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German Summary
Diese Diplomarbeit entwickelt und prüft Hypothesen über den Einfluss von politischen
Begründungsmustern auf individuelle Einstellungen zu Auslandseinsätzen der Bundeswehr. Das zentrale Argument der Arbeit lautet, dass solch ein Einfluss in der Tat feststellbar ist, seine Stärke jedoch maßgeblich von individuellen Merkmalen der Bürger
abhängt.
Das praktische Interesse an dieser Untersuchung ergibt sich aus der zunehmenden
Beteiligung Deutschlands an militärischen Stabilisierungs- und Friedensmissionen. Die
Aversion der deutschen Bevölkerung gegenüber militärischen Todesfällen sowie eine
zunehmende Medialisierung der Weltpolitik erfordern in der Abwesenheit eines inhärent „nationalen Interesses“ eine plausible Rechtfertigung von Interventionen und deren
rhetorische Untermauerung durch politische Entscheidungsträger. Als exemplarischer
Fall wird die Bundestagsdebatte zur Beteiligung an der Friedensmission im Libanon
inhaltsanalytisch untersucht. Hierbei werden zwei diametral entgegengesetzte Argumentationslinien oder „Frames“ festgestellt. Der erste Frame betont vor allem die mit einem
Einsatz verbundenen Risiken, wohingegen der zweite Frame die historische und moralische Verpflichtung einer deutschen Beteiligung hervorhebt.
Die Ergebnisse der Inhaltsanalyse bilden die Grundlage für die Konzipierung eines
Survey-Experiments an dem Studierende der Universität Konstanz teilnehmen. Das
Survey-Experiment besteht aus drei Teilen: Der erste Teil erhebt relevante individuelle
Merkmale, insbesondere den Grad des spezifischen politischen Vorwissens sowie Umfang und Art politischer Prädispositionen. Der zweite Teil umfasst das eigentliche
Treatment. Es besteht aus einem fiktiven Zeitungsartikel, der eine mögliche Ausweitung
des Libanon-Einsatzes auf die syrische Grenze beschreibt. Dieses Außenpolitikszenario
wird in drei sich jeweils nur geringfügig unterscheidenden Versionen entworfen. Eine
Version betont die Verantwortung der deutschen Politik eine Mandatserweiterung zu
bejahen (Verantwortungsframe). Die andere Version stellt eine deutsche Beteiligung als
mit zu hohen Risiken verbunden dar (Risikoframe). Eine Kontrollversion bemüht sich
um Neutralität und spricht sich für keines der beiden Argumente aus. Nachdem die Studierenden jeweils eine Artikelversion gelesen haben, werden sie im dritten Teil nach
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ihrer generellen Meinung und spezifischen Einstellungen zur Erweiterung des Bundeswehreinsatzes befragt.
Die Analyse und Auswertung der Antworten mit Hilfe von linearen und logistischen
Regressionstechniken bestätigt die zentrale Annahme dieser Arbeit: Der Einfluss von
politischer Argumentation kann nur unter Einbeziehung individueller Merkmale der
Bürger vollständig nachvollzogen werden. Im Vergleich zur neutralen Version reduziert
der Risikoframe die Zustimmung zum Bundeswehreinsatz, wohingegen der Verantwortungsframe wirkungslos bleibt. Der Einfluss des Risikoframes ist jedoch abhängig vom
individuellen Vorwissen und den politischen Prädispositionen der Probanden. Je besser
sie über deutsche Außenpolitik informiert sind, umso eher erweist sich der Risikoframe
als wirkungslos. Inkongruenz zu politischen Prädispositionen erhöht hingegen die Wirkungsweise des Risikoframes. Darüber hinaus ergibt die Modellierung eines dreifachen
Interaktionseffekts, dass die Wirksamkeit des Verantwortungsframes bei gegebener
dispositiver Kongruenz positiv vom Grad des politischen Vorwissens abhängt.
All diese Effekte sind statistisch signifikant und verdeutlichen den Charakter politischen Überzeugungs- und Urteilsvermögens als Ergebnis eines Zusammenspiels von
Kommunikationsinhalt und individueller Merkmale der Bürger. In inhaltlicher Hinsicht
liefert die Diplomarbeit eine experimentelle Bestätigung der militärischen OpferAversion in Deutschland und knüpft an die wachsende Literatur des „Body-Bag-Effect“
an. Jedoch zeigt sich, dass die Sichtweise einer manipulierbaren Bevölkerung zu vereinfachend ist, da sie unter bestimmten Umständen die ihr offerierten Begründungsmuster
mit ihren Prädispositionen in Einklang bringen und sie als Heuristiken zur politischen
Willensbildung benutzen kann. Indem diese Diplomarbeit das Framingkonzept vor dem
Hintergrund einer interaktiven Sichtweise verfeinert, setzt sie in theoretischer und methodologischer Hinsicht jüngste Vorschläge der politischen Kommunikationsliteratur
um.
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Welt konnte im Internet oder im Fernsehen die verschiedenen Interpretationen des
Kriegsgeschehens verfolgen. Nachdem die Waffen schwiegen ging es um die Frage ob
sich die Deutschen an einer Friedensmission beteiligen sollten. Sowohl Gegner als auch
Befürworter eines Engagements betonten die „besondere Verantwortung“ Deutschlands
und eine öffentliche Debatte um die richtige Auslegung dieses Begriffes entbrannte. Ich
fragte mich ob der rhetorische Schlagabtausch von Relevanz für die eigentliche Interventionsentscheidung sein könnte. Die Idee von „Talking Intervention“ war geboren.
Diese Arbeit wäre in dieser Form nicht möglich gewesen hätten mir nicht viele Menschen zur Seite gestanden. Erwähnen möchte ich vor allem die großzügige Bereitschaft
von 16 Konstanzer Professoren und Professorinnen unterschiedlichster Fachbereiche
mir jeweils 20 Minuten Ihrer wertvollen Vorlesungszeit zu gewähren: Anja Achtziger,
Thomas Dekorsy, Frank Janning, Daniel Keim, Wilhelm Kempf, Rüdiger Klimecki, Alfred Leitenstorfer, Gerhard Müller, Jürgen Osterhammel, Alexander Prestel, Monika
Reif-Hülser, Rudolf Rengier, Hartmut Riehle, Gerald Schneider, Marc Scholl und Gereon Wolters haben mit ihrem Entgegenkommen den interdisziplinären und unkonventionellen Charakter der Universität Konstanz unterstrichen. Insgesamt haben 860 Studenten am Survey-Experiment teilgenommen und damit fast zwei Wochen an Arbeitszeit
erbracht. Meine beiden „Assistentinnen“ Babette Luckert and Michaela Rentl sorgten
dafür, dass vor allem Naturwissenschaftler weniger konzentriert, aber dafür umso bereitwilliger die Fragebögen ausfüllten. Ohne Simon Liepold hätte ich 50 Kilogramm
Versuchsmaterial nicht so problemlos über das Universitätsgelände bringen können (das
nächste Mal doch lieber ein Online-Survey!). Rutger Hagen weihte mich in die Geheimnisse von SPSS ein. Sein „Survival Manual“ hat mir im wahrsten Sinne des Wortes
das Leben mit Statistik leichter gemacht. Florian Kunze munterte mich 2 Wochen vor
Abgabe mit Bildern von der Haute Route auf und machte Lust auf neue Abenteuer. Er
war mir ein unerreichtes Vorbild im Bereich Zeitmanagment, als dass er seine Diplomarbeit einen Monat vor Abgabetermin fertig stellte. Martin Brunner erwies sich als
wichtigster Berater und war der Ruhepol bei gemeinsamen Mensaausflügen. Mutter-
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In meiner Heimatstadt Mainz heißen die Österreicher Zwockel. Man erklärt diesen Namen so, dass ein
österreichisches Regiment in Mainz stationiert war und die Soldaten Zweige an ihren Hüten hatten. Diese
nannten sie in ihrem österreichischem Dialekt „Zwoargerl“ (Quelle: Wikipedia).

After the assassination of the soldier the
political climate might change and the role
of German troops abroad might be questioned again. However, it would be better
if – however painful this process will be –
the death of the sergeant would open the
eyes for reality: If the Federal Republic
does not want to claim a special position
in the world, if it wants to keep on helping
the community of nations with its medical
soldiers, doctors and logistics troops,
there will be more victims to mourn.
(Süddeutsche Zeitung, 16 October 1993)2

1 Introduction
In his autobiography and subsequent media campaign, former German Chancellor
Gerhard Schröder remarked that during his chancellorship he had been kept from getting a good night’s sleep just three times: confronting the decision to call for federal reelections in May 2005 and settling on German troop assignments in Kosovo and Afghanistan in 1999 and 2001 (Schröder 2007, 374). We cannot say (yet) if his successor
is experiencing similar exceptions to peaceful nights, but as a matter of fact, Germany
currently deploys roughly 7.300 soldiers spread over ten different crisis areas that range
from neighbors such as Bosnia-Herzegovina to such distant places as Afghanistan
(Bundeswehr 2007). In a November 18, 2006, article, The Economist notes that whether
Germany “wants to be or not, the country is a Mittelmacht, or middle power” being in a
“good position to take responsibility in cases where it can bring something to the table.”
The paradigm shift from self-appointed post-war reluctance to relatively unscrutinized engagement in multilateral military commitments would have been unthinkable
ten years ago. Since the 1994 constitutional court’s decision on the Parlamentsvorbehalt, however, international conflict prevention and global crisis management have increasingly become a core function of the Bundeswehr, complementing its traditional
mandate of maintaining national security and defense. Several authors argue that the
country’s growing international involvement mirrors the “normalization” of its foreign
2

The quote is part of a comment about the first Bundeswehr casualty. A sergeant of a medical corps stationed in Phnom Penh (Cambodia) was shot for unknown reasons by a motorcyclist (translation by Kümmel and Leonhard 2005).
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policy and an emerging self-conception as a “grown-up” nation, and consider the embarking on the “German way” as a long-overdue and desirable development (e.g. Bahr
2003; Schöllgen 2003). Politically, the rush towards international commitment is primarily justified by humanitarian arguments and the need to react to challenges of an increasing interconnectedness in world affairs, believed to require new strategies of national security. Peter Struck, former German minister of defense, coined the telling
phrase that Germany’s safety had to be defended at the Hindukush as well. The official
lingo is “Networked Security”, declared as a key concept in the recently released White
Paper on German security policy and the future of the Bundeswehr (Federal Ministry of
Defense 2006).
Whether German security concerns are effectively tackled at the Hindukush or along
the Lebanese waterside is debatable, but is not up for discussion in my thesis. Rather, I
deal with the political discourse on those contested issues and their impact on individual
attitudes. In fact, out-of-area-missions have frequently been coupled with significant
levels of public debate. A current example is the prevailing disagreement about the surveillance mission of German Tornado war planes in Afghanistan, expectant the constitutional court’s rule on an Organstreit proceeding. Notwithstanding those controversies,
the intense German foreign policy year 2006 saw overall public support of multilateral
army assignments, standing at an impressive 81 percent according to a recent opinion
poll (EMNID 2006).
A thorough understanding of the determinants of individual attitudes towards interventions may be crucial to understanding foreign policy decisions in democratic states
since aggregate public opinion influences electoral choice (Aldrich, Sullivan, and Borgida 1989; Aldrich et al. 2006), public policy (Page and Shapiro 1992) and elite dispute
(Entman 2004; Nacos, Shapiro, and Isernia 2000), among other things. In this thesis, I
argue that, for the German case, domestic backing of multilateral foreign assignments
has been temporarily won by discursive persuasion or specific foreign policy frames,
making the public accept the need for intervention and peacekeeping. In general terms,
a frame is a particular interpretation and problem definition of an issue (Gamson 1992).
Foreign policy debates dealing with German interventionism can be understood as
frame contests between politicians and other special interest groups (see Aldrich and
Griffin 2003; Entman 2004; Norris 1998), all of them trying to get their favored mes-
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sage across. This competition for “issue ownership” (Petrocik 1996) usually takes place
in the mass media, for individuals the main (and often only) source about foreign policy
events (Entman 2000, 2004).
Frequently, interventionist talking is based on the concept of The Responsibility to
Protect which claims to represent the emergence of a new understanding of state sovereignty, global security and international law (ICISS 2001). According to this principle,
states are not only obliged to observe and protect human rights in their own domestic
realm but also to guarantee human security in all the rest of the states. In the case of
grave human rights violations (i.e. genocide) the international community ought to interfere, also using military force. Politicians increasingly make use of this rationale and
legitimize forcible humanitarian interventions in terms of a genuine ethical commitment
of the Western world. For instance, using strong moral imperatives (“Never again
Auschwitz!”), former German foreign minister Joschka Fischer provided many citizens
with a compelling legitimation for Germany’s participation in the NATO-led operation
in Kosovo.
It is far from certain, however, if a moral justification of risk and cost-intensive military assignments will remain uncontested. Most important, public consensus usually
dwindles when confronted with significant numbers of casualties. Combat casualties are
central to the understanding of the opinion-policy nexus because the unwillingness to
pay the costs of war is one of the central mechanisms by which public opinion might
affect foreign policy. This “body-bag effect” is believed to have contributed to US
withdrawals from Vietnam, Beirut and Somalia, for instance (see Robinson 2002). As a
consequence, the riskier foreign endeavors happen to be, the more the rhetorical straitjacket justifying continuing participation in world affairs becomes important.
Therefore, even if the German public seems fairly comfortable with the current foreign policy approach at the moment, ongoing support for sending troops abroad is anything but certain. The countrywide uproar in reaction to the circulation of some unsavory skull pictures, taken in Afghanistan is a case in point. The clearly inappropriate
conduct of some soldiers not only ruined the defense secretary’s simultaneous presentation of the White Paper but also generated widespread skepticism towards the army’s
mandate in that area. In consequence, approval rates of the mission plummeted (see the
November 20, 2006, edition of Der Spiegel). Most recently, a suicide bombing in Af-
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ghanistan left three German soldiers dead and several wounded, spawning an intense
debate about the purpose of military assignments in general.
In this thesis, I aim to scrutinize the German discourse on intervention and provide
some evidence of the impact of interventionist rhetoric on individual attitudes. I argue
that the Cold War explanation of an ideological stalemate has been gradually displaced
by a rationale conceiving world affairs as the joint responsibility of an international
community. This reasoning, I believe, is also mirrored in the German debate on foreign
assignments. A computer content analysis of a major plenary debate of the German
Bundestag reveals that two themes or storylines achieved predominance in the foreign
policy discourse. On the one hand, proponents of interventions frequently stress the
country’s moral duty to engage in foreign commitments. In essence, the argument goes
that global challenges call for global responsibility, obliging the once-so-reluctant Germany to act as well. On the other hand, opponents argue that interventionist endeavors
are prone to unforeseeable risks, above all, the loss of human lives. They consequently
conclude that foreign assignments would constitute an inappropriate foreign policy instrument, and recommend non-coercive options.
Throughout this thesis, I refer to the former rationale as responsibility framing, while
I characterize the latter as risk framing. My central argument states that both frames can
bear substantial influence on citizens’ beliefs and ideas about the usefulness and desirability of interventions. The strength of the framing effect, however, is conditionalized
by individual-level factors, such as political knowledge and prior dispositions. That is to
say, successful frames predispose some understanding and competence of the subject
matter and must match the target audience’s already existing preference structure and
basic political orientations in order to be effective. Traditional framing research neglects
such considerations, often assuming that citizens are uniformly susceptible to framing
attempts (Druckman 2004; Hiscox 2006; Sniderman and Theriault 2004). Citizens are
usually found to be incapable of political judgment, blown from one side or the other of
a subject matter depending on what kind of frame they are exposed to at the moment
(Nelson 2004). In line with recent advancements in the political psychology and political communication literature, I propose that these results can largely be attributed to deficiencies in the predominant concept of framing and the prevalence of unsophisticated
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research designs. Consequently, I abandon in this thesis the classical perspective of
framing effects, instead conceptualizing them as conditional and interactive constructs.
I present evidence for this assertion from a survey experiment, aimed at measuring
university students’ sensitivity to foreign policy frames. The treatment manipulation
consisted of a mock newspaper article integrated in a larger investigation on foreign
policy attitudes. The article feigned a possible extension of the UNIFIL mandate to the
Lebanese-Syrian border, indicating the deployment of German ground troops. Subjects
either received a version emphasizing the overall riskiness of the mission (echoing the
risk frame), a version stressing the country’s moral and historical duty to participate in
the mission (reflecting the responsibility frame), or a neutral text version. A pre-test assessed the subjects’ foreign policy knowledge, as well as other theoretically relevant
individual-level characteristics. The post-test measures captured the overall opinion and
support of the Lebanon intervention. Results were subsequently analyzed using linear
and logistic regression procedures.
The analysis of the results generates some counter-intuitive yet instructive insights.
Consistent with expectations, effects for risk framing are highly significant and considerably reduce approval rates in both analyses. Its impact, however, is conditional on the
level of political knowledge and congruence to prior dispositions. Surprisingly, political
knowledge and congruent dispositions dampens the risk framing effect. Responsibility
framing, in contrast, seems largely ineffective. The hierarchical modeling of higherorder terms reveals that responsibility framing nevertheless amplifies the odds to agree
with the Lebanon intervention, given high knowledge levels and congruent predispositions.
Taken together, the thesis makes a substantive and theoretical contribution to the literature. First, the substantive issue concerns the experimental evidence of risk framing
having a significant impact on peoples’ attitudes towards foreign assignments, thus confirming the literature on public causality shyness (see e.g. Aldrich et al. 2006; Boettcher
and Cobb 2006). Second, and constituting in part the precondition for the substantive
findings, I offer some theoretical and methodological improvements for framing research. The authentic simulation of a hypothetical intervention resembles much better
“real” politics than does the artificial situation of answering one-sided survey questions.
Most importantly, by explicitly modeling the conditional nature of framing effects, I
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accommodate for the fact that citizens are not equally susceptible to persuasion attempts. Indeed, some citizens might not be manipulated by frames but use them to reach
conclusions that are consistent with their underlying principles. In short, this thesis’
findings demonstrate that the impact of interventionist talking can only be fully understood if applying more sophisticated and theory-driven research designs.
The thesis comprehends five sections which are organized as follows. Subsequent to
this introduction, the second section deals with theoretical aspects of the thesis. I clarify
my central argument and its underlying rationale, work on major shortfalls of the classical “framing as manipulation” literature, and offer an alternative theoretical framework
explaining framing effects as the product of both message content and personal attributes. I present some preliminary finding for the German discourse on intervention and
derive my research hypotheses. The third section describes the methodology. I explain
the design and variables of the survey experiment and report sample characteristics and
results of the initial data-screening procedure. Next, I elucidate the logic of interaction
analysis and substantiate the chosen estimation strategies. The fourth section presents
findings from regression analyses and hierarchical testing procedures and discusses
them with respect to their practical relevance and broader generalizibility. The thesis
concludes with a summary of central insights and caveats, and gives some recommendations for future research.

