcelsameously - one from the President and
one from an 10. Thus we expect that they willadtéo the 1O cue unless two conditions are
satisfied: 1) they do not find the 10 cue relialalad 2) they find the President's cue reliable
and thus do not require the 10 cue to verify his.cu

Let us elaborate on these paths to a second opiisiog a somewhat crude, but we
hope helpful, analogy. Suppose a loved one comgsut asking for your support for a
rhinoplasty procedure (nose job). This loved oag & different times complained both of
difficulty with breathing and displeasure with thesthetics of the nose. You are willing to
support the procedure for medical reasons (diffycieathing due to deviated septum), but
not for vanity (concerned with how the nose looki$)you are confident in your loved one’s
ability to diagnose the problem and hold littleasdfor the diagnostic abilities of doctors,
then you may proceed directly to scheduling the@dare. However, if you are not
confident in your loved one’s ability to diagnosdeviated septum, you would want to seek
the guidance of a doctor. Or you may be configdeybur loved one’s self-diagnosis, but
simply hold high esteem for doctors and want ta iear opinion before agreeing to
surgery. Thus, there are two paths to seeking@nsiopinion—lack of confidence in the
ability to diagnose, and general esteem and re$pecther’s ability to correctly diagnose a
problem.

Some individuals may attend to cues from IOs bez#usy are not confident in the

President’s ability to “diagnose” international plems and “prescribe” the appropriate

giving the UN an ability to send persuasive cues.
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treatment. For individuals skeptical about thesiient’s case, the fact that the international
institutions are comprised of the representatifesany different states — some of whom
may not view the United States favorably — meaasttie institution can serve as something
of a check on reckless American behavior. Thasiinternational institution endorses the
use of force, then a variety of non-U.S. officiadso do not necessarily share common
interests with the President nevertheless agreertititary force is justified in this instance.
Thus, the IO can act as verification even for Awems who do not value the institution
intrinsically but do not trust the President.

Other individuals may simply place intrinsic valoie the endorsement of
international institutions (Cf. esteem for doctor$hese individuals value the procedures
involved in obtaining international sanction foethse of force and so are likely to view
themselves as sharing "common interests" with magonal institutions when it comes to
guestions of the use of force. If an internatianatitution sanctions the use of force, then
these individuals should attend to that cue andgutie mission to be in their interest as well.

This perspective on IO endorsements as cues ssgbasimultilateralism will be
important to two categories of individuals: 1) taagho do not have confidence in the
President and require some verification of hisestents, and 2) those who value 10s
intrinsically. Those who do not value I@sdwho already have confidence in the President,
however, would see little value in such a “secopiuhion” role and should have no reason to
prefer multilateral missions to unilateral onesdded, such individuals may even prefer
unilateralism either for normative reasons or beeanf the logistical problems that many

believe come along with multilateral action (KulicaDestler 1999).

Measuring the Public's Preference for Multilateralism
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We begin our analysis by evaluating the extentheclvthe public has a generalized
preference for multilateralism. We agree with Eicherg (2005) that much of the existing
data may bias respondents toward "preferring” fatgtialism because the questions often do
not force respondents to face up to the potemtidebffs in following a multilateral path.

We are not surprised, for example, that a largentgjof the public prefers that the U.S. use
force with U.N. approval rather than without. Otityse who actively think that
multilateralism is bad would disagree with thisifios. The central question, however, is
what the president should do after attempting failing, to obtain U.N. support? Should the
president wait until the Security Council can bespaded or proceed without U.N. support?
Answers to this kind of question provide a betteasure of public attitudes toward
multilateralism because they capture the extentttich the public is willing to pay costs (or
accept constraints) in order to obtain internaticu@port.

In a survey fielded in October 2004 through KnowledNetworks, we asked a sample
of the public, “Before deciding to take militarytemn, the president often seeks the approval
of international organizations like the United Nas. What should the president do if he is
not able to gain that approval?” Of course, soewpfe will never support the use of force,
even with U.N approval, while others believe th&t Bpproval is not even desirable, so we
allowed respondents to offer these opinions as. wiedble 1 reports the answer categories
and the distribution of responses to this questMfe see clearly that the vast majority of the
public believes that the US ought to attempt t@awbU.N support before using force, with
only very small minorities believing either thaetbS should not even seek UN approval or
that the US should not use force regardless of UtNaization. That is, we find that the
public overwhelmingly prefers multilateralism whieis not costly.

Table 1 About Here
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When obtaining multilateral support might requiledng US behavior, however, the
public is quite divided about how to proceed. &w&r 40% of the public prefers to proceed
unilaterally, but an almost identical proportiontieé pubic prefers multilateralism even if it
requires altering US policy. Who are these respats] and why do they prefer to see costly
(in)action if it is necessary to gain IO sanction the use of force?

The second opinion hypothesis suggests that thbseave less confident in the
President will be more likely to look to internatad organizations for a cue when deciding
whether to support the use of military force. @iag the responses in Table 1 by party
identification gives some preliminary support tsthiew. Here we can see that Democrats —
who were less likely to be confident in the sittiegublican President — had a much stronger
preference for multilateralism. To investigatestresult further, we analyze respondents in
the two middle categories of Tablé Specifically, we take the two middle categorieshef
guestion in Table 1 to form a dependent variable code “[The President] should take
military action even without international approtfahe thinks it is necessary” equal to 0, and
set “He should delay military action until he re@s international approval” equal to 1.