Sie machen sich keine Vorstellung, welch
ein ungeheurer Druck auf der Regierung
lastet, wenn irgendwo auf der Welt eine
humanitäre Krise ausbricht, und zwar
Druck insofern, als gefragt wird: „Und
was macht die deutsche Bundesregierung?
Warum seid ihr nicht schon längst da unten und helft?“ (Michael Gerdts)3
Changing the terms of the debate from
‘right to intervene’ to ‘responsibility to
protect’ helps to shift the focus of discussion where it belongs – on the requirements of those who need or seek assistance. (ICISS 2001, 18)

2 Theory and Preliminary Analysis
This section has three goals. First, I outline the inspiration and underlying assumptions
of my general argument and show why and how political discourse on intervention is
relevant for foreign policy-making. Second, I describe major premises of the standard
account of framing and highlight important deficiencies. An alternative approach is suggested, emphasizing the conditional character of framing effects. Third, I flesh out the
notion of competitive framing by investigating the German Bundestag debate on the
Lebanon mission and deduce hypotheses about the impact of interventionist talking and
its counter-rationale on individual attitudes.
Note that I deliberately depart from the common practice to dedicate a separate section to a literature review. The character of this thesis is rather unusual insofar as the
substantive argument (i.e. the German discourse on intervention influences individual
attitudes towards foreign assignments) comes with a theoretical and methodological argument (i.e. the framing literature has to resort to an interactionist perspective and make
use of more sophisticated research designs). In my view, the in this chapter offered tripartite breakdown in the background of the general argument, motivation for the theoretical/methodological refinement, and explication of the hypotheses is the most feasible

3

Gerdts is the former head of the foreign affairs department of the Bundespresseamt. He made this point
at a conference on the media’s role in foreign policy, held from February 20 to February 21, 2003 at the
Department of Foreign Affairs in Berlin (Auswärtiges Amt 2003).
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and intelligible approach. Of course, I incorporate relevant literature throughout the section.

2.1 The Rationale of Talking Intervention
Making sense of foreign affairs used to be simple with the Cold War paradigm providing ideological schemata and a powerful national-interest frame for policymakers and
the public alike (Entman 2004; Nacos, Shapiro, and Isernia 2000; Risse 2000). The unexpected and sudden collapse of the Soviet Union, however, eviscerated the demonization of communism and other familiar clichés, and opened the space for new interpretations of global politics. The mounting complexities of regional conflicts, multilateral
peace-keeping missions and other kind of interventions demanded a convincing and
comprehensive substitute for the traditional tenets of realpolitik.
I suggest that in the absence of palpable national interests or security concerns, democratic decision-makers increasingly resorted to the power of value-based language.
In order to justify foreign assignments and tackle public concerns and resistance, they
have legitimized interventions by evoking cosmopolitan and humanitarian principles.
Referring to this thesis’ title, political leaders “talk intervention” which I conceptualize
as the intentional creation and dissemination of rhetorical justifications of a particular
humanitarian military deployment.4
The central objective of this thesis is to assess the impact of interventionist talking
and its rhetorical refutation on individual attitudes towards foreign assignments. In that
way, I aim to provide a microfoundation of the broader argument that political discourse
can exert some influence on a country’s foreign policy decisions. Instead of viewing
framing as the manipulation of large parts of the population, I argue that the impact of
framing is very much dependent on the characteristics of the audience itself. Before I
turn to the individual level of analysis, however, I lay out in this Chapter 2.1 the broader

4

This is not to say that the (problematic) concept of the “national interest” or national security considerations have become irrelevant to foreign policy-making and the rhetorical justification thereof. In fact, the
U.S. strategy of pre-emptive war is largely explained by national security interests (with 9/11 as the watershed). Likewise, security concerns play a major role in the formulation and justification of Bundeswehr
assignments, exemplified by the “Hindukush-remark” of Peter Struck. I refrain from elaborating on the
argument that the legitimation of interventions in terms of humanitarian principles merely constitutes a
veiled and sophisticated version of realpolitik. In this thesis, I am more interested in the actual impact of
cosmopolitan arguments and its resonance within the audience, not in their origin or motivation (see Hasenclever 2000 for the latter).
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rationale or interventionist talking, claiming that political discourse on intervention can
be understood as a contest between two opposing frames.
2.1.1 The Discourse on Intervention as Frame Contest
I substantiate and objectify the contention that discourse matters by means of the framing concept, borrowed from the psychological and political communication literature.
Framing refers to the definition and remedy of a decision problem and mirrors the strategic construction of political discourse. To be precise, I employ a classical framing
definition put forward by Entman: “To frame is to select some aspects of a perceived
reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and/or
treatment recommendation” (1993, 52). This definition satisfies the political debate on
foreign assignments as it captures changes in the problem definition (we witness a humanitarian disaster), causal interpretation (something or somebody can be blamed),
moral evaluation (we are responsible to act), and/or treatment recommendation (we
ought to intervene).5
In most democracies political debates about military assignments can be conceived
as a frame contest where proponents and adversaries of intervention battle for audience
attention by disseminating two alternative narratives or moral evaluations of a particular
military assignment. On the one hand, proponents of interventions highlight the moral
obligation to act on behalf of the “international community” of “civilized” states to receive public support. The invocation of moral values is a powerful weapon in the persuader’s arsenal and has been found to constitute a strong and pervasive factor on public
opinion (Zaller, 1992, 23) and provide recipients an important cue to attach their general
attitudes and beliefs to a more specific policy (i.e. intervention).6 On the other hand, ad-

5

I understand intervention rather narrowly as unilateral or multilateral military activity that encompasses
the direct and overt commitment of combat-ready armed forces for humanitarian purposes, either with or
without UN mandate (see Vertzberger 1998, 114). Seybolt (2007, chap. 2) develops a typology of humanitarian interventions distinguishing four types of engagement: (a) to assist aid delivery, (b) to protect
aid operations, (c) to save victims and (d) to defeat perpetrators. I refrain from incorporating different
types of interventions in my analysis, instead focusing on a “hard case”: the hypothetical deployment of
ground troops at the Lebanese-Syrian border (see Chapter 3.1.3). Future studies, however, should consider the possibility that the impact of interventionist discourse is contingent on the degree of the intervention’s severity. See also my conclusion in Section 5.
6
For instance, Feldman (1988) has given empirical support that citizens base their opinions on the connection that they draw between a particular issue and their core values. In subsequent work, Feldman and
Steenbergen (2001) find that humanitarianism (understood as the desire to help the disadvantaged) can
serve as a stable anchor for policy preferences. Hurwitz and Peffley (1987) propose a hierarchical model
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versaries of intervention will put together an alternative narrative that potentially possesses as much strength and resonance with the target audience as the humanitarian
frame. Instead of appealing to cosmopolitan principles, they will emphasize specific
risks and uncertainties associated with foreign assignments, aimed at intensifying public
skepticism and concerns. This is especially achieved by rhetorically disseminating negative information or negative emotions as they attract more attention than objectively
equivalent positive information or positive emotions (e.g. Marcus 2003; Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen 2000; Soroka 2006).
The central goal of the frame contest is simply to generate support or opposition for a
specific foreign policy decision (see Entman 2004, 47).7 Two factors are central to understanding the impact of framing on foreign policy making. The first factor relates to
the so-called body-bag effect which assumes a negative relationship between growing
numbers of casualties and public support of interventions. The second factor concerns
the role of the mass media. The dissemination of global news and real-time coverage
amplifies the public’s attention towards casualties, somewhat multiplying the body-bag
effect. Yet, at the same time the media works in the opposite direction by confronting
the public with vibrant pictures of the suffering, in turn producing humanitarian sentiments. Taken together, growing media influence and looming public casualty shyness
increase the need for, and potential gain from, framing and interventionist talking in
particular.
2.1.2 Framing and the Banality of the Body-Bag Hypothesis
Public opinion was once believed to have little if any impact on the foreign policy process. The “Almond-Lippmann consensus” maintained that public opinion was volatile, so
poorly structured as to constitute “non-attitudes” (Converse 1964), and, in the final
analysis became largely irrelevant to the conduct of foreign affairs (Holsti 1996). Almond famously summarized this conventional wisdom by stating that foreign policy
leaders have “to shout loudly to be heard even a little” (1950, 71).8
of foreign policy opinions in which core values determine individuals’ general postures which in turn
determine opinions on particular foreign policy issues.
7
The framing of a foreign intervention can be arrayed along a continuum from complete dominance by
one frame to a complete equilibrium between competing frames. Entman (2004, 47) refers to the latter
situation as frame parity.
8
Given the relative lack of research about casualty shyness in the European context, I primarily focus on
American studies. The basic mechanisms between public opinion, the media, and foreign policy-making
should nevertheless also apply to other major democracies.
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The sustained popular opposition to the Vietnam War, however, noticeably contradicted the image of the public as unpredictable and irrational. Over the following years,
a series of important studies (Milstein 1969, 1973, 1974; Mueller 1971, 1973; Verba et
al. 1967) found that public support for U.S. military commitment dropped in proportion
to the increase in casualties, indicating the presence of a fairly stable reluctance to pay
the human cost of war.9
The contention of a causal link between rising military casualties and declining public opinion support is known as the body-bag hypothesis. Casualty shyness is said to be
a significant feature of post-Cold War politics in most democracies, severely restricting
the conduct of foreign affairs (Holsti 2000, 215). It draws on the notion that favorable
public opinion is an important resource that political leaders rely on for achieving their
political goals, such as staying in office (Downs 1957). Given that domestic audience
costs jeopardize a leader’s political survival (Fearon 1994) casualty reluctance serves as
an important constraint to engage in powerful military interventions (i.e. the use of
ground forces).10 The body-bag hypothesis is also mirrored in structural theories of the
democratic peace that contend that democracies are less likely to engage in wars because of the public’s aversion to military conflicts (Doyle 1986; Maoz and Russett
1992). The findings on public casualty shyness have served as the watershed for a reconsideration of the opinion-policy nexus. By now, the evidence that public opinion is
relevant to foreign affairs is quite robust (see e.g. Aldrich at al. 2006; Holsti 1996; Nacos, Shapiro, and Isernia 2000; Page and Shapiro 1992; Russett 1990).
The assumption of a mechanistic and negative public reaction to casualties certainly
is too simplistic, however. Recent research has put forward a more nuanced view and
argues that the public’s response to operations that suffer military casualties is not
automatic but context dependent (Klarevas 2002). For instance, Larson (1996, 2000)
contends that public casualty tolerance closely follows casualty tolerance of domestic
elites. Kull and colleagues, in contrast, find that public support for a military mission is
more robust if the public sees that other countries also support the mission (Kull,

9

This chapter on the body-bag effect is largely informed by reviews of Aldrich et al. (2006) and Boettcher and Cobb (2006)
10
This thinking is reflected in the so-called zero-dead doctrine, assuming that “war without bloodshed” is
the only form of military force that is acceptable in democracies, except when direct threats to immediate
national interests are involved (Everts and Isernia 2002). Germany’s reluctance to deploy ground troops
in the south of Afghanistan or NATO’s self-imposed restriction to air strikes in the Kosovo intervention
are clear examples for the doctrine’s application.
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Destler, and Ramsey 1997; Kull and Destler 1999; Kull and Ramsey 2000). Nincic
(1992) ascertains that there are far more instances in which casualties and citizen support appear uncorrelated. Grounded on individual-level data, research by Feaver and
Gelpi (2004) suggests that casualty aversion is largely a product of expectations of success and judgments about the “rightness” of the decision to go to war. Eichenberg
(2005) reaches a similar conclusion in an analysis of aggregate public support for U.S.
military operations. Boettcher and Cobb (2006) demonstrate that the negative effect of
information about American casualties is softened by the provision of causality ratios,
i.e. placing the American casualties in relation to body counts of enemy dead.
This stream of research demonstrates that the prima facie compelling evidence for
the body-bag effect is largely dependent on context. The public may be sensitive but not
intolerant to casualties. Jentleson (1992, 53) suggests that casualty tolerance is based on
“the principal policy objective” envisioned by the military operation. He distinguishes
three such purposes: first, foreign policy restraint, that is, “to coerce […] an adversary
engaged in aggressive actions against the United States or its interests”; second, internal
political change, i.e. to influence “the domestic political authority structure of another
state”; and third, humanitarian intervention, the “provision of emergency relief […] to
people suffering from famine or other gross and widespread humanitarian disasters”
(Jentleson and Britton 1998, 399). Jentleson shows that the impact of these objectives is
more important than other factors such as the risk of casualties, the multilateral character of the mission, and the level of perceived interests. Moreover, he discovers that public support is higher for purposes of foreign policy restraint and humanitarian intervention than for purposes of internal political change (1998).11
It is quite evident that in order to evaluate the magnitude of the body-bag effect and
the mediating role of framing one has to analytically incorporate a mission’s perceived
principal policy objective and its expected success. Switching outlooks regarding the
actual purpose and effectiveness of an intervention is likely to affect casualty shyness
and approval of the mission (though special in many aspects, Iraq is a case in point). For
instance, Jakobsen (1996) finds that interventions are driven by a combination of the
CNN effect (see below) and good chances of success. Investigating the peacekeeping
11

Smith (2003, quoted in Kümmel and Leonhard 2005, 37) argues that the casualty factor increases the
further a particular war or military operation is removed from core national interests and proposes the
following hierarchy of causes in descending importance: defense of the homeland, defence of allies, promotion of vital interests, punishment of aggression, prevention of genocide, and humanitarian assistance.
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missions in Lebanon and Somalia, Burk (1999) discovers that public support starts to
decline when the missions are increasingly perceived as interference into the internal
affairs of another state (see Bardes 1997 for a similar interpretation on Somalia and
Haiti). Popular support of a certain intervention appears to be largely dependent on the
subjective appraisal of the intervention’s very purpose.
In this context, framing becomes crucial as it provides the public a “mental recipe”
(Nelson and Kinder 1996, 1073) for preparing a judgment about the nature of a particular military commitment.12 Political leaders will try to steer these perceptions and engage in competitive framing to either neutralize or to take advantage of the impact of
casualty shyness. The outcome of the frame contest determines if the logic of the bodybag effect will turn into a germane factor in the decision to intervene. If “talking intervention” comes out on top, casualty shyness is unlikely to be an issue or will be attenuated at least. As soon as its rhetorical counterpart prevails, however, the body-bag effect
will become an important domestic constraint for the independent conduct of foreign
affairs.13
2.1.3 Rethinking the Role of the Media
The second factor that is relevant for the understanding of the frame contest is the role
of the mass media. Not surprisingly, the public relies on the media as the principal
source for information on foreign policy events as these events are beyond the realm of
personal experience for most individuals, constituting “high-threshold issues” (Lang and
Lang 1981). There is some disagreement, however, on how to understand the role of the
media in the opinion-policy nexus and in international politics more generally.14 One
group of scholars conceptualizes the media as an active and independent actor in the
formulation of global politics, asserting that the advent of real-time television coverage
has both heightened public casualty reluctance and humanitarian claims by giving the
deaths a vividness and immediacy that makes them more shocking (Livingston 1997;
12

In contrast, Kull and Ramsey (2000a) highlight the importance of elite misperceptions. They show that
U.S. policy-makers have often underestimated the public’s willingness to accept the costs of international
engagement, providing empirical support for Entman’s (2000) notion of “perceived public opinion”.
13
The “rally around the flag” hypothesis constitutes the antipode to the body-bag hypothesis. Here, the
use of military force is said to cause a patriotic public to support their leader during a crisis (Russett
1990). In my view, this phenomenon is likely to arise in the case of immediate threats against national
sovereignty or core national interests and is rather unimportant for the case of humanitarian interventions
and/or peace-keeping missions.
14
There is a plethora of different typologies and theories on the role of the media in foreign affairs. In my
view, the proposed distinction between active and passive functions seems sufficient. See Robinson
(2002) for an excellent treatment of various theories of media influence.

Theory and Preliminary Analysis 14

Neuman 1996). Most famously, the hypothesis of the CNN effect has suggested that
global television has become an important or even dominant factor in the formulation of
foreign policies (Robinson 2002). In contrast, a second group perceives the media as the
passive abettor of the state and dominant interests. The manufacturing consent literature
(Herman and Chomsky 2002) has argued that powerful economic and political elites use
the media to mobilize public support for governmental policies. The indexing hypothesis
suggests that reporters index their coverage to reflect the range of opinion within the
government or elites (Bennett 1990).15
There are some shortcomings with these approaches to media influence. First, both
perspectives comprehend the media as a single and coherent actor operating alongside
states and nonstate actors. Clearly, this view is deficient in its understanding of political
complexity. Second, most studies are subject to a selection bias as they restrict analysis
to media coverage of interventions that actually took place, therefore neglecting instances of non-occurrences (Robinson 2002; Seybolt 2007).16 Third, scholars often rely
on case studies that apply different forms of content analyses to scrutinize the relationship between media coverage, public opinion and foreign policy decisions. Although
correlational analyses can make useful contributions to the understanding of the media’s
role in the opinion-policy nexus, they are not an entirely satisfactory substitute for the
detection of the causal mechanisms underlying such relationships (see Geddes 2003;
McDermott 2002).
Recently, researchers have begun to address the first and second deficiency of the
literature (conceiving the media as monolithic actor; omitting counterfactuals) and have
developed more sophisticated theories of media influence that are informed by framing
theory. Robinson’s (2002, chap. 2) “Policy-Media Interaction Model” predicts that under conditions of policy uncertainty and critical and empathy-framed coverage, the media can be an important factor in convincing political leaders to pursue humanitarian
objectives. Case studies of humanitarian crises in Kosovo, Rwanda, Bosnia and Iraq
support his hypotheses, yet reveal that media coverage is not a major factor for ground

15

Though intuitively compelling, studies have yet to present sufficient evidence for the CNN effect (Gilboa 2005). Empirical support for the indexing hypothesis has been considerable (see e.g. Mermin 1999;
Zaller and Chiu 2000), whereas in my view support for the notion of manufacturing consent rests rather
on circumstantial evidence.
16
This practice is generally known as “selecting on the dependent variable” and causes inference problems. Quite simply, one cannot learn anything about a causal effect when the dependent variable does not
vary (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994, 147).
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troop intervention. Entman (2004) provides an integrative theory of the triangular relationship between the media, the public and the U.S. government (“Cascading Activation
Model”). He suggests that several actors engage in combat to shape frames that reach
the public through the media and influence public opinion formation. The model argues
that some actors have more power than others to push frames down the road to the public and, therefore, could assist in identifying when and how the media affects foreign
policy-making (see Gilboa 2006).
Without doubt, the mass media has gained importance: It constrains political leaders,
yet at the same time provides them with opportunities to mobilize public support to advance their goals.17 Entman (2004) convincingly demonstrates that media coverage increasingly represents a powerful vehicle for political framing effects. Trained as political scientists, however, Entman (2004) as well as Robinson (2002) fail to decisively depart from classical approaches to media influence as both continue to conceive global
news networks as some kind of genuine actor in international politics and foreign policy
making.
I suggest that in the context of political debates on foreign interventions it might be
useful to conceptualize the media not as an actor but as the forum of the framing contest
and to shift attention to the characteristics of frames themselves. The frame that prevails
in the framing contest and manages to dominate the interpretation of a foreign policy
issue or the principal policy objective of an intervention is more likely to affect public
opinion and ultimately foreign policy itself.18 The central question, then, is not only
which actors use which frames (as Entman 2004 asks), but also what explains the overall persuasiveness of a successful frame.19 This moves the analytical focus to a microfoundation of framing effects, addressing the third deficiency of the literature on media
influence.
17

This instrumental view of the media is similar to the concept of media diplomacy, understood as the
proposition that the conducting of classical diplomacy is extended by the emergence of a global media
system (see Ebo 1996; Gilboa 1998). Of course, the downside of this approach is the neglect of the differing interest groups in the media itself (e.g. journalists and other media professionals) and their engagement in framing activities. Johnson-Cartee (2004) describes these kinds of aspects and many more.
18
In this sense the media is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for successful political persuasion.
In the absence of any media coverage even the most powerful interventionist frame will have a hard time
to reach and influence its target audience (the relative indifference towards the situation in Darfur is a
recent example). Given a certain degree of media coverage, however, framing and the frame contest gain
in importance.
19
Of course, the success of a frame is likely to depend on source credibility (see Druckman 2001). For
analytical clarity, however, I refrain from addressing source credibility, instead focusing on message content and the recipients’ individual-level characteristics (see Chapter 2.2).
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2.1.4 The Need for a Psychology of Discourse
In the preceding paragraphs I have argued that the increasing importance of the global
media along with looming public casualty shyness have heightened the importance of
political discourse to legitimize foreign interventions, especially when no clear national
interest is at stake. I substantiated the somewhat abstract notion of political discourse by
means of the framing concept, introducing the idea of a rhetorical competition between
proponents and adversaries of military commitments. Most importantly, I assumed that
frames can exert some influence on public opinion towards interventions.
Clearly, the applied logic in this chapter relates to macro-effects of discourse, that is,
effects of discourse at the societal level (see Johnson-Cartee 2004, chap. 1). Those
macro-effects, however, must be understood as aggregations of effects at the microlevel, that is, effects related to the individual. In this view, political discourse can be understood as an important source of over-time change in individuals’ foreign policy preferences and attitudes. The emphasis on the individual as the unit of analysis is useful as
it allows a much better analysis of the impact of interventionist talking and tackles the
important questions of whether and, if so, why some individuals are more sensitive to
framing attempts. Therefore, the next chapter shifts from the macro-level to the microlevel of analysis and elaborates the framing concept in more detail. Echoing Almond’s
remark, I will show that foreign policy leaders have not to “shout loudly to be heard
only a little”, but just need to speak clearly and in familiar terms.

2.2 Towards an Interactionist Perspective of Framing
Chapter 2.1 has introduced the general background of my argument and has argued that
to definitely confirm the impact of political discourse on public opinion formation one
has to shift the focus from the aggregate to the individual level of analysis. Chapter 2.2
satisfies this requirement in that it explicates the psychological foundations of the framing concept and highlights some important shortcomings of the standard account of
framing.
2.2.1 Framing – Still a Messy Paradigm
In 1993, Robert Entman bemoaned the lack of conceptual clarity and consistency had
led to a “fractured paradigm” of framing, inhibiting the promising development of a
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new theory of mass communication.20 Other scholars stated that there appeared to be
almost as many definitions of “frames” and ideas regarding how they influence public
opinion as there were researchers using the term (Nelson, Oxley, and Clawson 1997).
Even worse, researchers on agenda-setting (McCombs, Shaw, and Weaver 1997) disputed the conceptual autonomy of framing, viewing it as a mere extension of the
agenda-setting process.21
Today, working within the fractured paradigm appears to be a great success, at least
judged by the vast and increasing quantity of framing studies. A Web of Science keyword search for “framing”, for instance, yielded over 500 publications for the year
2006, compared to just 200 studies in 1998.22 This is due to the fact that scholars of social movements, bargaining behavior, decision making, media and communications effects, political psychology, public opinion and many others increasingly make use of the
framing concept (see Caragee and Roefs 2004). However, there is rarely a precise and
consistent analytical categorization of the concept’s usage (Kühberger 1998; Levin,
Schneider, and Gaeth 1998). Disciplinary synonyms like schema, script, heuristic, image, and so forth abound (see Dahinden 2006, chap. 2). Nearly 15 years after Entman’s
famous assertion it thus still seems correct to state that framing has a scattered conceptualization, missing a unifying theory or framework to organize a wide variety of results
in framing research.
Given the precocious state of the art (see Sniderman and Theriault 2004 for a similar
assessment), I provide a concise definition and treatment of the subject matter and a
brief clarification of what I believe are major inconsistencies and shortfalls of the literature. To begin with, there is some ambiguity with respect to communication frames and
individual frames. Some scholars use the terms “frame” and “framing” when referring
to the portrayal or interpretation of an issue in a communication source, whereas others
20

See D’Angelo (2002) for a rebuttal.
Agenda setting is generally understood as the ability of the news media to define the significant issues
of the day (McCombs and Shaw 1972). McCombs, Shaw, and Weaver (1997) used the term second-order
agenda setting to describe the media’s ability to define and interpret those issues. It is interesting to see
that agenda-setting researchers claim the framing and priming concepts as part of their territory, while
others argue that agenda-setting is “best conceived as variant of priming and framing” (Price and Tewksbury 1995, 2). Other studies have referred to agenda setting, priming and framing without differentiation
(e.g., Popkin 1994). From my point of view, the concepts are distinguishable in that the notion of agenda
setting is largely set up and tested at the aggregate level, whereas the concepts of framing and priming are
also grounded on the micro-level (e.g. the individual processing of information).
22
The search included the Science Citation Index Expanded, the Social Sciences Citation Index and the
Arts and Humanities Citation Index and was conducted on May 11, 2007.
21
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use the term to refer to an individual’s understanding and perception of the issue.
Druckman proposes to distinguish between “frames in communication” and “frames in
thought” (2001a, 227-8). This suggestion resembles Kinder and Sanders’ (1996, 164)
comparison between frames “embedded in political discourse” and frames that are “internal structures of the mind” as well as Scheufele’s (1999) discussion of “media
frames” and “individual frames”. Without doubt, frames in communication play a central role in shaping frames in thought. As I will show below, the effect of frames in
communication, however, cannot be adequately understood without considering prior
political knowledge and predispositions, that is, frames in thought. In fact, this assertion
is the thesis’ central argument and constitutes the very essence of framing.
Second, another crucial suggestion relates to the analytical distinction between
equivalency framing effect and emphasis framing effect (Druckman 2001a). The former
term describes an effect that occurs when different, but logically equivalent phrases
cause individuals to alter their preferences. Applications in prospect theory can be subsumed under this category (see McDermott 1998, 2004; Tversky and Kahneman 1981).
In contrast to equivalency framing effects, emphasis framing effects refer to a situation
where, “by emphasizing a subset of potentially relevant considerations” a communication source leads individuals “to focus on these considerations when constructing their
opinions” (Druckman 2004, 672). Hence, emphasis frames focus on different yet potentially relevant considerations of an issue. It is evident that political choices usually involve a deliberative process where it is difficult to assume ex ante equivalent gains or
losses of a particular course of action (Sniderman and Theriault 2004, 136). Referring in
those contexts to the relatively strict concept of equivalency framing seems rather inappropriate (see O’Neill 2001 for other important problems of equivalency frame applications in the field of international relations). The more relaxed conception of emphasis
framing appears to be the appropriate concept for research on media influence, political
persuasion and public opinion formation.23 The definition suggested by Entman (see
Chapter 2.1.1) implicitly corresponds in its understanding to emphasis framing.24
23

Note that emphasis frames do not violate the invariance property of expected utility theory (see Druckman 2004). This is important because the argument that (equivalency) framing effects render central normative assumptions of rational choice theory descriptively inaccurate has spawned considerable controversy in the social sciences (see Bueno de Mesquita and McDermott 2004; Mercer 2005).
24
For the sake of convenience I subsequently use the expression “framing/framing effect” when referring
to “emphasis framing/emphasis framing effects”. Note that besides the concept of emphasis frames the
term “issue frame” is also very common in the literature (e.g. Jacoby 2000; Sniderman and Theriault
2004). Another frequent expression is “value frame” (e.g. Barker 2005; Brewer and Gross 2005). Both are
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Third, there is no consensus on how to understand the underlying causal mechanism
of framing (Johnson-Cartee 2004, chap. 1; Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley 1997). As I
have argued in the preceding chapter, an understanding of effects at the macro-level
(e.g. a change in public opinion towards a particular intervention) requires a thorough
explanation of micro-level processes. The disagreement about the very nature of these
processes, I argue, constitutes a major obstacle to the emergence of a more coherent
conception of framing and the advancement of the field of political communication
more general.
In the following, I devise a dichotomous classification of the literature, taking into
account the clarifications I just made, in particular the distinction between “frames in
communication” and “frames in thought”, and delineate what I believe it the standard
position of framing. This view regards framing as the making of particular considerations or beliefs temporarily more accessible and comprehends the public as a rather passive and manipulable audience. In contrast, an opposing position interprets framing as
the weighting of already existent beliefs, claiming that a thoughtful public may use
frames to reach political judgments that are consistent with their underlying principles. I
contend that the second position captures much better the nature of political debate and
interventionist talking in particular.
2.2.2 Framing as Manipulation
The standard interpretation of framing builds on basic research in cognition and emphasizes automatic information processing (Cappella and Jamieson 1997; Price and Tewksbury 1997). More specifically, it is grounded in the work on survey response and attitude change by John Zaller. Zaller (1992, 41) presumes that the essential elements of
opinion are considerations, defined to include any reasons for favoring one side of a
dispute over another. In contrast to Converse (1964) who believes that large numbers of
the public do not hold any considerations of major issues, Zaller proposes that most
people possess opposing considerations on most issues all the time. Therefore, the problem is not that people have too few ideas to draw on, but that they have too many and
contradictory ones (Zaller 1992, chap. 2; see also Zaller and Feldman 1992).

conceptually similar to the understanding of emphasis frames in that they highlight the importance of a
particular argument versus others. I prefer to use the term emphasis frame as it points at the theoretical
notion of framing at the micro-level, understood as the unequal weighting of considerations stored in
long-term memory.
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Zaller argues that in order to evaluate a certain argument people pick up from their
memory the information that is most easy to get to at a particular moment. For instance,
when they have to answer a survey question, these answers reflect the considerations
that happen to be salient to the person at the moment the question is posed. In this perspective, framing occurs by simply manipulating the accessibility of considerations
(Cappella and Jamieson 1997; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991). Considerations
that have been primed by recent mention by a communication source will be at the “top
of the head” (Taylor and Fiske 1978), that is, easily accessed from memory, and will
therefore be more likely to influence opinion than unprimed, inaccessible considerations. This idea of framing effects is also known as the passive-receiver model, because
it assumes that people respond to framing more or less indiscriminately (see Brewer
2001). In fact, when viewing framing as the result of a largely unconscious accessibility
process, framing and priming become conceptually indistinguishable.
The idea that the majority of persons on the majority of issues are ambivalent
-coupled with the logic of the framing-as-priming hypothesis- constitutes the standard
account of framing. Zaller states that this notion is “extremely well supported both by
experimental psychology and by research on political attitudes” (1992, 276). In fact,
when a study tries to demonstrate a framing effect, it usually succeeds, that is, the public
is found to be moved from one side of an issue to the other depending on how the issue
is framed (Sniderman and Theriault 2004; see Druckman 2004 for a possible publication
bias).
I refer to this “classical” view as the framing-as-manipulation perspective. Ironically, this scenario reminds us of the Almond-Lippmann consensus where public opinion was viewed as unstable, ignorant and unimportant for the conduct of foreign affairs
(Holsti 1996). As has been shown, political realities (e.g. in form of popular opposition
to the Vietnam War) clearly contradicted this conventional wisdom. By the same token,
the underpinning presumptions of the manipulation perspective are at odds with the
complexities of human beings and politics itself.25
25

It is very important to stress here that Zaller provided one of the most comprehensive accounts of mass
communication and public opinion (Kinder 2003). His “Receive-Accept-Sample (RAS) Model” consists
of four axioms that describe how individuals respond to political information they encounter (1992, chap.
3). Two of these axioms (the Reception Axiom and the Resistance Axiom) emphasize the pivotal role of
political knowledge and predispositions for information processing, an issue I will come back to below.
The point I want to make here is that the manipulation perspective of framing mainly draws on only one
of his axioms, namely, the Accessibility Axiom (see Ibid 48). The understanding of framing as priming
(framing makes considerations temporarily more accessible in short-term memory) and the view of the
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2.2.3 Framing as Interaction
The standard account of framing implies that citizens (1) base their political preferences
on arbitrary information that lacks a secure anchoring in underlying, enduring convictions, and (2) that framing works through a passive accessibility process rendering citizens’ political judgment prone to manipulation. This interpretation has recently been
criticized (e.g. Chong and Druckman 2007; Druckman 2001, 2001a, 2004; Druckman
and Nelson 2003; Nelson 2004; Shen 2004; Shen and Edwards 2005; Sniderman and
Theriault 2004). In line with this development, I argue that the major alternative to accessibility models of framing entails a more deliberate and self-conscious process with
the citizen as the “final arbiter, who chooses which of the available considerations are
relevant and who decides how important each consideration should be” (Kinder 2003,
378; emphasis in the original).
Proponents of this view refer to several deficiencies of the standard account of framing. One major deficiency of the manipulation approach is the neglect of political realities. In democracies, political debates are characterized by a clash of arguments that expose citizens to different suggestions how to think about a problem and its remedy. Yet,
classical framing studies have tended to overlook the fact of competitive framing
(Chong and Druckman 2007). They have restricted attention to experimental designs
where citizens are artificially exposed to only one way of thinking about a political issue
and not to contesting views of the issue at stake. Sniderman and Theriault illustrate this
point in stating that “framing studies have neglected the fact that frames are themselves
contestable” (2004, 141-142).
Most important, the assumption that framing has a uniform and unconditioned effect
for all individuals is doubtful. Several studies have in fact found that framing effects are
not straightforward product of accessibility (Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley 1997). Rather,
it appears that framing effects may depend on how favorably citizens respond to a particular argument. They may engage in some deliberate processing in response to a particular frame, responding readily to frames that produce positive reactions and rejecting
frames that produce negative reactions (Druckman 2001). Evidence of such active processing on the part of citizens suggests that they sometimes act as thoughtful, rather than
passive, receivers of information (Brewer 2001). It also suggests that framing is somecitizenry as being easily manipulable somewhat downplayed the two other axioms’ application to the
field of political persuasion resulting in the incidence of relatively unsophisticated research designs.
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thing different than priming. Through framing, political leaders seek to establish a
dominant definition and interpretation of an issue, whereas priming refers to the accessibility of information at a particular moment. Whereas priming says only, “Think of
this consideration,” framing says, “Think of it this way” (Aldrich et al. 2006, 486).
Accordingly, Nelson and colleagues argue that changes in the accessibility of considerations are not a necessary mediator of framing effects (Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley
1997; Nelson, Oxley, and Clawson 1997; Nelson and Oxley 1999; Nelson 2004; Nelson
and Garst 2005). Framing might instead operate through the accentuation of already existing beliefs without necessarily introducing new information. In this sense, frames tell
people how to weigh competing values, beliefs and emotional attachments and influence
opinion by suggesting which of the many and possibly conflicting consideration should
predominate.26 Considerations that are more important to individuals are more likely to
be stored in long-term memory and to be chronically accessible. It is evident that in this
perspective responsiveness to framing should be related to individual-level characteristics and that these characteristics might serve as important constraints to the manipulation by framing.
More sophisticated studies have provided evidence that citizens can resist a frame
under a variety of circumstances, e.g., when they do not trust its source (Druckman
2001), when they receive two different frames (Sniderman and Theriault 2004) or when
they are allowed to discuss the issue with other people exposed to an alternative frame
(Druckman and Nelson 2003). In addition, other studies have incorporated individuallevel characteristics such as education (Hiscox 2006) or motivation (Chong and Druckman 2007) and demonstrated that those characteristics can have a profound impact on
the overall effectiveness of framing. What is common to all these studies is that they
refrain from regarding framing effects as the result of the unconditional imposition of
some political will on a gullible public. Instead, they are interpreted as the joint product
of message content, political context and receiver characteristics (Brewer 2001, Druckman 2001, Nelson 2004). I refer to this view as the framing-as-interaction perspective,