Our independent variables include sex, educatige, and two variables concerning
our second opinion hypothesis: party identificatoma confidence in the White House.
Partisan identification is coded -1 for Democrétsr Independents, and 1 for Republicans.
For “confidence in the White House” our survey askespondents to state whether they are
very confident, somewhat confident, not very coafitl or not at all confident “in the people
running the White House.” This variable is meadwas a 4-point likert scale with higher

values indicating greater confidence in the Whitaige.

% We set aside those who oppose force no matter wHahase who think a president should be free to use
force regardless of 10 approval because we expattlibse responses will be driven by other factors. We
tested this assumption by analyzing all the respongbsawnultinomial logit model which allows for
categorical rather than ordinal responses. Thig/aisahdicated that variation into the extreme caties was
driven by different factors than within the centmab categories. The multinomial logit also yieldeahitar
results to the probit model we report regardingatan between the two central categories.
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We expect a negative coefficient for party ID bessaRepublicans should be less
likely to rely on the cue from the UN. As we notgabve, however, this partisan difference
could be due to a difference in party prefereneganmding the intrinsic value of the UN or it
could be due to a lack of confidence in the Pregid&hus, when we include “confidence in
the White House” in our analysis, we expect thatade to have a negative coefficient and
we expect the substantive size of the coefficienphrty ID to be reduced. This coefficient
should now reflect the impact of partisanshifer controlling for its “second opinion” effect.
The results of these analyses are presented i Rabl

Table 2 About Here

Both of these expectations are strongly supporkatty identification is significant
and negative in both analyses, but the effecteatty attenuated after we control for
confidence in the White House. In addition to damipg the effect of party identification,
confidence in the White House also has a signifiead negative impact on preference for
UN endorsement. This is consistent with the “selagpinion” hypothesis. Respondents who
report less confidence in the White House prefétimgafor UN approval to unilateral action.
As for demographic controls, those with more edoocadre less inclined to require the
approval of an international organization in ortteuse military force. Women, on the other
hand, prefer to have international assent for 8eeaf force. Age, however, has no impact on
support for multilateralism.

Finally, we perform a third analysis to investigtte relative importance of
confidence in the President and intrinsic prefeesrfor IO endorsement. If Democrats, on
average, exhibit stronger support for multilatgralicies, we would expect that confidence in
the White House will play a smaller role in detanmg the opinion of Democrats about the
need for UN approval because they will value suddoesements regardless of their views of

the President. For Republicans, who generally leseabout getting international approval,
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on the other hand, confidence in the White Housellshbe a more powerful predictor of
whether international approval is required for tise of force. Our third analysis therefore
adds an interaction term betwdearty ID andConfidence in White House the previous
model. We see in this case that the coefficienttfe interaction term is positive and
significant at the < .1 level. Thus, the effect @onfidence in White House greater for
Republicans than it is for Democrats.

Figure 1 depicts the predicted probabilities tleapondents will prefer waiting for the
UN when approval is not forthcoming by party IDlig8tly over a half (53%) of Democrats
who are “very confident” in the White House (whdentrolling for other factors) would still
like to see approval from an international orgatiizg which again demonstrates the strong
preference Democrats have for multilateral ingbng. For Republicans, only 13% of those
who are “very confident” in the White House (agaiantrolling for other factors) see the
need to have the approval of an international argdion before the President uses force.
Among those who are not confident in the White Holmwever, the partisan gap narrows
substantially with large majorities of Democratsl &epublicans preferring multilateralism.

These data lead us to several important conclusibast public preferences for
multilateralism. On the one hand, consistent Witii and Destler as well as with Holsti, we
find that, in the abstract, the public overwhelniyngrefers that military force be used
multilaterally rather than unilaterally. At thensa time, consistent with Jentleson and Britton
as well as with Eichenberg, we find that much of teneralized preferences falls away
when respondents are faced with the potential @stconstraints of working with
international institutions such as the UN. Finglhe assent of international organizations is
most important for those who lack confidence infnesident and therefore need a “second

opinion.”
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Nevertheless, a number of important questions remnaanswered by these data.
Will the public actually attend to cues from I0semhdeciding whether to support the use of
force in concrete cases, or is the preference totilateralism restricted to abstract questions
about how the US ought to behave? Will the Amerijgablic attend to cues from IOs when
they are also presented with cues from domestieselor will domestic politics dominate
their opinions? If the public continues to attéaadues from 10s in these circumstances, will
their attention be mediated by their attitudes t@A®s and their confidence in the President,

or will concerns over burden-sharing have a graatpact?

Experiments on the “Second Opinion” Hypothesis

In order to address these critical issues, we aexahata from a survey experiment
that measures support for a specific military noisswvhile manipulating the cues that
subjects receive about elite support — both doweitiand internationally — for the mission.
Our experiment asks subjects about sending Ameticaps to East Timor in response to a
hypothetical Indonesian attack against the newdgjiendent staté.Because we are
measuring the effect of elite cues, we wanted tmsh a mission that would not overpower
the elite cues in the experimental conditions. dhese East Timor because it is obscure
enough that respondents probably have few welkantred predispositions regarding that
country, yet the plausibility of an actual incidethis type would prevent respondents with

greater political information from dismissing theesario as impossibfe The data for this

* Focus on a specific scenario for using force limitsability to test the impact of the primary poliojgjective
(PPO). Future research should investigate theti@rian 1O impact across different kinds of militaryssions.
® Of corse, the United States does have a history exfaiction with East Timor (see, for example Nevins 500
However, the available polling data from the [8#9Q's when the East Timor issue was relatively promntinan
the international security agenda suggests thatubkcmever followed it especially closely. For mste, a
Gallup report from October 1999 showed that only %mericans said they were folloiwng the conflict
closely — putting this issue among the least-folldWweernational issues about which Gallup was poliinthe
time (Gallup 1999). Pew had similar results on &tbenbut a PIPA study did report a survey result shgwi
that 70% of Americans reported approving the U.Sisit@tto contribute 200 troops to the UN peacekeeping
mission (Pew 1999, PIPA 2000). A large body of reseaunggests that the public’s level of factual knogéed
of such events is minimal. For example, less th#frofithe respondents in our sample could correctgntify
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experiment were gathered in a survey we desigragdihs conducted via telephone by the
Parker Group, between September 22 and Octob@&003, The experiment yielded a total
of 1,203 respondents, and the complete text o$tineey instrument is available from the
authors.

Our experimental treatment provided respondents iformation about the views of
two major elite groups regarding a potential inggrvon in East Timor: 1) the views of the
UN Security Council and our NATO allies, and 2) thews of Democratic and Republican
leaders of Congre$sWe chose to rely on both the UN and NATO for cue from
international organizations because these arembenost salient institutions pertaining to
American foreign military policy. We pool theseaunstitutions into a single treatment
since we laclex anteexpectations about which institution should beenafluential and
resource limitations prevented us from testing eastitution separatel{. Although our
focus is on cues from international institution®, ehose to cue both domestic and
international elite messages because the publigarpliterature has emphasized domestic
elite cues and we hope to compare the impact okedtios and international cues. For our
domestic cue we included both Democratic and ReégaublCongressional support because
scholars such as Zaller (1992), Larson (1996),Berthsky (2007) emphasize domestic
partisan elite consensus as the critical cue foegaing broad public support for the use of
force (however see Howell and Kriner [2008] foitady examining how citizens respond to

cues from different parties).

the currently serving Secretary of Defense at the (Dumald Rumsfeld). Thus we are confident that specifi
knowledge of East Timor is unlikely to contaminate waatment effects.

® In real-world cases such cues, are of course delitkredgh the news media. Thus media outlets have the
opportunity to frame the cues given by I0s (seeef@mple, Entman 2004). We hope that future reseéarch
this area will investigate the media’s ability to fral@ecues, but we focus here on establishing whether
unmediated cues can influence opinion.

" Chapman and Reiter (2004) find that the endorsenfehe UN Security Council mattered more than otker |
endorsements. Our argument suggests that institutithgveferences that are closer to those of the pahtic
farther from the preferences of the President shaailshdre influential. Given that France is among e k
actors in both the Secuity Council and NATO withfprences that are likely to be distant from the pegfees
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Our experiment includes random assignment to orieusftreatments. Our design is
in-effect a 2 x 2 factorial design, with the firminipulation being the presence of absence of
Congressional support and the second manipulagorglihe presence of absence of 10
support. In the first treatment only the Presidamiports the mission, while “Congressional
leadership of both parties the UN Security Courasid NATO allies” oppose sending force.
The president’s views are constant across all ditwegories, since US intervention is
impossible without presidential suppbrtn the second treatment “the UN Security Council,
and NATO allies” support the use of force while Gaess opposesnternationa). In the
third treatment “Democrats and Republicans in Cesgjisupport, but the UN Security
Council and NATO allies opposeDpmestig. And in the final treatment both the UN
Security Council and NATO as well as Democrats Regdublicans in Congress endorse the
mission All).

We expect thaéll will have the strongest support, while at the otad of the
spectrum, we would expekresidento have the lowest support. We are agnostic as to
whetherinternationalor Domesticshould have more support. The majority of the-ditere
on elite cues has focused on domestic elites asetfiteal sources of these cues (Zaller 1992;
Larson 1996, 2000; Berinsky 2007; Howell & Krinad). Thus, the conventional wisdom
might expect to find such domestic cues to be rsalient and influential than those
provided by the UN and NATO.

Table 3 About Here

of US presidents, it is not clear ex ante which o$¢hiastitutions should matter more in the aggregate. We
hope that future reseach in this area will exploeeittipact of different institutions.

8 At a theoretical level, however, the issue of presitl support is not moot. It is possible that thelipudy
Congress, or portions of the public or Congress, wispra reluctant President to consider the use of force.
Certainly, a segment of the American public has arg@dPresident Bush has been too slow to consider
military options to address the genocide in Darfuikelise, there is a debate over how much US military
action is appropriate in the Federally Administereidhdl Areas of Pakistan, where Bin Laden and senior A
Qaeda leaders are presumed to be hiding. It is atdeasible that the public considers second opinions
valuable checks on a President that it worries is yn@diictantto use force. We do not have survey data to
address this issue.
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Table 3 presents the level of support for interemby treatment category, and these
results strongly indicate that elite messages #mence support for intervention. As
expected, the public has the most support for @t Hanor mission when there is a unified
message from elites and shows the least support thieePresident supports a mission, but
all other elites are opposed. The effects, howererstrikingly large. That is, nearly 75% of
respondents support intervention in East Timadnéf YN and NATO and Congress join in
support, while only 25% support intervention if fhresident stands alone against the views
of these other elites. Interestingly, the net iotmd disapproval by Congress or by the UN
and NATO appears to be about equal, with about 48ptoving when only the UN and
NATO endorse and about 42% when only DemocratsRamiblicans in Congress do so.