26

Nelson and colleagues base their argumentation on expectancy-value models of attitudes. These models
regard attitudes as summary evaluations based on a weighted average of a sample of beliefs about an attitude object (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Anderson 1981). Nelson and colleagues distinguish priming (the
accessibility of beliefs) and framing (the unequal weighting of beliefs) from persuasion. Persuasion is
understood as the adding or (Bayesian) updating of new information. This distinction, however, should be
less relevant here than the evidence that framing is conceptually distinguishable from priming and that
framing effects should be contingent on individual-level characteristics (see also Hiscox 2006).
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claiming that this account presents the conceptual antipode to the manipulation approach.27
In this thesis, I restrict myself to potential individual-level moderators and do not
deal with contextual moderators, such as source credibility (Druckman 2001) or interpersonal communication (Druckman and Nelson 2003). Though not testing political
context explicitly, I mirror “realistic” political debate, in that all treatment versions in
the survey experiment encompass alternative considerations about the potential usefulness and dangers of foreign assignments (see Chapter 3.1.3). With regard to individuallevel characteristics, I suggest that framing effects will depend on (1) the degree to
which individuals possess already existent dispositions that match the cues inherent in
the frame and (2) the degree to which individuals are able to recognize those cues and
connect them to their dispositions. I explicate these assumptions below.
2.2.4 The Notion of Frame Congruence
The first individual-level characteristic I focus on is the individuals’ political predisposition. Political predisposition can be broadly understood as any favorable attitude towards a particular political communication (Zaller 1992, 28). In the framing-asinteraction perspective, the impact of any frame should depend on how the frame interacts with such predispositions. In the case of favorable or positive predispositions it is
more likely that the framing invokes the intended attitude change than in the case of unfavorable or negative predispositions (Popkin 1994; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock
1991). Quite simply, in order to exert influence, “frames in communication” must resonate with “frames in thought”. I refer to this general notion as frame congruence: A
frame must match the political predispositions of its target audience in order to become
effective. This also explains why successful frames frequently invoke core values: Because citizens already endorse those values and therefore might attach higher attention
to the frame (see Chapter 2.3).28

27

Both the accessibility and the belief importance model are memory-based accounts of framing effects.
Lodge, Steenbergen, and Brau (1995) provide a major alternative, the so-called on-line model. According
to this model, individuals access and report a previously formed opinion based on a steady stream of information over time instead of constructing the opinion based on information stored in memory.
28
In a similar vein, constructivist scholars working on norm diffusion define the notion of congruence as
an “ideational affinity to other already accepted normative frameworks” (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 204)
and argue that political leaders try to connect emerging norms to established ones when striving to persuade the public (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, 906).
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The idea of framing effects depending on the degree of the frame-predisposition
match takes after cognitive consistency theories.29 These theories explain how people
organize their opinion to avoid inconsistencies that are presumed to be psychologically
painful (O’Keefe 2002, chap. 4). Of the various theories proposing a motive to maintain
cognitive consistency the most prominent is the theory of cognitive dissonance
(Festinger 1957). Festinger proposes that the psychological state of dissonance is aversive and that people will be motivated to engage in cognitive activity in order to reduce
it. One solution to dissonance is to minimize the importance of one of the elements that
causes dissonance (O’Keefe 2002, 79; see also Simon, Greenberg, and Brehm 1995).
This nicely resembles the suggestion of Nelson and colleagues who conceive framing as
the deliberate weighting of chronically accessible beliefs.30
2.2.5 The Salience of Political Sophistication
The second important individual-level moderator is the amount of political information
an individual possesses, also known as the person’s political awareness, expertise,
knowledge or involvement (Zaller 1992, Krosnick and Bannon 1993, Popkin and Dimock 2000). Notwithstanding operational differences, I unanimously refer to these constructs as political sophistication. Political sophistication can be roughly defined as the
quantity and organization of a person’s political cognitions towards an object (Luskin
1987). To put it differently, political sophistication relates to the prior familiarity with a
political issue.
Finding that political sophistication makes a difference is a “standard result” in interactionist framing studies (Sniderman and Bullock 2004, 347). The direction of this influence, however, remains unclear. Some studies find that frames have a greater impact
on less sophisticated people (e.g. Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2001). Echoing the tenets of
the manipulation approach, these authors argue that people with low political sophistication possess fewer strongly held attitudes and thus exhibit increased susceptibility to
framing (i.e. priming). In contrast, highly politically sophisticated individuals are believed to be less manipulable because they possess a broad range of political attitudes
that can serve as counterweights when confronted with contesting arguments. In con29

Note that dissonance may occur in the affective as well as in the cognitive domain (Keller and Block
1999).
30
Another significant finding is the discovery that incongruence between communication frames and the
individual diminish comprehension because the new information does not match past learning stored in
memory (Graber 2005).
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trast, Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997) find that framing is much stronger among respondents who are familiar with the argument. As explained in Chapter 2.2.3, this
should be due to the fact that framing works through the weighting of different considerations held in long-term memory and the assumption that only better-informed individuals will store such relevant considerations. Thus, sophistication is not believed to
serve as a counterweight to manipulation attempts but as an indispensable prerequisite
for the reception of political messages.31
Zaller (1992) demonstrates that the two views are not mutually exclusive. In his Reception-Acceptance-Model (a kind of subtype of the more general RAS-Model) he conceptualizes attitude change as a two-step process (1992, chap. 7). The Reception Axiom
states that in a first step people’s likelihood to receive a frame is a direct function of
their general level of political sophistication. Given the reception of a message, the Acceptance Axiom claims that in a second step people resist information that is inconsistent with their predispositions, but only if they are sufficiently sophisticated to notice
such inconsistencies. As a consequence, the most sophisticated are at the same time
more likely to receive new political information and less likely to be changed by such
information. Zaller (1992, 124) suggests that people who are moderately sophisticated
are the most likely to change their beliefs (see also Converse 1964). These peoples’ beliefs are thought to be more susceptible to change because they are more likely to receive new information than less sophisticated persons and are more likely to be persuaded by new information than more sophisticated persons.32
In brief, theoretical explanations and empirical results for the impact of political sophistication are mixed. Zaller’s “Reception-Acceptance Model” makes plain that the
issue of political sophistication is complicated at best, and likely to be intertwined with
the concept of frame congruence.33

31

The “perceptual-readiness” hypothesis of Sniderman, Tetlock, and Elms (1999) reaches a similar conclusion. Higher sophisticated people are supposed to be more receptive to conditions under which particular political principles apply, and therefore are more affected by framing.
32
The applied number of axioms is inconsistent in Zaller’s work. He suggests four axioms in the RAS
Model, two axioms in the Reception-Acceptance Model. In turn, Zaller and Feldman (1992) propose three
axioms in their theory of response instability.
33
I will satisfy this requirement by modeling a three-way interaction between frame condition, political
sophistication, and predisposition (see Chapter 3.3).
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2.2.6 Testing Foreign Policy Frames – So Far
The suggested breakdown of the framing literature into two broad perspectives is
largely informed by studies dealing with attitudes towards domestic (that is, mostly U.S.
American) policy issues. Recently, however, scholars have conducted framing experiments that explicitly addressed foreign policy issues and to some extent incorporated
recommendations of the interactionist approach to framing.
In the realm of trade policy, for instance, Hiscox (2006) assesses the impact of framing on individuals’ attitudes towards globalization and international trade. He finds that
individuals that are given a pro-trade introduction in a survey question are not more
likely to express support for trade than those who receives no introduction. In contrast,
when given an anti-trade introduction, individuals’ support significantly drops. Hiscox
controls for political sophistication which is measured by education levels. It turns out
that less educated individuals are more sensitive to framing than highly educated individuals. A disadvantage of his study relates to the fact that his treatment condition is
made up of a very brief and one-sided paragraph, thus disregarding genuine political
debate on globalization.
Other studies have made use of adopting different versions of news articles. For instance, one study discovers that depicting a foreign country as competitor to the United
States leads to less favorable opinions regarding this country, whereas depicting common interest of both countries leads to more favorable opinions (Brewer 2006). The
study sticks to the standard account of framing, as it does not control for possible interactions between framing condition and individual-level characteristics. Schuck and de
Vreese (2006) examine the impact of a risk and opportunity frame on individual support
for EU enlargement. Participants in the opportunity frame condition show higher levels
of support compared to those in the risk frame condition. Schuck and de Vreese check
for the moderating impact of political sophistication and find it to exert an attenuating
influence on the framing effect, that is, individuals with low levels of political sophistication are more likely to be affected by framing. Most relevant for my thesis, Berinsky
and Kinder (2006) present individuals with news reports on the 1999 Kosovo crisis,
framed either to promote or prevent U.S. intervention. They show that “seemingly subtle differences in the presentation of identical information in the news media can affect
the organization and recall of information and ultimately influence political judgments”

Theory and Preliminary Analysis 27

(Ibid 640). They find no evidence for interactions between framing conditions and political sophistication or need for cognition (Bizer et. al. 2000), however.
Although some studies on foreign policy frames incorporate political sophistication
in their analysis, they frequently fail to address the issue of frame congruence, that is, to
consider the match between the frame and the individuals’ political predispositions.
Even if predispositions are accounted for, measures are rather crude and unspecific,
such as political ideology, trust in government, and partisanship. For instance, Liberman
(2006) uses death penalty support as a proxy measure for moral predispositions (i.e.,
retributiveness and humanitarianism), which he believes should influence public support
for the punitive use of “war against evildoers”. Death penalty support should be closely
related to moral predispositions, yet Liberman fails to prove or explicate the assumed
association in more detail. Besides the relative disregard of relevant predispositions,
none of the studies analyzes the interaction between political predisposition and sophistication. This neglect is rather troublesome since Zaller’s Reception-Acceptance Model
has shown that it might be imperative to approach political sophistication and predisposition in concert (see Chapter 2.2.5). The only instance where this is actually done (and
that I am aware of) is the study of Hermann, Tetlock, and Visser.34
To conclude, also more specific studies on the attitudinal impact of foreign policy
frames are characterized by major shortcomings. First, even those studies that can be
assigned to the interactionist perspective often fail to operationalize individual-level
characteristics with more domain-specific measures. Second, given that predisposition
is considered at all, its potential interaction with political sophistication stays unexamined, bar one exception (i.e. Hermann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999). Finally, many framing experiments suffer from a lack of external validity in that they artificially expose
participants to one-sided frames that are merely represented by a single sentence or
paragraph.35
34

Hermann, Tetlock, and Visser (1999) embedded several experiments in a national survey in order to
find out if public decisions about the use of force rest either on dispositional or situational factors. They
identify several interactions between situational factors and political sophistication and argue that sophistication is reflected by the systematic and deliberate matching of situational and dispositional factors, allowing more knowledgeable people to “consistently translate their general ideological dispositions into
specific policy attitudes” (1999, 569). This assertion will be mirrored in my fourth hypothesis (see Chapter 2.3.4).
35
The review is clearly not exhaustive but aims at clarifying my central argument here, regarding the
overall lack of theoretical and methodological sophistication, even in very recent studies on foreign policy
frames. A considerable amount of experimental studies has explored the relationship between equivalency
framing and the populations’ sensitivity to casualties (e.g. Boettcher 2004; Boettcher and Cobb 2006; see
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2.2.7 Summary
This Chapter 2.2 showed that central tenets of the standard account of framing are at
odds with the complexities of the real world. More advanced approaches to framing
such as the interactionist perspective should model framing effects as a function of message content and personal attributes and pay closer attention to individual-level characteristics, above all to prior dispositions and political sophistication. Some recent studies
on foreign policy frames have met these demands, yet they fail to adequately incorporate predispositions and their connection with political sophistication. By way of analyzing the German discourse on foreign intervention, the next chapter fleshes out the argument of talking intervention I developed in Chapter 2.1 (the “macro-perspective”), at the
same time adopting the theoretical and methodological recommendations I have put
forward in Chapter 2.2 (the “micro-perspective”).

2.3 The German Experience of Talking Intervention
This chapter aims at substantiating the notion of interventionist talking and its counterrationale by means of a case study and to derive testable hypotheses on their impact on
political preferences. By means of analyzing the German Bundestag debate on the
Lebanon assignment, I identify the incidence of two dominant frames which correspond
in their logic to the justification of interventions in terms of humanitarian principles and
the evocation of negative sentiments to avoid such interventions, respectively. Given the
non-existence of other studies, this frame identification process constitutes the central
theoretical underpinning for the design of the survey experiment (see Chapter 3.1). It
therefore seems adequate to present empirical results in this section.
2.3.1 The Changing Conception of German Foreign Policy
It is quite evident that after its reunification and recovery to full sovereignty Germany
has assumed a stronger role in world affairs (see Bahr 2003; Haftendorn 2006; Schöllgen 2003). In particular, the country is one of the largest providers of peacekeeping
troops and deploys about 7.300 armed forces in 10 different assignments (Bundeswehr

also Vertzberger 1998). As I have argued in Chapter 2.2.1, however, the concept of equivalency framing
seems rather inappropriate for the analysis of political debate.

Theory and Preliminary Analysis 29

2007).36 So far, only low-risk missions have been carried out, however, and taking hazards is strictly avoided (the holding off from Afghanistan’s south constitutes the most
recent example). This is partly due to the fact that pacifism and casualty reluctance are
deeply routed in the German society (Dalgaard-Nielson 2005). As implied by the logic
of the body-bag effect (see Chapter 2.1.2), an unwary rush to more dangerous commitments would possibly jeopardize public support for interventions and international involvement in general. I believe that German policymakers are aware of this contiguity
and therefore justify the increasing participation in foreign commitments by using
value-based language.
A key to understanding the German foreign policy discourse and the discourse on
intervention in particular is the concept of “responsibility”. Very roughly, this term can
be defined as the commissioning of national interests under a higher value system such
as the protection of human rights or democracy. At the same time a certain disposition
and capability for foreign policy action is accentuated (von Bredow 2006, 201). The
concept of responsibility consists of two dimensions which are mirrored in most governmental texts on German foreign policy (Ibid 200-205). The first dimension relates to
Germany’s past and its accountability for Nazi crimes. This liability is said to persist to
this day, implying the abandonment of power politics and reluctance in the conduct of
foreign affairs. The second dimension is concerned with the stability of the international
system. It presumes that growing threats to international peace and security ask for a
higher commitment on the part of Germany. This commitment is to be guided by the
principles of multilateralism and carried out in the context of the European Union or the
United Nations.
Baumann (2002) argues that, prior reunification, the first dimension or interpretation
of responsibility was predominant in the German discourse, whereas the second dimension played only a marginal role. He shows that especially foreign minister HansDietrich Genscher was at pains to draw a clear line between Germany’s post-war understanding of responsibility and the more traditional concept of power-politics (Ibid 22).
One decade later, Baumann asserts, the emphasis has been reversed. Now, the predominant demand is that Germany must assume more responsibility in world affairs, result36

Current missions are: Active Endeavour (maritime surveillance in the Mediterranean), Enduring Freedom (maritime surveillance at the Horn of Africa), EUFOR (Bosnia and Herzegovina), ISAF (Afghanistan), KFOR (Kosovo), UNIFIL (maritime surveillance of the Lebanon coast), UNOMIG (surveillance
mission in Georgia), UNMEE (surveillance mission in Ethiopia), UNMIS (surveillance mission in Sudan), UNAMA (capacity building in Afghanistan).

Theory and Preliminary Analysis 30

ing from its economic and political weight. This position is nicely exemplified by a
statement of Karl Kaiser:
„Die Destabilisierungstendenzen in der Weltpolitik nach dem Ende des Ost-West-Konflikts
und das gewachsene Gewicht des vereinten Deutschlands mit seinem hohen Verflechtungsgrad mit der Weltökonomie und -politik stellen für die deutsche Politik eine unausweichliche Herausforderung dar. Dies gilt nicht nur für die globale Entwicklungen, sondern auch
für die europäischen […] deshalb kann die größte Demokratie Westeuropas nicht der Verantwortung ausweichen, durch ökonomische, diplomatische und auch militärische Mittel
die Durchsetzung der Völkerrechtsordnung mitzutragen …“ (1994, 8, quoted in von Bredow 2006, 202; empahsis added by the author).