We would not, of course, infer that such elite cwésalways be so influential. The
hypothetical intervention in East Timor is cleaaly “elective” mission in which the security
and economic interests of the United States ardinexttly threatened. This would seem to
be the ideal circumstance for elite cues to infagepublic opinion. Nonetheless, we believe
that such missions have become a very prominehbp&merican foreign policy and are
arguably the most common kind of scenario for abersing the use of force over the past
couple of decades. Thus responses to this kimstexfvention represent a plausible testing
ground for understanding the potential impact ahdstic and international elite cues on
public support for using force. At the same time, \cognize that the East Timor mission is
a specific type of mission — a humanitarian intatian for which the the U.S. national
interest stakes are likely to be perceived as leandy those who support intervention.
Further research should extend the tests we doihetber hypothetical cases that reflect a
range of missions including those that might ineadvdifferent sort of national security
calculus on the part of the public. We believeHast Timor mission is a reasonable test,

however, and is not biased one way or the oth&arms of the secondary argument
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concerning burden-sharing. On the one hand, tkeBaor mission would not appear to be
exceptionally demanding (compared, for example, ¢ear against Iran); thus one could
argue that the need for burden-sharing is lessth®other hand, East Timor is far removed
from where the United States normally deploys gdoiamces and is, moreover, within the
sphere of influence of an able ally, Australia, vdam and has shouldered the heaviest
military burden for this mission.

The striking size of these treatment effects, haxedoes not identify the mechanism
by which these cues matter. Does the endorsem®&#ABO and the UN increase support
because respondents value those organizgtiense or does their endorsement matter
because it provides a “second opinion” that sugp@®resident whose judgment regarding
the use of force our respondents might not otherivisst?

We attempt to answer this question by exploitirgy2tx 2 factorial design of
Domestic and International cues. Our analysisrzegith three variable$O Cue(whether
or not 10s support the East Timor missioc@pngress Cuéwhether or not Congress support
the East Timor mission), an@® Cue * Congress Cughe interaction between domestic and
international treatments). As Table 3 indicatheré is greater support for the mission when
respondents received either the domestic or intiemeal cues of support (as indicated by the
positive and significant coefficients . But whabat when respondents receive both cues?
The interaction term tells us whether the effedbath cues is less than the sum of the two
cues individually (a significant and negative caréint), whether the effect of the two cues
together is additive (a non-significant coefficleratr whether the effect of both cues together

is greater than the sum of the two cues indivigu@lsignificant and positive coefficient).
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Because there is a non-significant coefficient,dfiect of the two cues together is simply
additive?

In addition to the variables for our treatment effe we control for the same
demographic factors as in our previous analysisdge age, and education. In addition, we
include measures for respondents’ specific belibfsut two aspects of the interventions:
their expectations about the likely number of USuedties'’ and their expectations that the
mission will succeed! In addition to their prominence in the literatare public support for
the use of force (Mueller 1971, 1973, 2005; Lar$886; Gartner and Segura 1998; Klarevas
2000; Feaver and Gelpi 2004; Eichenberg 2005; Gegaver and Reifler 2009), these
beliefs are also important for evaluating the intfpddO endorsements on respondent’s
expectations of burden sharing. As we noted abdmwelen sharing is an additional reason
that respondents might prefer multilateralism, gooantrol for this potential impact in order
to ensure that we isolate the “second opinion” fiemcof the 10 cues. Finally, we include a
measure of party identification. The results ostherdered probit models are presented in
Table 4.

Table 4 About Here
Consistent with the data described in Table 3fiteeanalysis in Table 4 indicates that cues
from the UN and NATO as well as Republican and Denaic Congressional leaders have
significant positive influence on support for thesE Timor intervention even after

accounting for the impact of our various control$e substantive impact of these two cues

° We could have estimated the exact same model usieg inutually exclusive dummy variables instead of an
interaction term. If we were to do so, the onlyftioient that would be different would be the ftwet“Both”
dummy variable, which would be the sum of the IO QLmngress Cue, and the interaction (1.228,.01).

1 This variable is a 6-point ordinal scale. Resporsleatld state that they expected 0 casualties, 1-50
casualties, 50-500 casualties, 500-5,000 casualtie€X) 500,000 casualties or more than 50,000 casualties.
The modal response was 50-500 casualties (37% of resgehdeith 17% and 22% choosing the categories
above and below that level respectively. Thus tepaeses showed some variation but generally appeared t
be reasonable estimates of what the US might experiarguch a mission.

" This variable is a 4-point ordinal scale. The resparategories were “very likely” to succeed, “somewhat
likely” to succeed, “not very likely” to succeed, atmbt at all likely” to succeed. Respondents weriequ
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continues to be quite similar in size, since theffecients for these two treatments do not
differ significantly from one another (chi-square@®.65, p< 0.43). Extending beyond the
results in Table 3, however, this new analysisaatdis that the very high level of support
when both I0Os and Congress endorse the missiameisadthe combined linear effects of
these cues, not an interaction between them, ireceoefficient for Both Cues does not
approach statistical significance. For ease @rpretation, this means the endorsement from
IOs has the same effect whether or not Congregsosigpthe mission, and vice-versa. If the
interaction were significant, it would mean theesf the effect of an endorsement from
Congress or 10s changes based on whether or nottieeendorses.

The respondent’s expectations regarding the nuofoeasualties that would result
from the conflict have a statistically significanit substantively modest impact on support
for intervention. Unfortunately, the coefficiertrfthis variable seems to be in the wrong
direction! Contrary to our expectations, the pesitoefficient indicated that respondents
who stated that they expected a larger numbersfattes tended to be more supportive of
intervention. The mention of casualties withiruavey question generally decreases support
for the use of military force (Mueller 1994; Larsb©96; Feaver and Gelpi 2004; Gelpi,
Feaver, and Reifler 2009). In this instance, hawesur question about expected casualties
was asked after the question about support fornMaigion. By asking the questions in this
order we sought to measure respondents’ suppottiéomission without cuing casualties.
Then we asked about their expectations of casadtiisee if those expectations matched up
with their policy preference regarding interventioWe had some concern that those having
expressed a preference for intervention mightgeetsure to state that they did not expect
casualties — creating a potential endogeneity prablHowever, this concern turned out to be

unfounded. Those who supported the mission exgentee casualties.

confident in America’s ability to accomplish this m@@siwith almost 80% of the respondents stating that the
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Expectations of success, on the other hand, hastispated impact on support for
interventions (Gelpi, Feaver, and Reifler 2009,Méeand Gelpi 2004). Subjects’
expectations of the likely success of the missiavehan impact on support that is
comparable to the impact of elite cues in thisanse. For example, increasing a
respondent’s expectations of success from “noll ikely to succeed” to “very likely to
succeed” increases the probability that they wifi®ort the intervention by more that 32
percentage points. Neither age nor education lea®la significant impact on support, but
we do find that women tend to be less supportiaa then.

Finally, party identification also has its expectegbact on support. The variable
scores respondents from 1 to 5 with a value optesenting strong Republicans and 5
representing strong Democrats. Thus the negatig#icient indicates that Democratic
respondents are — on average — less supportive ohission than Republicans.

Our belief is that significant effect for partisaientification is simply capturing our
variables of theoretical interest—confidence infesident and belief in the importance of
I0s. To investigate this possibility, we create eariable for confidence in the security and
military components of the Executive branch andlagofor value ascribed to 10 opinion.

The next step in our analysis is to try to undedtahy Democrats are less
supportive of the mission. To do so, we attemgejparate the impact of partisanship into
what we believe are its two major components: ctanice in the President and intrinsic value
placed on I0’s. Our measure of confidence is simo the one used in the analyses in Table
2, but in this case we asked specifically aboufidence in the President rather than “the
people running the White House.” We also askeditespondents’ confidence in other
elements of the executive branch that are relatsédurity and military conflict: the

Department of Defense (DoD), the Department ofeStae Department of Homeland

US was “very likely” or “somewhat likely” to succeed.
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Security (DHS), and the US Military. Responsethse questions fit together closely into a
scale of confidence in the executive branch (akuwme = 0.84). When we refer to
confidence in the executive, we are referring te sicale.

With regard to I0’s, we asked our respondents afsetore general questions about
the importance that they felt the opinions of vasigroups should play in determining
whether the United States should use military fortkese questions did not specify any
particular scenario for the use of force, nor tieyt mention the President by name, nor the
office of the presidency. Instead the questioredskespondents whether statements of
opinions by differing groups would make them moréess likely to support the use of force.
Two of the groups that we asked about were thersaedwent of the United Nations and
NATO. Not surprisingly, respondents on averagd #at NATO and UN endorsements
would — in the abstract — increase their suppartte use of force. For example, 41% of
respondents stated the refusal of the UN Secuogyn€il to endorse the use of force would
reduce their support for doing so, while 22% shat the UN refusal would increase their
support. Similarly, 47% of respondents stated tinatack of NATO endorsement would
reduce their support for using force, while 21%estahat it would increase their support.
We measured these variables on 5-point scalesddoala -2 to 2. A value of -2 indicated
that the respondent felt that the failure of tHevant 10 to endorse the use of force would
make them “much more likely” to support using foreile a value of 2 indicated that the
respondent felt that a lack of endorsement woulketihem “much less” supportive. A
value of 0 indicated that the respondent felt ilne from the 10 made no difference. We
averaged the response to these two questions aasume of the importance that respondents
place on the opinions of the UN and NATO in theteus — absent any specific scenario for

the use of force or any specific cues from the iBess (Alpha score = 0.63F.

2 The correlation between respondents’ valuations@ftN and NATO was 0.46 (p< .01).



25

As we suspected, these two new variables are fdrdence in the executive and
value of 1O opinion are correlated with partisapshinough not nearly as strongly as one
might expect. The correlation between party ideatiion and our scale for the value of the
UN and NATO was 0.20 (p< .01). Just over half (3%#dDemocrats stated that UN
endorsement would increase their support for tieeofi$orce, while only about a third (30%)
of Republicans expressed this view. Responderdsisa an endorsement from NATO
would be slightly more persuasive—60% of Democaais 40% of Republicans say NATO
endorsement would increase their support for uginge. The correlation between
partisanship and confidence in the President wgtsehiat 0.52. For example, more than 90%
of Republican respondents indicated that they srmewhat confident” or “very
confident” in the President. But responses amadgpendents and Democrats were more
divided. About 60% of independents expressed dentie in the President at the time of our
survey, and even 37% of Democrats shared this view.