It is remarkable that the notion of “to take responsibility” here becomes a synonym for
“to exert influence” or “to participate in military assignments”, somewhat approximating the traditional concept of power politics (see Baumann and Hellmann 2001, 71-72).
Despite the asserted “continuity in German foreign policy” (Harnisch 2001), a notable
shift in both foreign policy discourse and action has occurred, today even more pronounced than at the time of Kaiser’s remark. In particular, the longing for a stronger
world role has been most notably mirrored by Germany’s (hitherto unsuccessful) quest
for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council.
The concept of responsibility has provided German policy-makers with a powerful
cue to substantiate the need for foreign entanglements, possibly more so than in other
Western democracies. For instance, in her speech at the 43rd Munich Conference on Security Policy on February 10, 2007, Chancellor Angela Merkel emphasized the shared
“global responsibility for global crises”, requiring a new and comprehensive understanding of security (Bundesregierung 2007). German policy-makers sign up to the concept of The Responsibility to Protect originated by the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS 2001). In essence, this report offers guidelines
for humanitarian military measures to protect people that suffer massive human rights
violations (Seybolt 2007, 12). This reference to the responsibility concept seems to be a
clever move since it resonates well German views on the civilizing role of law and
norms and its self-understanding as a “civilian power” (Harnisch and Maull 2001).37

37

The power of the cue responsibility is demonstrated by Iyengar (1991) who shows that attitudes and
actions are altered by the manner by which individuals attribute responsibility. He finds that frames that
attribute responsibility to collective units (thematic frames) tend to engender support for governmental or
societal intervention, in contrast to frames that attribute responsibility to the individuals (episodic frames),
in turn preserving the status quo.
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2.3.2 A Case in a Point: The Debate on the Lebanon Mission
By way of analyzing the plenary debate on the Lebanon mandate, I aim to better grasp
the specific discourse on foreign assignments and to obtain some guidelines on how to
construct the treatment condition of my survey experiment. The debate took place from
September 19 to September 20, 2006, and was probably one of the most intense and
emotionally charged debates in that year. The 599 members of the German Bundestag
had to decide about the deployment of (at most) 2,400 air and naval troops to join the
United Nations peace-keeping mission in Lebanon (UNIFIL). A great majority (442
yeas to 152 nays, five abstentions) voted for the assignment.38
The evocation of a moral or historical responsibility clearly was at the core of the
discussion. Strikingly, both proponents and advocates of the assignment agreed on
Germany’s inherent accountability for the Middle East and Israel in particular, but came
to diametrically opposed conclusions. One side (CDU, SPD, Greens) argued that its
unique responsibility obliged Germany to act on the ground, also militarily. This contribution was conceived as an indispensable condition for the securing of a durable peace
and the stabilization of the whole region. In particular, intervention adherents emphasized the shared duty of Germany, the European Union and the international community
to take action. A good example for this line of reasoning is an excerpt of the speech of
foreign minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier (SPD):
„Das versetzt uns – mit uns meine ich Europa – in die Lage, jetzt auch im Nahen Osten
mitzuhelfen, Frieden zu schaffen und zu sichern […] Weil das so ist und weil wir wussten,
dass das Schweigen der Waffen nur durch internationale Präsenz, durch ein internationales
Hilfeversprechen erreicht werden konnte, durften und dürfen wir nicht abseits stehen. Wir
stehen in einer gemeinsamen Verantwortung. Für die Bundesregierung sage ich: Wir sind
entschlossen uns dieser Verantwortung zu stellen“ (Plenarprotokoll Deutscher Bundestag
16/49; empahsis added by the author).

Overall, proponents stood out for their general optimism and appeared quite confident
with respect to the mission’s chances of success. The opponents’ side (FDP, PDS/Left
Party), in contrast, concluded that Germany’s unique responsibility implied the abstention of any military action in the Middle East. The leading thought in all justifications
was the need to avoid a certain risk. Skeptics advanced the view that Germany lacked
neutrality in the conflict and that a military engagement would unnecessarily imperil its
38

In mid-October, German naval forces took command of the Maritime Task Force and will keep it at
least until end of August 2007. The mandate’s main objective consists in the surveillance of the Lebanese
waterside in order to prevent the clandestine shipment of arms and other illicit goods.
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hard-earned and well-respected status as the area’s mediator and conflict broker. Instead
of deploying armed forces, diplomatic and political initiatives had to be pursued. As
Florian Toncar (FDP) elaborated:
„Das für mich entscheidende Argument, gegen den vorliegenden Antrag zu stimmen, ist,
dass Deutschland Gefahr läuft, das Vertrauen, das es bei allen Konfliktparteien der Region
genießt, zu verlieren. Im Unterschied zu vielen anderen Staaten, die häufig von einer der
Konfliktparteien als parteiisch wahrgenommen werden, verfügt Deutschland bisher über
eine allseits hohe Akzeptanz und wird als Vermittler mit guten Kontakten zu allen Beteiligten allgemein anerkannt. Der von der Bundesregierung beantragte Einsatz bewaffneter
Kräfte in der Region birgt zumindest die Gefahr, dieses politische Kapital zu verlieren.
Deutschland hat mehr zur Beilegung dieses Konflikts beizutragen als Soldaten. Es sollte
vom Einsatz bewaffneter Kräfte in der jetzigen Form absehen, um seinen politischen Handlungsspielraum zu bewahren. Vielmehr sollte Deutschland sich im Verhandlungsprozess
für eine dauerhafte Friedenslösung als ehrlicher Vermittler anbieten“ (Plenarprotokoll
Deutscher Bundestag 16/50).

Another prevalent rationale was the possibility of a direct confrontation between Israeli
and German military. Such an encounter would be “unthinkable”, constituting nothing
less than a moral disaster for the German psyche. Most important, however, was the
preoccupation with the German soldiers themselves. This concern was not confined to
the soldiers’ physical health alone but also to their mental integrity. Opponents argued
that German forces would be completely overburdened by the mission’s tasks. Gregor
Gysi (PDS/Left Party) made this point clear by claiming:
„In meiner Generation ist das alles kompliziert und wirr genug. Es gibt keine Klarheit. Es
gibt Angst vor Diskussionen. Wir, Frau Bundeskanzlerin, sind nach meiner Auffassung
keinesfalls berechtigt, diese völlig ungeklärte Gedanken- und Gefühlswelt, die in unserer
Generation noch immer herrscht, die jungen Soldaten austragen zu lassen. Diese können
das nicht. Sie sind überfordert. Wir alle haben nicht das Recht, sie in eine solche Situation
zu bringen“ (Plenarprotokoll Deutscher Bundestag 16/49).

Despite the position’s somewhat larger heterogeneity in its political reasoning, most intervention adversaries agreed that a military assignment would be irresponsible and too
dangerous to accomplish, jeopardizing some established status quo, either the mental
and physical integrity of German soldiers, or Germany’s international credibility as an
accepted and effective arbitrator. Compared to the interventionist position, the tone was
more negative and the outlook more pessimistic.
In order to somewhat substantiate this interpretation I conducted a computer content
analysis by means of the text analysis module WordStat (Peladeau 2003).39 I incorpo39

WordStat is specifically designed to study textual information such as interviews, journal articles, public speeches etc. The program is not a stand-alone application, however, and must be run from the statisti-
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rated all plenary speeches (n = 27), as well as all amendments attached to the final protocol (n = 21) which together constituted a text corpus of roughly 40.000 words. 25
statements argued for, and 23 statements against the intervention. The single statements
were designated as unit of analysis and coded with respect to party affiliation and represented argument. The analysis was effected by the specification of an inclusion dictionary that automatically removed variant forms of keywords from the text corpus. These
expressions (n = 69) were predefined based on theoretical considerations and a minimum frequency criterion. They were then allocated to broader and mutually exclusive
categories (n = 11) and checked for consistency in meaning using the Keyword-InContext technique (see Ibid).
Table 2.1: Tabulation of Category Frequencies
Cluster

Categories

Pro

Con

Europe*** (**)

6,5% (55)

1,8% (9)

Future***

6,7% (56)

2,9% (15)

Positivity*** (*)

17,0% (143)

9,6% (49)

Peace***

18,6% (156)

13,9% (71)

Concerted Action***

14,6% (123)

9,6% (49)

Responsibility***

13,7% (115)

7,9% (49)

Mediator***

5,1% (43)

15,5% (79)

Negativity

5,2% (44)

8,6% (44)

Risk

6,5% (55)

14,3% (73)

War

5,5% (46)

11,8% (60)

Past** (*)

0,5% (4)

3,9% (20)

1

2

Figures correspond to column percent and raw counts (in parentheses); **p
≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001 for chi-square of category frequency; (*) p ≤ 0.05; (**) p
≤ 0.01 for chi-square of case occurrence (not shown in the table). Both tests
refer to counts. Cluster solution is based on similarity index.

Overall, results confirmed the findings from the qualitative analysis. To keep things
simple, I confine myself to reporting the outcomes of a univariate frequency analysis.
As shown in Table 2.1, I used a chi-square test to assess the relationship between the
cal software package SimStat or CodeMiner (see Peladeau 2003). See Weber (1990) for several advantages of content analysis. Most important, computer-assisted content analysis leads to “perfect coder reliability” (Ibid 41).
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frequencies of the main categories and the speakers’ opinion, either favoring (“Pro”) or
rejecting the Lebanon mission (“Con”).
It is evident that there is a clear difference between the two positions. Intervention
advocates emphasized the need for international cooperation (“Concerted Action”), especially in the European context (“Europe”), had a positive outlook (“Future”, “Peace”,
and “Positivity”), and stressed the inherent responsibility to act (“Responsibility”). Adversaries, in contrast, resorted to a more pessimistic language (“Negativity”, “Risk”, and
“War”), cautioned to draw the lessons of the German past (that is, to abstain form international affairs), and gave warning of the potential loss of the country’s bargaining position (“Mediator”). A cluster solution performed on the cross-tabulation table revealed
that the distribution of keywords was consistent with expectations. Note that the clustering is not performed on individual documents but directly on the cross-tabulation. As a
consequence, the similarity index computed for the keywords and used for clustering
does not represent their co-occurrences within documents but measures the similarity of
their distribution among the pro and con positions.40 The finding of the cluster solution
was corroborated by a correspondence analysis that graphically explored the relationship between content categories and pro and con positions (see Appendix A7).41
2.3.3 Risk versus Responsibility Framing
In conclusion, both qualitative and quantitative analysis substantiates the assumption of
the existence of two general, yet very distinctive lines of reasoning. I argue that these
two dominant narratives can be conceived as emphasis frames as defined and explicated
40

There are many shortcomings with cluster analysis. Most important, it does not offer any real goodness
of fit test which makes it difficult to choose the exact number of clusters on an empirical basis (however,
see Dahinden 2006, chap. 10 for a scree test based on amount of explained variance). Factor analysis
avoids this shortcoming, yet comes with the requirement of interval scaled data. König (2004) suggests
introducing latent class analysis to the frame identification process. Latent class analysis can be performed on ordinally and nominally scaled variables and allows for a number of goodness of fit measures
(Ibid; see also section 3). Relating to my case, a latent class analysis can be accomplished by extracting
the data on keyword or category frequencies from WordStat. Then, the data is further analyzed using a
statistical package for latent class analysis, e.g. the WINMIRA program (Von Davier 1997). Future studies should elaborate on this point.
41
Of course, I am aware of the risk of a self-confirmation bias here. I therefore made a considerable effort
to develop a categorization schema that was informed by the data (in form of the minimum frequency
criterion), as well as by theoretical considerations (the keywords’ assignment to the categories). See Appendix A for a list of the categories with attendant keywords and a diagram of the keyword validation
process. Furthermore, I provide figures and test results for case occurrences (i.e., number of speakers), as
well as statistics for the clustering process and the correspondence analysis. Refer to the CD-Appendix
for an expanded categorization dictionary, a break-down of the analysis to political parties (instead of pro
and con position), the protocol of the debate on the Lebanon intervention, and all SimStat and WordStat
data files.
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in Chapter 2.2.1. Accordingly, I understand the plenary debate on the Lebanon intervention as frame contest, where one frame highlights Germany’s inherent “responsibility to
protect” while the other frame stresses the risks associated with intervention. Throughout this thesis, I refer to the former interpretation as responsibility framing and to the
latter as risk framing. Note that these two frames mirror the two dimensions of the responsibility concept in German foreign policy, only in the more specific realm of military deployments: the risk frame corresponds to the responsibility concept dominant
prior reunification (that is, to stay out of world affairs), and the responsibility frame corresponds to the responsibility concept dominant after reunification (that is, to participate
in world affairs). More general, responsibility and risk framing can be conceived of a
subtype of interventionist talking and negative and emotional framing, respectively.
It is plausible to assume that the debate on the Lebanon intervention is representative
for discussions on other foreign assignments in Germany. For instance, the Bundestag
debate about the Congo mission proceeded along similar lines: CDU, SPD and the
Greens stressed the European and German liability to guarantee peaceful elections in
order to restore democracy and stability in that country, whereas FDP and PDS/Left
Party basically emphasized deficiencies and uncertainties in the operative planning and
organization, and highlighted the risk of a violent escalation, most notoriously the liberal leader Guido Westerwelle (see Plenarprotokoll Deutscher Bundestag 16/37). More
generally, I believe that the risk and responsibility frame lay out the border of the political discourse on intervention, and that they are mirrored in the mass media as the forum
of the frame contest and the public’s primary source on foreign policy issues.42 In the
final chapter of this section I devise specific hypotheses to definitely assess the frames’
impact on individual attitudes.
2.3.4 Testing the Frame-Attitude Connection: Hypotheses
In this thesis I am interested in the influence of the responsibility and risk frame on the
formation of political preferences. As outlined in the Chapter 2.2, the impact’s magnitude is expected to be dependent on individual-level characteristics. This premise rests
upon the diagnosis of theoretical and methodological deficiencies of the standard account of framing. To begin with, I nevertheless follow those designs in that I scrutinize
the impact of message content without controlling for moderator variables.
42

Though not conducting a full-scale analysis of media content, I did not find any evidence for arguments
that were not covered by or explained within the rationale of the two frames.
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Hypothesis 1: The responsibility frame increases the approval of intervention, whereas
the risk frame diminishes approval. The risk framing effect is stronger than the responsibility framing effect.

This hypothesis ties up to classical framing research, i.e. the manipulation perspective.
Other things being equal, both frames are expected to have a significant impact on individual attitudes. The prediction of a stronger effect for the risk frame is grounded in
empirical work that has demonstrated that people pay greater attention to and are influenced more by negative information than by objectively equivalent positive information
(e.g. Cobb and Kuklinski 1997; Soroka 2006). This systematically stronger impact of
negative information on judgment and attitudes is known as negativity bias.43
The following three hypotheses build on the framing-as-interaction perspective
which understands framing effects as products of both message content and receiver
characteristics. The second hypothesis addresses the issue of frame congruence. As outlined in the preceding chapter, a successful frame must consider the target audience’s
existing beliefs, emphasizing the special importance of a particular argument for a given
issue, rather than infusing the audience with an entirely new preference structure. I
therefore expect the impact of both risk and responsibility framing to depend on the degree of congruence with the recipients’ political predispositions. Individuals that are
positively predisposed towards international accountability should be more susceptible
to responsibility framing than negatively predisposed individuals. In the case of responsibility framing, frame matching is enhanced by the invocation of core values such as
humanitarianism or The Responsibility to Protect.
In contrast, individuals who are negatively predisposed towards international accountability should be less susceptible to responsibility framing but more susceptible to
risk framing. Instead of referring to core values, risk framing brings to mind general
43

The negativity bias has in fact been incorporated into prospect theory (Kahneman 2002). There the
concept has been deemed loss aversion and is operationalized as a steeper value function for losses than
for gains. Note that the notion of loss aversion, however, does not rely on the presence of risk. Risky
choice framing is different from loss aversion in that it rests on the shape of the value function, assumed
to be concave for gains and convex for losses (see Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth 1998). Loss aversion has
been used to explain the endowment effect (Thaler 1980) and the existence of the status quo bias (Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler 1991). The endowment effect refers to the idea that people place a higher
value on objects that they already own than to objects they do not own. More generally, people are reluctant to trade an option they already possess to obtain a different option, constituting the status quo bias
(Kahneman 2002). For the underlying reasons of the negativity bias, see the discussion in Chapter 4.3.
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concerns about international accountability. Policymakers applying the risk frame aim
at establishing a match between a specific policy (i.e. non-intervention) and the audience’s general risk-aversion or beliefs of pacifism and isolationism. Therefore, recipients who perceive the risk frame to be in line with their predispositions should be more
susceptible to it.

Hypothesis 2: Congruent predispositions increase both the risk and responsibility
framing effect, whereas incongruent predispositions attenuate the risk and responsibility framing effect.

I expect that frame congruence matters equally strong to risk and responsibility framing.
It is also conceivable that incongruent framing attempts might “backfire”, that is, entail
exactly the opposite direction than intended. This phenomenon is known as belief revision or boomerang effect (Dahinden 2006, 101). Instead of changing the incongruent
attitude to increase correspondence with the frame, the recipient’s original attitude is
reinforced. For instance, a negatively predisposed person that is exposed to the responsibility frame might reject an intervention even more strongly than he or she did before
the actual exposure.
The third hypothesis is concerned with the impact of political sophistication. If it is
true, as I assert, that framing operates by making particular considerations that are
stored in long-term memory more salient (framing understood as the unequal weighting
of beliefs), then political sophistication should enhance the effect of risk and responsibility framing. More sophisticated persons are more familiar with political arguments
and therefore should be more capable to receive and comprehend political reasoning.
Political sophistication is therefore a required condition for any framing effect to take
place at all.

Hypothesis 3: Political sophistication increases the strength of both the risk and responsibility framing effect.