In the second analysis in Table 4 we add confidé@ntiee executive and valuation of
IOs as additional predictors. These results gteadicate that the partisan differences over
the use of force are comprised of two distinct@ffe As expected, confidence in the
executive branch increases support for the missi@iuation of IO endorsement, on the
other hand has a negative impact. As we shalbskmv, we observe this effect because the
UN and NATO do not sanction force in two of our féreatment categories. Most
importantly, this analysis shows that the impagbartty identification disappears when we
control for confidence in the executive and valmiof I0s+>

Finally, the third model in Table 4 allows for irdetions between the 10 cue and the
impact of confidence in the executive branch aridateon of 10s. The direct impact of

party identification remains insignificant and sialpdively small. However, the results
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clearly indicate an interaction between IO cuesa@urtkey variables. Both of the interaction
terms are statistically significant and a log-likebbd ratio test clearly indicates that the
model including the interaction terms is a sigrifidy better fit (chi-squared 40.5, 2 d.f., p <
.01). Because of the interactive nature of theehdtbwever, simply looking at the
coefficients in Table 4 cannot tell us the impdotanfidence and valuation of 10’s
depending on the 10 cue. When the UN and NATOateendorse the mission, then the
impact of these variables is captured by theirfomehts. When the UN and NATO endorse,
on the other hand, the impact of confidence inetkecutive branch and valuation of 10s is
calculated by adding their coefficients to the Gioafnts for their respective interaction
terms. Table 5 presents the estimated coefficieditstatistical significance for confidence in
the executive branch and valuation if IOs dependmghe cue from the UN and NATO.
Table 5 About Here

The first row of Table 5 indicates that neither fadence in the executive branch nor
support for the UN and NATO has any impact on supfoo using military force when the
UN and NATO endorse the mission. At first, thisding may seem the exact opposite of our
argument. What this result really shows (and wisppports our argument) is that once UN
and NATO provide their affirmative “second opinigtfien confidence in the executive and
value in 10s do not help explain support for thegmon. That is, when the President and
international elites are sending the same messageding the mission, then differences over
confidence in elite cues or multilateralist valaesnot influence support for the hypothetical
mission in East Timor. Under these conditions,dbefficient for both confidence in the
executive branch and valuation of 10s are esséntalo.

When the UN and NATO do not support the missionydacer, confidence in the

President and an individual’s own views about tiNeahd NATO have a significant impact

13 This result is not due to a colinearity problem. &hgiliary r-squared for the party identificatiorriadle is
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on support for the hypothetical mission. Specifjcdhe positive coefficient for confidence

in the President indicates that when the presidees not obtain IO endorsement for the use
of force, those who have confidence in him perdgraak likely to support the mission, but
those who do not have confidence are significadetg likely to do so. Since the President
lacks a credible “second opinion” in this contekgse who do not have confidence in him do
not support the mission. This holds true even wlkieraccount for attitudes toward the UN
and NATO. The negative coefficient in the secomd of Table 5 indicates that the more the
respondent values the UN and NATO, the less likedy are to support the use of force
when these institutions do not endorse the mission.

These results clearly indicate that cues givemtsrinational institutions influence
American public support for the East Timor missibrough two distinct mechanisms: 1) the
intrinsic value that some individuals place on Eddion for the use of force, and 2) the
impact of 10s as a second opinion regarding theotiserce for those who lack confidence in
the Commander-in-Chief.

What does this causal pattern imply for when and hrmich UN and NATO
endorsements will influence support for a particatégssion? The interactions captured by
model 3 demonstrate that the impact of the UN aAd® is varied and conditional.
However, we can summarize the impact of 10 endoesemwith a graph that calculates the
estimated impact of an 10 endorsement depending apespondent’s confidence in the
executive and his or her valuation of the UN andli@A We present these estimated effects
in Figure 2.

Figure 2 About Here
The vertical axis in Figure 2 describes the predicthange in the probability that a

respondent will support military intervention whigrve UN and NATO endorse the mission.

only 0.33, and the coefficients in Table 4 indidhit including these control variables dramaticallgrdes the
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The left-right axis describes a respondent’s leveonfidence in the executive branch.
Those on the far left of the axis are not at afifient in the executive branch, while those
on the right are very confident. Finally, the froear axis describes a respondent’s valuation
of UN and NATO endorsements of the use of forcesg®ndents toward the front of the axis
stated that UN and NATO endorsements would maka tihech less likely to support the
use of force, while those at the back end of the stated that UN and NATO endorsements
would make them much more likely to support a roissi

Several important results emerge from these estingfifects. First, UN and NATO
endorsement increases support for the use of &ormng most — but not all — members of the
public. In particular, those who state that UN &A&ITO endorsement would reduce their
supportandwho already are confident in the executive braatially become less
supportive of the East Timor mission when the UN BIATO sanction it. For those at the
extremes of both of these scales, an 10 endorsemcamndlly reduces their support for the
mission by nearly 20 percentage points! More gahemwe find that about 20% of our
respondents were coded as “somewhat” or “very”ident in the executivand as stating
that UN and NATO endorsements would make them “sama¢’ or “much less” likely to
support the use of force. Among these respondkataverage impact of UN and NATO
endorsement is to reduce support for the missioaboyt 6 percentage points.

Second, Figure 2 indicates that the substantivaatnpf the “second opinion” and
“value of I0s” mechanisms are relatively simildn. order to judge the size of the “second
opinion” mechanism, we should evaluate the imp&atid and NATO endorsement among
respondents who state that they do not have cordem the executive branch but also state
that they do not value the endorsement of the UNNMTO per se. About 20% of our

respondents fell into this category — which carfidumd in the front-left quadrant of Figure 2.

estimated coefficient for party identification butedanot increase the estimated standard errors.
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On average, the endorsement of the UN and NATGeaszd support for the East Timor
mission by about 25% despite the fact that thebgests stated that they are indifferent to
such endorsements or are actually opposed to thé¢e iabstract. Why would the 10
sanction increase the support of such responddhtsems likely that these individuals are
using the UN and NATO purely as a “second opiniomtiat is, while these respondents do
not feel positively about the UN and NATO, theyoatk not have confidence in the
President and the executive branch. Howevergifttesident, the UN, and NATO can all
agree on undertaking this mission, then this agesserves as verification of the
President’s policy because such a wide range dtitoancies seem to be in favor of it.

Third, we can observe the importance of the “valugs” mechanism by examining
the response of those who have confidence in theutive branch but also state that they
value UN and NATO endorsements. About 40% of egpondents fell into this category,
which can be found in the back-right quadrant giuFe 2. In this instance the endorsement
of the UN and NATO increased the probability thregse respondents would support the East
Timor mission by an average of about 25%, despiddct that these respondents already
expressed confidence in the executive. It segmlylihat these individuals are responding
to 10 cues because of their intrinsic valuatiotJdf and NATO.

Finally, we can see that 10 cues mattered moghimse who stated that they valued
the endorsement of the UN and NATO but did not laordidence in the President or the
executive branch. About 20% of our respondentsift this category — found in the back-
left quadrant of Figure 2, and a cue from the UN BIATO endorsing the mission increased
the likelihood of their support by an average ahaiB38%.

This result brings us back to our starting poiirtigan differences in support for
multilateralism. Nearly 80% of the respondentthis last category — those who lack

confidence in the executive, but value I0s — id&dithemselves as Democrats. Thus the
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very striking effect of 10 cues in this context vidgeem to account for the broad bipartisan
support for the use of force that we observed viherN and NATO endorsed the mission
as well as the dramatic partisan gap when theyalid Specifically, we found that when the
UN and NATO endorsed the mission we found that 66886 of Republicans and 63% of
Democrats supported the East Timor mission. Witlttoelendorsement of these 10s,
however, support among Republicans slipped to 4Tiewupport among Democrats
plummeted to 20%. 1O support is important in gagnimajority support for a mission among

Republicans, but it is essential for Democrats.

Conclusions

Does the American public prefer multilateralism whiecomes to questions of
military force? Perhaps this question is bettatest as: which segments of the American
public need to also hear from an IO when makingments about use of the military? Our
analyses suggest that support for a military mmsaimong individuals who value multilateral
institutions and among individuals who lack confide in the President will strongly depend
on cues provided by international institutions sasithe UN and NATO. However, among
those individuals who do not value internationatitutionsandwho are already confident in
the President’s judgment, such 10 endorsementsailincrease support a military mission
and may even undermine it. This contingent infaeeaf multilateralism may account for the
varied previous findings regarding the public’sfprence for multilateralism. Thus, our
results suggest that we are better off askthgch membersf the public prefer
multilateralism rather than asking whether “the lpibs multilateralist.

In our study about 80% of our respondents exprestledr support for international
institutions, a lack of confidence in the Presidentooth. In the aggregate, by consequence,

we found that IO cues had a substantial impacuppart for a military intervention in East
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Timor. In other circumstances, however, 10 cueghinbe much less important. A highly
popular president, for example, would reduce thgoirtance of multilateral support
(confidence in the executive would presumably lghéi). Similarly, international cues
about military missions that were more central toekica’s core security interests might be
less important (knowing what an 10 thinks may Isslenportant). Nonetheless, at any given
time a substantial segment of the public is likelyack confidence in the President simply
because of partisan differences. Thus our resutsate that cues from IOs regarding the
use of force in a particular mission are genefiébly to influence aggregate public support
for that mission.

Does this public preference for multilateralism Iynghat international organizations
can influence state decisions to use force byiajehe domestic political incentives to do
so. Once again, our answer is a qualified “ye&Sdnsistent with Chapman and Reiter (2004),
Chapman (2007) and Fang (2008), we use individwadlldata to validate and extend the
game theoretic and aggregate level empirical figslithhat the public relies on cues from
international institutions regarding the use otéar More specifically we show that those
who have confidence in the president’s judgmenitgeéherally rally to his support in case of
war, but those who lack such confidence are leftilng elsewhere for cues to help them
form their opinions. For these individuals we fithét a cue from an international
organization can provide an important source oification on the wisdom of the President’s
policy choice.

While previous research had posited such a pritieigent mechanism for the
importance of U.N. sanctioning of force and hadsprdéed some aggregate public opinion
data consistent with this argument, this work hatldemonstrated the causal impact of 10
cues on attitude formation. Previous researchnredcan politics on the use of cues in

forming foreign policy opinions, on the other hahdd emphasized the public’s reliance on
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domestic partisan cues while overlooking the imphatternational institutions (Zaller 1992,
Larson 1996, Berinsky 2007). By bringing togetther international relations and public
opinion literatures on the use of force, howeves have been able to document the
mechanism by which the public incorporates inteoma institutions such as the UN and
NATO into its calculations about military force.