Again, I expect the impact of political sophistication on risk and responsibility framing
to be equally strong. Note that the third hypothesis pays no attention to the issue of
frame congruence which assumes that recipients are unlikely to be persuaded by argu-
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ments with which they disagree. Therefore, the third hypothesis somewhat conflicts
with the second hypothesis in that it assumes that the framing effect does not depend
upon the recipients’ predispositions towards the topic of the frame, but only on his or
her political sophistication. By the same token, the second hypothesis on frame congruence neglects the aspect of political sophistication. Although it may be plausible to assume that the risk and responsibility frame are straightforward enough to not require
any political sophistication, Zaller’s Reception Axiom and Acceptance Axiom (see Chapter 2.2.5) have argued that highly sophisticated individuals will discern congruent arguments much more easily than less sophisticated individuals (1992, chap. 7). The latter
group simply fails to connect values or other political cues with congruent beliefs.44
It therefore seems appropriate to scrutinize the joint impact of political predisposition
and sophistication (see Hermann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999). There exist two possible
interpretations of their interplay. On the one hand, it is imaginable that frame congruence moderates the impact of political sophistication, that is, the impact of political sophistication on framing effect strength is dependent on the degree of frame congruence.
On the other hand, it might be that political sophistication moderates the impact of
frame congruence, that is, the impact of frame congruence on framing effect strength
will be dependent on the level of political sophistication. I believe that the latter notion
is more accurate. Frame congruence should be the more fundamental determinant of
persuasion constituting the most important precondition for effective framing. Furthermore, the conceptualization of political sophistication to boost an individual’s capability
to discern the degree of his or her congruence to a particular frame seems plausible. In
fact, the idea of a higher salience of predisposition compared to political sophistication
is confirmed below by the findings of the statistical analyses (see Chapters 4.1 and
4.2).45

44

Jacoby (2006) demonstrates that most people make transitive choices among values and that their value
preferences have an impact on subsequent attitudes. The efficacy of the consistency mechanism, however,
is heavily dependent on political sophistication. In particular, values do not seem to provide a general
attitude formation routine for relatively unsophisticated citizens who are less attentive to persuasive messages. Also Brewer (2006) argues that political sophistication should help citizens to draw connections
between values and issues.
45
Of course, it is absolutely possible that both notions are correct and that the two individual-level characteristics moderate one another at the same time. Any meaningful interpretation, however, requires the
theoretical commitment to one of the two possibilities.
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Hypothesis 4: In the case of frame congruence political sophistication amplifies both
the risk and responsibility framing effect, whereas in the case of frame incongruence,
political sophistication diminishes the risk and responsibility framing effect. Both relations are stronger for responsibility framing.

I expect the moderating effect of political sophistication on frame congruence to be
stronger for responsibility framing, as its subject matter is the more abstract construct of
international accountability. Though the evocation of core values such as humanitarianism facilitates the connection of one’s underlying beliefs to the message content, the
responsibility frame might still demand more cognitive contention than the affectiveladen risk frame. Therefore, the net gain or marginal utility of political sophistication
may be higher for the responsibility frame (see also elaboration on the first hypothesis).46
2.3.5 Summary
This chapter brought together the rationale of “talking intervention” introduced in Chapter 2.1 and the theoretical and methodological refinements of the framing concept suggested in Chapter 2.2. The analysis of the political discourse in Germany on military
assignments generated some evidence for the prevalence of two dominant narratives or
frames. I subsequently derived specific hypotheses on the frames’ impact on individual
attitudes. Both the risk and responsibility framing effect are expected to be a function of
message content (H1), frame congruence (H2) and political sophistication (H3). A thorough understanding of the impact of frame congruence and political sophistication,
however, requires approaching them in concert (H4). The next section deals with design
of the survey experiment and the statistical testing of these hypotheses.

46

This argument somewhat resembles the one of Pollock, Lilie, and Vittes (1993, quoted in Feldman
2003) who suggest that the moderating effect of political sophistication may depend on the nature of attitudes. They distinguish between hard issues and easy issues. Hard issues that are more technical and less
familiar require the framing in terms of values and sufficiently high levels of political sophistication to
understand those frames. The connection to easy issues, in contrast, is not moderated by political sophistication.

One is struck by the facile way in which
the body bag argument was used by politicians and in the media. There is a tendency to parrot one another and to anticipate situations, which may indeed be
caused by such talk. Frequent statements
of politicians and observers about the expected body bag effects on public support
may turn out to be self-fulfilling prophecies. (Everts 2000)
The rational requirements of good foreign
policy cannot from the outset count upon
the support of a public opinion whose
preferences are emotional rather than rational. (Morgenthau 1978, 558)

3 Data and Methods
This section consists of three parts. First, I delineate the design of the experiment and
elaborate on the surveyed variables. Given the assumed centrality of individual-level
characteristics and message content, considerable emphasis is put on the explication of
the measurement of political sophistication and political predisposition as well as the
construction of the newspaper article. Second, I present the results of a prior data screen
and highlight some characteristics of the overall sample. Third, I introduce the estimation strategies of the two outcome variables and shed light on the definition, testing, and
interpretation of interaction effects in regression analysis.

3.1 Survey Design and Variables
The purpose of this thesis is to demonstrate the relevance of foreign policy frames for
shaping individual attitudes toward foreign assignments. Its central argument states that
framing can be best understood and tested in an interactionist perspective, which views
framing effects as a function of message content, political sophistication and dispositional congruence with the frame. In the last section, I identified two distinctive frames
in the Bundestag debate on the Lebanon mission and conceptualized them as proxies for
the German discourse on intervention in general. Grounded on these findings, I devise
and conduct a survey experiment. Notwithstanding general disadvantages of experi-
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ments, e.g. a lack of external validity (McDermott 2002), the implementation of the experiment constitutes an adequate approach to test my hypotheses as “no other methodology can offer the strong support for the causal inferences that experiments allow”
(Ibid 38).
3.1.1 Structure and Procedure of the Survey Experiment
The survey experiment was a paper-based test which used a between-subjects post-testonly design. The central question of the test asked how people would respond to risk
and responsibility framing when confronted with a concrete foreign policy scenario. I
relied on students of the University of Konstanz as my subject, given several advantages: Student populations are “cheap”, open-minded and not cemented in their world
views, usually politically interested, and can be “defined as pluralistic and as including
members of all sections of society” (Peleg and Alimi 2005, 4).
As can be seen in Figure 3.1, the survey experiment was composed of three parts.
Following a brief introductory paragraph, the first part was comprised of a pre-test47
which aimed at acquiring relevant individual-level characteristics and other control
variables. Most important, prior political knowledge and predispositions were operationalized by a factual test and a set of specifically devised item batteries, respectively.
The second part consisted of the actual treatment manipulation: the reading of a mock
newspaper article on a foreign policy scenario. This article clearly constituted the
“heart” of the survey experiment as it represented the thesis’ key predictor variable, that
is, the risk and responsibility frame I identified in the content analysis of the Bundestag
debate. There were three different versions of the text: Article version A approximated
the responsibility frame, article version B the risk frame, and article version C served as
a control condition and created the baseline against which the results of the risk and responsibility condition were compared. Participants received only one version at a time,
unaware of the other adaptations. Finally, the third part included the post-test, where
participants where asked to state their overall opinion on the foreign policy scenario and
to articulate their approval of some specific assertions. The survey and the three article
versions can be found in Appendix B.

47

The expression pre-test relates here to the surveying of individual-level characteristics and not to the
advance testing of a questionnaire (“pilot-test”).
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Figure 3.1: Design of the Survey Experiment
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Overall, 859 students from different faculties of the University of Konstanz took part in
the survey experiment over a period of two weeks (January 22 to February 6, 2007).48 I
conducted the study in 16 different lectures with class sizes between nine and 130 students (see CD-Appendix for the exact figures). Based on prior consultation with the lecturer, I entered classes (usually at their beginning) and gave a brief introduction on the
study’s purpose which I specified as an examination of attitudes towards Bundeswehr
assignments. I referred to profit opportunities, above all to 100 euros which were
granted to the participant with the highest test score in the political knowledge section.
This ensured the participants’ motivation to look into and deliberate about the test questions thus elevating the chances that the test actually measured political knowledge and
not the degree of motivation to answer the test questions.49 I also asked participants to
refrain from conversations with persons seated next to them as inter-personal communi48

On January 15, 2007, I pilot-tested the survey in a graduate course on research design (n = 32), checking for wording and logical consistency of the items, along with the overall appearance and comprehension of the articles. On January 26, 2007, the participants of the research colloquium on peace psychology
(n = 12) also completed the survey and provided critical feedback.
49
To avoid that facing bad chances left less knowledgeable participants even more unmotivated, I also
promised two awards of each 50 euros, to be drawn in a lottery among all participants.
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cation would have possibly revealed the survey’s manipulative character, namely, the
existence of slight differences in the articles. After the introduction, participants were
randomly assigned to the treatment condition. I asked students to remove the survey’s
first page which contained their identification number and served as a proof to receive
their prize money.50 On average, it took a student group 20 minutes to finish the surveys. After completion, students were debriefed, that is, I clarified the study’s actual
research question and gave a brief explanation of the framing concept. I offered interested students the opportunity to leave their email addresses with me so as to eventually
receive a summary of the results.
3.1.2 First Part: Measuring of Independent Variables
In the following, I provide a more detailed description of the pre-test and especially go
into the operationalization of political sophistication and political predisposition. For the
latter, I also present follow-up results from a scale validation process and latent class
analysis. Political variables and other control variables are briefly explicated.51

Political Predisposition: Operationalization

Many studies that scrutinize attitudes toward foreign policies rely on traditional principles, such as isolationism versus internationalism, or liberal versus conservative ideology. Hinckley (1988), for instance, identifies three dimensions of foreign policy attitudes, i.e. support of the use of military force, support of international involvement, and
support of unilateral versus multilateral action (see also Aldrich et al. 2006; Holsti 1996;
Wittkopf 1990). As these concepts were largely developed for the American context and
in the era of the Cold War, it is rather uncertain if they still adequately account for the
emerging complexities of public opinion on international affairs, in particular with respect to humanitarian interventions.
Based upon recent suggestions in the literature (Bulmahn 2005; Feldman and Steenbergen 2001), I tailored a more domain-specific indicator for political predisposition,
rather than exclusively relying on general measures such as political ideology, party af50

Winner numbers were announced at the pin board of the International Relations chair. This approach
efficiently secured confidentiality, yet resulted deficient in that two of the three winners did not make
their way to the Political Science department and thus missed their disbursements. Future studies should
make use of a simple web blog where all participants can easily look up results from the lottery.
51
See the CD-Appendix for the codebook, including all surveyed variables and follow-up constructions.
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filiation or the distinction between internationalism and isolationism. This indicator
(predisp)52 is composed of the four attitudinal variables humanitarianism, innovation,
commitment and internationalism (see below). Each variable is operationalized in the
questionnaire by a Likert-scale containing four 5-point Likert-items (six items in the
case of internationalism). Each item includes a “don’t know” response category in order
to signalize the legitimacy of non-attitudes (see Converse and Presser 1986).53
The first attitudinal variable, humanitarianism (tothum), corresponds to work of
Feldman and Steenbergen (2001). These scholars find that humanitarianism, defined as
a sense of obligation to help those in need, explains very well public support of social
welfare policies. They use a scale of eight items to measure an individual’s degree of
humanitarianism (Ibid 664). Since military assignments are frequently brought into being to protect some deprived group or population, humanitarianism and prosocial orientations in general might result helpful to capture individual predispositions on foreign
assignments. I therefore adopted four out of eight items of Feldman and Steenbergen’s
humanitarianism scale and integrated them into the questionnaire (after translation and
minor revisions).
The creation of the second and third variable innovation (totinno) and commitment
(totcom) was informed by the study of Bulmahn (2005). Bulmahn analyses different
value dimensions of the German population and discovers that stronger individual preferences for commitment (in the sense of attending voluntary services) and innovation
(in the sense of being amenable to changes) increases the approval of international engagements (Ibid 47-58). He measures these two dimensions by means of Thurstone
scales which consist of three statements with two disparate alternatives. In order to
maintain consistency with the format of the two other scale variables, humanitarianism
and internationalism, I transformed two of three Thurstone items into four Likert items
and also incorporated them in the survey.
Finally, I devised six items for the internationalism scale (totint). Internationalism
and its counterpart isolationism are concepts that address the scope of world activities

52

In the following, italicized expressions in parenthesis represent variable names as specified in the SPSS
data files (see CD-Appendix).
53
For each statement, participants had to choose between strong agreement, agreement, neither agreement
nor disagreement, disagreement, or strong disagreement. The provision of a “don’t know” category intended to heighten participants’ motivation to deal with the questions and to reduce potential bias due to
forcing ambivalent or indifferent persons to pick a category they actually disagreed with.
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seen as relevant or desirable for a country. Internationalists are said to favor involvement in a wide range of places and activities whereas isolationists are believed to favor
a narrow range (see Hermann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999, 554). While the sole use of internationalism/isolationism appears as too general for the measurement of specific political predispositions towards humanitarian interventions, the concept constitutes nevertheless a good supplement for the three other scales. Since I was not aware of any application for the German context, I reformulated items I found in the study of Berinsky and
Kinder (2006, 652) on the 1999 Kosovo intervention.54
Instead of working with four single scales, humanitarianism, commitment, innovation, and internationalism are added to a composite index.55 I believe that this index
adequately mirrors an individual’s prior political disposition toward humanitarian military assignments, in a sense reflecting his or her subjectively perceived “responsibility
to protect”. High index scores should therefore indicate an ample disposition to espouse
an active and interventionist German humanitarian engagement in world affairs,
whereas low scores on the index should suggest a general unwillingness to support such
undertakings.

Political Predisposition: Scale Validation

In order to substantiate the adequacy of the applied item-batteries, I subjected the 18
items of the humanitarianism (hum1-hum4), commitment (com1-com4), innovation
(inno1-inno4) and internationalism scale (int1-int6) to principal component analysis
(PCA). PCA aims at reducing a large number of variables down to a smaller number of
components (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 635) and can be used to verify if the variables
(i.e. the items) for an assumed component are legitimate to add together.56
54

The humanitarianism, innovation, and commitment items were assembled as a single block in the middle of the pre-test, whereas the internationalism items were presented at the end of the pre-test in order to
avoid participant’s fatigue (of answering an over-long block of Likert-items). Furthermore, items were
randomly reversed in their wording, that is, in some instances the affirmation of an item mirrored positive
dispositions towards international accountability, whereas in other instances positive disposition was reflected by the rejection of the item. This procedure reduced the risk of a response bias yet demanded a
more careful and deliberate reading on the part of the students.
55
For each scale variable I added up the Likert-scores for the single items and divided the total score by
the number of answered items thus adjusting the score for the incidence of “don’t know” answers. Then, I
created an additive index by summing up the total scores of the four scale variables and divided the total
score by 4 (because of four single scales). Through this procedure I obtained a measure in the familiar
Likert-scale range from 1 to 5.
56
Tabachnick and Fidell discuss the most important considerations determining the choice between PCA
and factor analysis. They recommend PCA for an empirical summary of the data set. Stevens admits a
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Using SPSS 14, a first rotation solution for four components revealed a relative
“clean” result that explained 45.67 percent of total variance. Most items loaded strongly
on only one component, and each component was represented by a number of strongly
loading items. However, a few items loaded moderately on more than one component,
or loaded weakly on only one component. I decided to remove these items (hum3,
com3, int3 and int4). In consequence, solely the remaining 14 items were subjected to a
second PCA and further analysis. This finding partly resembled the results of the calculation of internal consistency scores as the computation of Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
had already revealed that items com3 and int3 actually reduced the internal consistency
of their respective scales.57
Inspection of the final correlation matrix revealed the presence of several coefficients
above 0.3, hinting at the general suitability of the data for PCA (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 614).58 PCA revealed the presence of four components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 22.3 percent, 12.9 percent, 10.5 percent and 7.4 percent of the
variance, respectively. As can be seen in Figure 3.2, the scree plot for eigenvalues and
number of components revealed a clear break after the second and forth component.
Applying Catell’s scree test (Catell 1966) I opted to retain four components for further
investigation. This was supported by the results of parallel analysis, which showed three
components with eigenvalues higher than the corresponding criterion values for a randomly generated data matrix of the same size (14 variables x 837 respondents, 100 iterations), and a fourth component only marginally below the criterion value (see Appendix C1 for the table).59

preference for PCA and enumerates several reasons for this, e.g. the avoidance of potential problems with
“factor indeterminacy” associated with factor analysis. Note that PCA and factor analysis work best with
interval level data. I treat Likert-scale items as if continuous (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 7), a practice
which can be justified on several grounds (see Jaccard and Turrisi 2001). The PCA was performed with
the 799 cases of the final data set (see Chapter 3.2.1). Please refer to the CD-Appendix for the unrotated
component matrix, the component transformation matrix and the output from Oblimin rotation.
57
Ideally, Cronbach’s alpha should be above 0.7 (Schnell, Hill, and Esser 1999). However, it is common
to find quite low Cronbach values for scales with fewer than ten items (Pallant 2005). In the final sample
of 799 cases, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.427 for humanitarianism, 0.518 for commitment,
0.641 for innovation, and 0.747 for internationalism. The value for the total scale including all 18 items
was quite satisfactory, as Cronbach alpha amounted to 0.735.
58
Furthermore, the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was 0.752, thus exceeding the recommended value of 0.6
(Kaiser 1974). Barlett’s test of sphericity reached statistical significance (p = 0.000), further supporting
the factorability of the correlation matrix.
59
Parallel analysis included a three-step process. First, a randomly generated data set with identical number of cases and variables was created. Next, principal component analysis was repeatedly performed on a
randomly generated data set. Eigenvalues were then averaged for each component and compared to the
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Figure 3.2: Scree Plot of Eigenvalues and Component Numbers
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To aid in the interpretation of these four components, Varimax rotation was performed.60 Table 3.1 reveals the presence of a simple structure (Thurstone 1947), with all
four components showing a number of strong loadings and all variables loading substantially on only one component. Furthermore, items of the hypothesized scales loaded
consistently on no more than one component.61 The four-component solution explained
a total of 53.12 percent of the variance with the first component (internationalism) contributing 17.33 percent and the second component (innovation) 13.73 percent to the solution (see Appendix C2 for a table containing all figures).
In conclusion, the structure of the obtained factor solution neatly reflected the expected structure of the hypothesized attitude dimensions, thus affirming the appropriateness of the item-batteries I applied in the survey experiment. I subsequently corrected
the composite index of political predisposition for items loading low on one component
and items loading moderately on more than one component, i.e. excluding hum3, com3,
results from the real data set. I conducted parallel analysis with a statistical program developed by
Markley Watkins. It can be accessed at http://www.personal.psu.edu/mww10/Watkins3.html.
60
Varimax assumes orthogonal rotation, i.e. that factors are uncorrelated. Oblimin rotation, which counts
among oblique rotation techniques, assumes that factors are themselves correlated (Tabachnick and Fidell
2007, 637). The component correlation matrix of Oblimin rotation confirmed that it was reasonable to
assume that the strength of the relationship between the four components was very low, thus satisfying
the orthogonality assumption.
61
Figures in the loading matrix correspond to correlations between items and factors. Comrey and Lee
(1992) suggest that loadings in excess of 0.71 (50 percent overlapping variance) can be considered excellent, and loadings higher than 0.63 (40 percent overlapping variance) very good.
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int3 and int4 from further analysis. For simplicity’s sake, I will refer to the additive index as political predisposition, keeping in mind that it is grounded on a set of domainspecific attitudinal variables, i.e. humanitarianism, commitment, innovation, and internationalism.

Table 3.1: Rotated Component Matrix
Component

Items
1

2

3

4

int5

0.844

0.070

0.093

0.149

int1

0.742

-0.018

0.059

0.014

int2

0.742

0.048

0.108

0.173

int6

0.735

0.087

0.090

0.026

inno1

-0.003

0.784

0.085

-0.107

inno3

0.052

0.673

-0.108

0.142

inno2

0.064

0.665

0.125

-0.133

inno4

0.052

0.615

0.099

0.224

com4

0.123

0.039

0.720

-0.032

com2

0.141

0.025

0.685

0.203

com1

0.027

0.121

0.665

0.250

hum2

0.045

0.021

-0.023

0.757

hum1

0.106

0.050

0.195

0.649

hum4

0.116

0.006

0.189

0.505

Political Predisposition: Detecting Subpopulations

In order to classify subgroups of the sample population, I applied latent class analysis
(LCA).62 The LCA for the total scores of humanitarianism, commitment, innovation and
internationalism was conducted using the software WINMIRA (Von Davier 1997).
Based on Akaike’s information criterion, three latent classes were identified. As can be

62

Latent classes are defined by the criterion of “conditional independence”: Within each latent class each
variable is statistically independent of every other variable, that is, within a latent class, subjects don’t
differ in their answer patterns on items. Paul Lazarsfeld, the main originator of LCA, argued that this criterion leads to the most natural and useful groups (Lazarsfeld and Henry 1968). In contrast to classical
cluster analysis, LCA abstains from arbitrary choices, for instance the decision for a particular distance
measure (Rost 2004, 156).
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seen in Table 3.2, the first class encompasses 48 percent, the second class 40 percent,
and the third class 12 percent of the student population.

Table 3.2: Latent Classes of Student Population
Class 1
Waveres
(48%)

Class 2
Internationalists
(40%)

Class 3
Isolationists
(12%)

Variable

Mean

St. dev

Mean

St. dev

Mean

St. dev

tothum
totcom
totinno
totint

2.28
1.80
1.97
2.02

0.51
0.64
0.64
0.64

2.84
2.42
2.15
2.64

0.64
0.62
0.64
0.66

1.88
1.27
1.65
1.54

0.93
0.71
0.77
1.14

Sum

8.06

10.06

6.33

Grounded on the interpretation of the variables’ mean values and standard deviations, as
well as by identifying the modal answer category of the classes, I characterized members of the first class as “waverers” (persons that are indecisive about taking a stand towards foreign assignments), members of the second class as “internationalists” (persons
that support foreign assignments) and members of the third class as “isolationists” (persons that oppose foreign assignments).63 This breakdown will be used in Chapter 4.1.1
and 4.2.1 for presenting descriptive statistics for the two outcome variables. See Appendix D for more details of the LCA.

Political Sophistication

Zaller (1992, 21) argues that political sophistication “is both for theoretical and empirical reasons, best measured by simple tests of neutral factual information”. The reason is,
Zaller explicates, that tests of political information directly capture “what has actually
gotten into people’s minds” (Ibid), which in turn is central to the engagement with politics. I followed Zaller’s advice in that I devised very specific questions on German foreign and security policies. The goal was to picture the broad variance in political sophistication I presumed to exist among the Konstanz student body. The difficulty of the task
63

Note that I chose these expressions for the sake of convenience. My understanding of “internationalist”
as “pro-interventionist” and “isolationist” as “anti-interventionist” is more specific than the understanding
of internationalism and isolationism found in the literature (addressing the scope of a country’s general
international involvement that is seen as desirable).
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consisted in the challenge of developing a selective group of items, that is, finding a
balance between easier questions that a good share of students could handle and more
difficult questions.
I devised a factual test that consisted of four open-ended questions and two multiplechoice questions with varying severity. After the instruction reminded students of the
lottery and their profit opportunities, the first item asked for the enumeration of all
Bundeswehr assignments they were acquainted with.64 The next item consisted of a
“bundle” querying the current German defense minister’s name (Franz Josef Jung) and
party affiliation (CDU). The third and fourth items were multiple choice questions with
at a time six answer possibilities, also including a “don’t know” response category.65 I
requested the name of Chancellor Angela Merkel’s foreign policy adviser (Christopher
Heusgen), as well as the identification of the political institution whose approval is required for any German foreign assignment (Bundestag). The last item demanded the
label of a recently presented document on Germany’s security policy (Weißbuch).
For each item, participants were given a score of 1 when providing the correct answer, zero for any other response. For the first item participants received 1 point for
every correct enumeration, so that it was possible to achieve a maximum composite
score of 9 points (by that time 9 assignments were supported by Germany). The total
score was then recoded into three categories with scores of 0, 1, or 2 points, respectively.66 Adding this category score to the remaining single scores resulted in the total
score for political sophistication (polsoph) with a possible range from 0 to 7 points.
Cronbach’s alpha for the political sophistication scale amounted to an acceptable value
of 0.641.67

64

This question was adopted from Bulmahn who found that citizens could list on average 1.9 correct assignments (2005, 29).
65
Of course, students keen to obtain the 100 euros and educated in “strategic answering” of multiple
choice questions were likely to refrain from this possibility, instead guessing the correct answers. Nevertheless, many “honest” students made use of this category, therefore somewhat improving the measurement of political sophistication.
66
Up to 2 correct enumerations received a score of 0, 3 to 4 correct enumerations a score of 1, and more
than 4 correct enumerations a score of 2.
67
Using the Visual Bander function of SPSS, I collapsed the final scale’s seven categories into three
groups of approximately equal size. These categories referred to participants with “low sophistication”,
“medium sophistication”, and “high sophistication”, respectively. Equivalent to the latent class-solution
of political predisposition, this tripartite breakdown will be used to provide descriptive statistics for the
two outcome variables (see Chapters 4.1.1 and 4.2.1).
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Political Control Variables

Besides political predisposition and sophistication the pre-test also measured various
other political variables. Following items on socio-demographic characteristics, I asked
for the participants’ degree of interest in politics (interest) and if they belonged to a political party (party).68 I believed that both items would serve as good proxies for prior
familiarity with political issues. I furthermore measured political ideology (ideology)
and anticipated voting decision (vote). Both items were literally adopted from the 2006
ALLBUS public opinion poll (ALLBUS 2006). Ideology was measured by self placement on a left-right continuum composed of 10 subdivisions. The item on voting decision resembled the famous “Sonntagsfrage” which aims at detecting the voting decision
in hypothetical elections for the Bundestag during a legislative period. Besides the listing of major political parties the answer possibilities included “would vote for other
party”, “would not vote”, “don’t know”, and “not eligible”.
An interesting finding of Bulmahn (2005) is the fact that discontent with domestic
economic problems (e.g. unemployment) and dissatisfaction with politics in general are
negatively related to the approval of foreign assignments. I therefore devised two questions aimed at measuring the participants’ overall contentment with the government.
The first question requested an evaluation of the government’s handling of tax revenues
(dissipation) offering the four answer possibilities: “dissipates a lot”, “dissipates a part”,
“handles revenues for the most part responsibly”, and “don’t know”.69 The second question addressed the satisfaction with government decisions (satisfaction) since the Grand
Coalition’s accession to power. Respondents had to indicate the perceived frequency of
correct decisions choosing between the categories “always”, “frequently”, “sometimes”,
“rarely”, “never”, and “don’t know”. Finally, using a Likert-item I measured the participant’s solidarity or commonality with the Bundeswehr (solidarity), assuming that this
variable could have an effect on the acceptance of foreign interventions.
For the variables satisfaction and solidarity I recoded instances of “don’t know” answers to the variables’ modal category and treated them as if continuous in the data
analysis. I also assumed interval-level characteristics for the variables interest and ide-

68

The five answer possibilities for the degree of interest ranged thereby from “highly” to “not at all”,
whereas the question for party membership only allowed for a dichotomous (“yes-no”) answer.
69
I deliberately omitted the category “no dissipation at all” as it appeared unlikely to encounter a student
who would select this option.
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ology, with low ideology scores indicating leftist orientations. The polytomous variables
vote and dissipation, however, were recoded into dummy variables.

Other Control Variables

Other controls included standard variables such as respondents’ age (age), sex (female),
nationality (nation), field of study (study), and number of semesters (semester).70 The
answers for the variable field of study were collapsed into three categories (faculty) corresponding to the distinction between social sciences, natural sciences, and humanities.
Male participants were asked to indicate if they had served military service in the
Bundeswehr (service). I also included two questions on media consumption as more
general proxies of political sophistication (implying a positive relationship between media consumption and political knowledge). One item requested participants to specify
frequency of media consumption (exposure), offering five answer possibilities ranging
from “several times a day” to “less frequently than once a week”. The other item aimed
at assessing the focus of media consumption (focus) and provided six different thematic
categories (e.g. international politics). Furthermore, I created a variable which accounted for non-attitudes (nonattitude), that is, the frequencies of choosing “don’t
know” response categories in the pre-test. Finally, two control variables were based on
some observations I made in the course of the experiments. The first observation related
to the fact that some students seemed more committed to reading the articles than others
and text-marked particular sentences or paragraphs in the article. I took the incidence of
text-marking as an indicator for increased cognitive engagement with the text and created a dummy variable (marker). The second observation I made was that classes varied
in their degree of concentration and overall attention depending on if the survey was
conducted at the end or the beginning of the lecture, and if the instructor conceded sufficient time for the completion of the questionnaires. I accounted for this variation with
another binary variable (time). In the final data set then, polytomous variables were
dummy-coded (faculty, focus), whereas the variables exposure and nonattitude were
treated as if continuous.

70

I presumed some significant findings for the sex variable as previous studies had ascertained for
women higher susceptibility to (equivalency) framing (Fagley and Miller 1996). Furthermore, Eichenberg
(2004) discovers that women are more sensitive to humanitarian concerns but less supportive of military
assignments.
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3.1.3 Second Part: Newspaper Article
The second and central part of the questionnaire was the newspaper article which encompassed the actual experimental manipulation of the students. The central theme of
the article revolved around a possible extension of the UNIFIL mandate towards the
Lebanese-Syrian inland border, also involving the assignment of Bundeswehr forces.
The scenario depicted that the maritime surveillance was circumvented through contraband trade in the border area between Lebanon and Syria, therefore rendering the arms
embargo against the Lebanese militant movement Hezbollah ineffective.71 The fictitious
story continued by reporting on a plea for immediate action (i.e. for the international
surveillance of the inland border) brought up by a high-ranking United Nations official
and thereupon widely discussed by other decision makers. Keep in mind that this scenario clearly is a “hard case” of military assignments as involving the possible deployment of German ground forces (see also Chapter 2.1.2 on the body-bag effect). Instead
of resorting to a relief aid scenario, for instance, I deliberately opted for this scenario in
order to expose my central argument (interventionist talking having an impact on individual attitudes) to a critical test (very much in the sense of Popper 1976).
The Lebanon scenario constituted an appropriate choice for the treatment manipulation, for different but equally important reasons. To begin with, the Lebanon issue
clearly involved German concerns and was likely to assure the students’ attention and
overall attachment. This was important because previous experimental studies ascribed
the failure to demonstrate a framing effect to a lack of participants’ interest and familiarity with the subject matter (e.g. Kempf 2006). The special bond between Germany and
Israel, the extensive media coverage of the 2006 Israeli-Lebanon war and its aftermath,
as well as the passionate debate about the pros and cons of a German commitment in the
Middle East, however, assured a certain degree of attachment and knowledge among the
students and the German public at large.
Second, the Lebanon scenario and the subsequent opinions I queried in the post-test
addressed attitudes towards a prospective foreign policy development. In most other
studies participants had been asked to assess the success of past policies. This approach
71

After the 2006 Israel-Lebanon conflict, this ban has been set forth by the UN-resolution 1701, in order
to prevent Hezbollah from rearming and to facilitate the start of a regional reconciliation process. Since
the abolition of Israel’s air and sea blockade, international naval units (currently under German command) have patrolled the Lebanese coast to monitor the embargo’s compliance.
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might be misleading as ordinary citizens are likely to be primed by, and cognitively anchored within past policy decisions and their respective evaluation in the media. Berinsky and Kinder (2006) ascribed their failure to demonstrate a framing effect in their
study on the 1999 Kosovo intervention to this very difficulty. In contrast, the choice of a
policy decision that lay ahead reduced the risk of encountering participants that had already developed concrete opinions towards the topic and demanded careful consideration of some novel arguments.
Third, the Lebanese scenario tied in with a storyline that most students were acquainted with. The background information about the UN-mandate and the German-led
Maritime Task Force was based on established facts, and nothing was invented here. In
addition, the concern of smuggling activities across the Lebanese-Syrian border line has
been articulated both by the international community and German politicians as early as
in September 2006 (e.g. Volker Beck, see Plenarprotokoll Deutscher Bundestag 16/50).
I was confident that the devised parts of the article remained undetected, and that the
appeal for an intervention in the border region would be understood as a logical extension of the storyline “foreign assignment of German naval forces in the Mediterranean”,
and easily integrated within the students’ cognitive framework.72
Besides persuasiveness in article content, I added to persuasiveness in article design.
This was achieved by assembling the three article versions from authentic text passages
I found in the press on the 2006 Israel-Lebanon conflict and on German foreign assignments more general.73 Most passages were based on arguments that had been put forward in the Bundestag debate, so they adequately covered responsibility and risk framing. I furthermore processed the article text in the page layout application QuarkXPress,
mimicking the design of the German national daily Süddeutsche Zeitung, a highcirculation quality newspaper with a centre-left orientation. I thereby minimized the risk
of a non-credible source bias, as would have possibly occurred for the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, for instance (as this daily is geared to a liberal-conservative readership
72

Individuals scoring high on media savvyness are much better informed about and attentive towards
current foreign affairs. In order to gain some deceptive leeway towards these people, the survey instruction provides no indication of the exact publication date or source of the article. Instead, it states that the
article had been released in a “major national daily”, “at the end of December”, thus sometime during the
Christmas holidays and New Year’s Day. This period is quite bustling and attention-begging, which
might render a closer follow up and memory of the international news difficult. Even media savvy persons cannot confidently rule out the possibility that they missed out on some important event.
73
I mainly used material published in Der SPIEGEL, Die ZEIT, and the Süddeutsche Zeitung.
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and descriptive statistics of the sample revealed that the Konstanz student-body is rather
leftist, see Chapter 3.2.2 for details).74 I cut and pasted the compiled text on the Lebanon scenario onto a separate page, as well mocking the amateurish look of a slight angle. The article was then photocopied to make it appear as if it has been clipped from
the newspaper, and was finally integrated into the survey.
The creation of the different article versions was largely informed by my personal
understanding of the German foreign policy discourse and the results of the content
analysis (see Chapter 2.3). As outlined above, I authored a pro-interventionist adaptation (stressing “responsibility”), an anti-interventionist adaptation (stressing “risk”), and
a control adaptation constituting the “neutral” frame. The neutral article specified the
key information about the Lebanon scenario and summarized the arguments for and
against a German commitment. The risk and responsibility frames were attained through
a one-to-one extension of the neutral frame. Since all three treatment conditions included contesting information and therefore modeled “real” political debate they offered
a more complete picture than previous framing studies, which have commonly highlighted only one argument in a dispute (see Chong and Druckman 2007; Sniderman and
Theriault 2004).75
In order to ensure that the manipulation was not too mild, I made use of four different framing devices.76 First and foremost, I supplemented the control condition’s storyline with two quotes of German chancellor Angela Merkel and foreign minister FrankWalter Steinmeier. Depending on the frame, they either supported or dismissed a German commitment in the Lebanon. For the responsibility frame I picked verbatim state74