Asymmetric information problems make it difficuifmembers of the public to
evaluate their leaders’ claims about the wisdomsifig military force. And these problems
of asymmetric information are likely far worse udgments about foreign policy than in
other political decision making contexts. A mote@citizen can learn the details and
nuances of different car insurance reforms. Timeeseannot be said when becoming fully
informed involves classified intelligence and distai military planning. Yet citizens cope
with their lack of information in a similar fashierby evaluating the cues provided to them
by competing elites. While some members of thdipwlll accept the cues provided by the
President and rally to his support, those who asthis judgment will look elsewhere for
cues. Our research indicates that internatiorsaitinions such as the UN Security Council
and NATO can be important sources of such cuem#ory — but not all - segments of the
American population. If U.S. presidents ignore dégulting inference that publics draw from
those cues, and use them as a basis to form teiopinions about the need and legitimacy
of force, then they may expect public resistandeigmr her claims that the use of force in a
particular instance is wise for the nation. Wieilen substantial shifts in public support such
as the ones we document here cannot prevent a@ené$iom using military force, they
appear substantial enough to entail significanitipal repercussions for a president who
ignored them. We hope that future research oretimelirect effects of international

institutions will begin to investigate the impadtdiffering kinds of institutions as cue givers
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and will compare the impact of institutional cueegs to the influence of cues from less
institutionalized sources — such as “coalitionshef willing.”

We do not argue that this second-opinion effeehpsl all other effects. For instance,
we would expect the general rally effect to operagardless of the second-opinion cue. Yet,
as Chapman and Reiter have demonstrated, the separidn cue could affect the amplitude
of the rally. We conjecture it might even affdut speed of collapse of the rally if the war
effort begins to bog down. An interesting extensad our research would compare the
erosion of public support, both within the Unitet@t®s and within allied publics, for the Iraq
and the Afghanistan missions. The stronger secmmion cue in Afghanistan may have

helped prop up support longer despite the chaletiygre.

Of course, in an international environment thata@r® anarchic at its root, states will
remain capable of using military force regardleisthe actions of international organizations
such as the UN Security Council. The United Statas the world’s preeminent military
power — is especially difficult for internationalganizations to constrain. Nonetheless, it
would be wrong to conclude that that I0s do nottemgeven for the US. As long as (some)
Americans lack confidence in the executive or vahesopinion of I0s, then American
presidents will pay substantial costs in termsudilic support for using force in the absence

of international authorization.
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Tablel: “Before deciding to take military actiohetpresident often seeks the approval of
international organizations like the United NatioWhat should the president do if he fis
not able to gain that approval?” (October 2004 u@woi percents)

Total Republicang Independents Democrats

He should not take military
action period, regardless of 99 13 29 57

whether he can get 10% 4% 10% 14%
international approval

He should delay military
action until he receives 439 66 130 240
international approval 42% 20% 44% 61%

He should take military action
even without international

approval if he thinks it is :’;5 72;;' 31;; 2?_‘;/
necessary 0 0 0 0
He should not seek

international approval before 53 15 23 15

deciding to take military actiof 5% 4% 8% 4%

Total 1027 338 293 396




Table 2: Partisanship, Confidence in the White loasid Preferences for the

Multilateral Use of Force

Wait for UN Wait for UN Wait for UN

Party Identification -0.713 -0.459 -0.706
(12.85)** (7.10)** (4.65)**
Sex 0.405 0.455 0.453
(4.42)* (4.78)** (4.75)**
Age -0.020 -0.040 -0.033
(0.44) (0.86) (0.72)
Education -0.093 -0.165 -0.151
(12.97)* (3.32)** (3.02)**
Confidence in White House -0.448 -0.471
(7.95)** (8.13)**
Confidence x Party ID 0.123
(1.80)

Observations 875 870 870

Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

35
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Table 3: Support for Intervention in East Timor Bagding on Elite Cues

Congress Approves Congress Does Not Appro
UN & NATO | UN & NATO | UN & NATO | UN & NATO
Approve Do Not Approve Do Not
Approve Approve
Strongly 98 47 50 30
Approve 35% 19% 18% 11%
iomrf)‘\’/":at 112 56 85 35
PP 40% 22% 30% 13%
Somewhat 29 58 71 63
Disapprove 10% 23% 25% 24%
g?;g”g'?’ove 43 88 76 139
PP 15% 35% 27% 52%
Total 282 249 282 267
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Table 4: 10 Cues, Confidence in the Executive ampip®rt for Intervening in East Timor

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
IO Cue 0.585 0.605 1.321
(5.83)** (5.95)** (5.51)*
Congress Cue 0.506 0.497 0.500
(4.91)* (4.76)** (4.71)*
IO Cue * Congress Cue 0.135 0.140 0.133
(0.96) (0.99) (0.93)
Expected Casualties 0.077 0.070 0.082
(2.46)* (2.18)* (2.54)*
Expected Success 0.453 0.422 0.414
(9.84)** (8.80)** (8.58)**
Gender -0.169 -0.166 -0.140
(2.38)* (2.32)* (1.93)
Age -0.001 0.004 0.001
(0.05) (0.19) (0.03)
Education -0.043 -0.013 -0.012
(1.43) (0.412) (0.39)
Party Identification -0.057 0.000 -0.007
(2.26)* (0.01) (0.25)
Value 10 Endorsement -0.136 -0.319
(3.75)** (5.85)**
Confidence in Executive 0.156 0.396
(2.52)* (4.55)**
IO Cue x Value I0s 0.315
(4.31)*
IO Cue x Conf. in Exec. -0.396
(3.81)*
Observations 1016 1000 1000

Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%




Table 5: Impact of Confidence in the Executive ®iatlie of IO Endorsements on
Support for Intervention in East Timor DependinglonCues

Coefficients for
Confidence in President

Coefficients for
Value of 10 Endorsement

L 0.00 -0.00
IOs Endorse Mission (0.00) (0.08)
IOs Do Not Endorse 0.396 -0.319
Mission (4.55)** (5.85)**

Absolute value of z statistics in parentheses
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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Figure 1
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