This decision was not unimportant, since recent research (e.g. Druckman 2001) suggests that framing
effects crucially depend on the credibility of the information source. Accordingly, a non-credible source
bias refers to the situation when a frame is rejected on the basis of aversion to the communication source,
not to the actual communication content (see also Hiscox 2006).
75
The design of the two partial versions as add-ons of the control version, solely emphasizing established
and not introducing new arguments, guarantees the provision of largely identical factual information, and
therefore minimizes differences in belief content across conditions. The confirmation of a framing effect
in this study would therefore substantiate the proposition of Nelson and colleagues (Nelson, Clawson, and
Oxley 1997; Nelson, Oxley, and Clawson 1997; Nelson and Oxley 1999; Nelson 2004; Nelson and Garst
2005) who argue that framing primarily operates through the unequal weighing of already existing beliefs
without necessarily introducing new information in the sense of Bayesian updating. Having said that, an
early acceptance of the notion of the framing concept as assignment of belief importance is to handle with
care, since the strengthening of competing political arguments (through quotation and reference to unrelated political events, for instance) in each of the emphasis frames might constitute new information in
one’s own right. I won’t elaborate further on this, but future studies should focus on this point.
76
The disadvantage of this approach consists in the difficulty of assigning the framing effect to one particular device as I only can measure their joint impact.
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ments made recently by them in a different, yet related context. The quotes for the risk
frame did not stem from the politicians themselves, but nevertheless reflected genuine
elite discourse. I deliberately selected the politicians Merkel and Steinmeier as they enjoy the highest popularity and credibility among the German public (Forschungsgruppe
Wahlen 2007), thereby averting another potential non-credible source bias.
The repetition of a buzz phrase taken out of the quoted statements and its application
as article headline served as the second framing device. For reasons of logical consistency, a minor change was also made in the subheading, with the responsibility frame
talking of a “possible troop assignment”, and the risk frame foreclosing of an “early
troop assignment”.
The third framing device consisted of the introduction of an apparently unrelated
foreign policy event in the final paragraph. The event aimed to provide a cognitive anchor for individuals exhibiting ambivalence towards the prospective Lebanon scenario.
The responsibility condition exhibited a brief announcement of the termination of the
foreign assignment in the Democratic Republic of the Congo where some 760 German
soldiers had assumed the surveillance over the country’s democratic election process, in
order to espouse democratic values and support state building. In contrast, the risk condition brought up to mind the danger of current assignments as portraying the assault on
a German army convoy in northern Afghanistan. It is evident that the reader was left
with either an aftertaste of the general success, merit and efficiency of foreign assignments, or with an impression of their overall failure, unworthiness, and inadequacy,
very much reflecting the political reasoning I detected in the Bundestag debate.77
Finally, the risk and responsibility versions were strengthened by a corresponding
photograph with an elucidating caption. The picture in the responsibility condition portrayed a German soldier holding a child, emblematizing the army’s successful compliance of its duty to “protect the weak and suffering”. Such pictures are typically used in
the realm of the army’s public relations advertising, with army doctors vaccinating children by far the most popular motif (for a nice example, see Bundesministerium der
Verteidigung 2005, 6 and 25). The photograph in the risk condition, in contrast, de-

77

The joint presentation of inherently unrelated foreign policy events occurs quite frequently in news
coverage, see e.g. the front page article in the October 16, 2006, edition of the Mainzer Allgemeine Zeitung where the German takeover of the Maritime Task Force command is mingled with an assassination
attempt in Afghanistan.
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picted a soldier in full armament at his post, scanning with field glasses some mountainous terrain for enemy activities. An overdimensioned machine gun took up the picture’s foreground, hinting at the overall uncertainty and danger of the situation.78
3.1.4 Third Part: Measuring of Dependent Variables
After participants had completed reading the article, they were asked to give their overall opinion (opinion) on the possible extension of the Bundeswehr mission in the Lebanon, having to choose among four response categories. The first category provided a
statement that fully agreed with the mission. The second and third category statements
expressed disagreement, yet in different degrees. The second statement negated the extension of the mission but approved the continuation of the original mandate of monitoring the Lebanese coast. The third statement, in contrast, demanded the immediate withdrawal of German forces from the Middle East, thus representing the strongest disagreement with the portrayed scenario. The fourth option encompassed a “don’t know”
response category.
Besides addressing the overall opinion of participants, I also devised a longer item
battery of eight five-point Likert items. These items represented more specific statements on the Lebanon intervention and were based on arguments taken from the article
and the German discourse on intervention. Similar to the attitudinal scales composing
the additive index for political predisposition, I made use of reversed questions in order
to avoid response bias, and also offered with each statement a “don’t know” response
category. I created a composite index (support) by adding item scores and subsequently
dividing them by the number of answered items, thereby adjusting for the incidence of
don’t know answers; scale scores thus ranged from 1 to 5. The scale exhibited high internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha amounting to a value 0.821.
I opted for measuring two dependent variables in the post-test in order to compare
the impact of framing on the response of a typical survey question, with the impact of
framing on the response pattern of a longer item battery. I assumed that the item battery

78

Those images of the very concrete “riskiness” of foreign assignments were difficult to come by, and
pictures of soldiers in actual combat operations are largely unavailable to the public. I discovered both
photographs through an Internet search in Google. Note that Entman (2004, 56) argues that framing
strongly operates through the visual dimension of media coverage, yet that the exact mechanism has
rarely been scrutinized.
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would better capture the nature of political reasoning and provide a more realistic and
accurate account of framing effects.
3.1.5 Summary
This Chapter 3.1 elaborated on the different parts of the survey experiment. The first
part consisted of the pre-test which revolved around the operationalization of relevant
individual-level characteristics. Political predisposition was measured by an additive
index composed of four attitudinal variables with a subsequent principal component
analysis confirming the adequateness of this approach. Political sophistication of participants was exacted by a factual test on foreign policy issues. The second part included
the reading of a mock newspaper article. The familiarity and plausibility of the overall
theme of the Lebanon scenario as well as the article design facilitated the veiling of the
experimental manipulation. This was important since the success of the thesis (i.e. the
satisfactory test of the hypotheses) crucially depended on the acceptance of the articles.
Any detail arousing suspicion regarding their authenticity would have exacerbated the
possibility to generalize the obtained results. The third part employed two different
measures to capture the participant’s general opinion on and support of the described
scenario.

3.2 Data Screening and Sample Characteristics
Tabachnick and Fidell recommend to carefully examine the data before running the
main data analysis (2007, 60). In this chapter, I follow their advice in that I pay due attention to a prior data screen. Given the abundance of gathered data, however, I restrict
the presentation of sample characteristics to a small and selective set of descriptive statistics. For clarity’s sake, many interesting sample aspects, e.g. gender-related group
differences and their interaction with other variables are deliberately ignored and stay so
in the appendices. Instead, I focus on political control variables and the hypothesized
moderator variables, that is, political sophistication and political predisposition.
3.2.1 Cleaning up the Act
Prior to analysis, all variables were examined for data entry errors, missing values, univariate and multivariate outliers and normality of distributions. Accuracy of data entry
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was assessed through preliminary inspection of frequency tables. Furthermore, a second
coder carried out random sample checks for 50 surveys. Entry precision proved quite
satisfactory, with only two minor entry errors among the selected surveys, resulting in
an overall accuracy level of 99.92 % (53 entries times 50 surveys divided by 2 errors).
Amount and pattern of missing data did not cause any serious problems and stayed
well below the threshold value of 5 % for each variable (see Tabachnick and Fidell
2007, 63). Items with missing values were concentrated at the end of the survey (measuring overall opinion and support), ranging from 2.4 percent (supp2) to a maximum
value of 3.4 percent (supp8). This pattern hinted at time constraints and/or a lack of motivation of some participants, indicating data not missing at random. Given the small
amount of missing data and the large sample size, I decided to delete respective cases (n
= 29). I also excluded persons that refused to provide information on their number of
semesters (n = 12), as well as on political ideology (n = 7). Cases with “don’t know”
answers on all items of the support-scale inhibited the construction of a meaningful additive index (requiring at least one answered item out of eight) and were accordingly
excluded from further analysis (n = 7).79
In addition, I checked cases for univariate and multivariate outliers. Univariate outliers occurred few and far between, unlikely to distort statistics. The Boxplot for the
variable age, however, revealed several outliers and extreme points. The mean value (n
= 837) amounted to 22.21 years, with the 5 percent Trimmed Mean reaching 21.53
years. Age ranged between 18 and 70 years, with a skewness value of 6.022 (std. error =
0.085) and a kurtosis value of 46.667 (std. error = 0.169). Instead of transforming the
variable, I deleted cases high on age (n = 27), resulting in a new sample size of 810
cases with a maximum age of 30 years, a skewness value of 1.355 (std. error = 0.86)
and a kurtosis value of 1.801 (std. error = 0.86). Z-scores for skewness and kurtosis
were accordingly not in excess of a conservative z-score of 3.29 (p < 0.001, two-tailed
test). Moreover, four of the remaining dichotomous variables were not evenly split, that
is, they exhibited a ratio higher than 90 to 10, therefore producing outliers. For the
analysis, I nevertheless chose to retain these variables, bearing in mind that their asso-

79

The remaining few cases with missing values on other variables were retained in the data set, at the
same time activating the SPSS Exclude cases pairwise option. This decision kept out the cases only if
they were missing the data required for the specific analysis, otherwise including them in any of the
analyses for which they had the necessary information.
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ciation with other variables might be deflated due to the uneven split (see Tabachnick
and Fidell 2007, 96).80
All remaining cases were screened for multivariate outliers. A conservative criterion
for multivariate outliers is Mahalanobis distance at p < 0.001 (Tabachnick and Fidell
2007, 99). Mahalanobis distance was evaluated for each case using the chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom equal to the number of variables (in this case 20).
Scores greater than chi-square = 45.32, then, constituted multivariate outliers. Computation for each case yielded two instances with extreme Mahalanobis scores (with a score
of 374.09 and 366.92, respectively). A follow-up examination of the corresponding surveys entries indeed revealed inconsistent answer patterns across all variables, warranting the deletion of the two cases. Other multivariate outliers concerned two rather
doubtful combinations of scores on the variables age and number of semesters (ten semesters with 19 years, and nine semesters with 20 years, respectively). They were also
excluded from further analysis. Finally, persons not holding the German citizenship but
at the same time indicating a voting preference for a German party (variable vote) were
recoded to the category “not eligible” (n = 18).
I assessed normality of continuous variables by frequency histograms and normal
probability plots. In the case of large samples, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, 80) recommend to make use of graphical methods instead of statistics (such as KolmogorovSmirnov), since formal inference tests might lead to the false rejection of the null hypothesis when there are only minor deviations of normality. The inspection of these
plots revealed no major infringement of the normality assumption (see Appendix E1 and
E2 for plots of the four attitudinal scale variables).81
3.2.2 Sample Characteristics
As outlined in Chapter 3.1.1, I conducted the survey experiment with students from different departments, eager to achieve roughly equal numbers, and thereby increasing the

80

Military service had a split of 768 to 40, nationality a split of 760 to 49, party membership a split of
741 to 69, and text marking a split of 739 to 71.
81
See the CD-Appendix for a table of the case deletion process. The fit between the distributions of the
remaining variables and the assumptions of multivariate analysis (i.e. normality, linearity and homoscedasticity) will be further scrutinized in Section 4 when applying linear and logistic regression.
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chances of substantial variance. Figure 3.3 reveals that my efforts were only partly successful, as I recruited in each faculty large, but not identical student numbers.82

Figure 3.3: Student Numbers for Revised Sample, Sorted for Sex and Affiliation
500
225

400

300
259

200
75

130

100
78

Sex
Female
Male

32

0
social
sciences

the
humanities

natural
sciences

For the final data set (n = 799), the age of students varied between 18 and 30 years
(mean = 21.51; standard deviation = 2.13), and length of study ranged between one and
18 semesters (mean = 2.85; standard deviation = 2.59). 53.8 percent of students were
male, 46.2 percent female. 94.2 percent were German, 5.8 percent possessed a foreign
citizenship. Altogether, 256 participants were exposed to the risk condition, 280 to the
responsibility condition, and 263 students received a neutral text version along the survey.83
In terms of political ideology, the Konstanz students tended to be center-left, with a
mean value of 4.55 (standard deviation = 1.54; range from 1 to 10). Students of the humanities proved to be significantly (p < .0005, two-sided t-test) more leftist (mean =
82

Note, that the chosen classification and assignation to faculties does not match the Sektionen of the
University of Konstanz, but rather resemble the “classical” division: Psychology and sociology students
were assigned to the faculty of social sciences, and not to the natural sciences or the humanities faculty,
respectively. This decision somewhat deteriorated my faculty ratio, but might be more appropriate on
substantive grounds.
83
The unequal numbers across treatment conditions were due to case deletion in the course of the datascreening process. In order to determine if randomization was affected, I ran a series of chi-square tests to
see whether the pre-test characteristics of the respondents varied by condition. All of these tests indicated
that the null hypothesis of “no difference” across all respondent variables could not be rejected. I therefore assumed that randomization was successful and that any post-test differences could be attributed with
some confidence to the framing condition.
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4.20; standard deviation = 1.44) than natural science students (4.63; 1.57) and social
science students (4.81; 1.54), respectively (see Appendix E3 for a plot). Inspecting the
scores for the variable anticipated vote confirmed the prevalence of a centre-left orientation. 26 percent of participants opted for Bündnis 90/Die Grünen, 25 percent for the
SPD, and 10 percent for the FDP. With a mere 20 percent, the CDU clearly fell short
with its result in the 2005 Bundestag election.
Furthermore, social science students were significantly more attracted to politics than
their counterparts (p = 0.000, two-sided t-test). They arrived at a mean score of 3.94 for
political interest (standard deviation = 0.943), compared with mean scores of 3.15
(0.967) and 3.42 (0.991) for students of the natural sciences and humanities, respectively. This finding was complemented through the distribution of party membership.
With overall 69 party members, the membership ratio was highest for social science
students (10 percent), followed by humanities students (9 percent) and natural science
students (3 percent). By and large, students seemed to be quite satisfied with government performance, and there were no huge differences across faculties. Partisanship for
governing parties (i.e. CDU/CSU or SPD) considerably increased approval of policies
and attenuated criticism of tax dissipation. For instance, only 8 percent of the supporters
of SPD and CDU/CSU took a critical stand. In contrast, 58.3 percent of the PDS/Left
Party adherents believed that the Grand Coalition wasted a lot of public funds. Also,
consent with government policies averaged among SPD partisans to a mean value of
3.10 (standard deviation = 0.621) and among adherents of the CDU/CSU to 3.25
(0.592).84 Supporters of the opposition appeared less content, with PDS/Left Party adherents once again the least satisfied (mean = 2.58, standard deviation = 0.51), closely
followed by nonvoters (2.59; 0.780).85
As can be seen in Figure 3.4, the scaling of the test scores on political knowledge
unfolded a (dreaded) certainty: Most students knew little and only a few knew a lot (at
least in terms of foreign policy issues), as statistically articulated by a positive skewness
84

The slightly higher satisfaction on part of the CDU adherents is possibly due to an “incumbency effect”
for Chancellor Angela Merkel.
85
International politics constituted the media focus for the majority of subjects (51.7 percent), while the
remaining votes were evenly split among the other categories. Natural science students were equally interested in coverage in science. In terms of media consumption, social science students clearly outpaced
their colleagues from other faculties: 65.5 percent stated that they gathered news several times or at least
once a day, in contrast to the less media-savvy humanities and natural science students (52.9 percent and
42.2 percent, respectively). In contrast, almost 9 percent of all natural science admitted to follow news
less often than once a week.
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of 0.311 and a kurtosis value of -0.875. Overall, the average score was 2.56 with a standard deviation of 1.81. Political knowledge was highest among students of the social
sciences (mean 2.94, standard deviation 1.87) and political science in particular (3.60,
1.81). Not surprisingly, political science students were in the fore, obtaining the 11
highest scores in the political knowledge test. The mean score was 2.08 (1.59) for humanities students, and 1.90 (1.53) for natural sciences students. Social sciences scores
were relatively homogenously distributed, indicated by a low skewness value of 0.096
and a kurtosis value of -0.947. Surprisingly, gender differences turned out to be large.
Women achieved an average score of 2.00 (1.57). They were clearly outperformed by
their male fellow students who obtained a result of 3.05 (1.87).

Figure 3.4: Political Sophistication Split by Faculties
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As described above, the totaling of the four Likert-scales in an overall index was hypothesized to represent a respondent’s subjectively perceived “responsibility to protect”.
Using this composite index as operationalization of political predispositions, I found
that students were rather positively disposed towards international accountability, as the
mean value amounted to 3.51 (standard deviation = 0.440). There were small though
significant (p < 0.001) differences in the means of predispositions between social science and humanities students on the one hand, and natural sciences students on the
other. The former two groups were rather positively predisposed, realizing mean values
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of 3.57 (0.421) and 3.51 (0.428), respectively, whereas natural sciences students stayed
behind (3.34; 0.466). Also, female students were significantly (p < 0.01) more predisposed towards an active international commitment, compared to their male counterparts
(mean value of 3.56 versus 3.47).
Figure 3.5: Political Sophistication Split by Predisposition86
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There were no significant differences between Germans and non-Germans, party members and non-members, or between persons that completed military service and those
who did not. Students high on political knowledge were more likely to be positively
disposed, whereas less knowledgeable students tended to hold neutral or contrary predispositions, as can be seen in Figure 3.5.87
3.2.3 Summary
This Chapter 3.2 showed that the preliminary data screening process did not suggest any
serious problems or concerns regarding data properties, leaving 799 cases for statistical
analysis. A closer assessment of the sample characteristics revealed that there was considerable variance on most variables. Social sciences students were more knowledgeable and interested in politics than their fellow students from other faculties. Also, they
turned out to be more caring and supportive of foreign assignments. Chapter 4.1.1 and
86

Using the SPSS Visual Bander Function, political predisposition was recoded into three groups (“pro”,
“contra”, and “neutral”) of approximately equal size.
87
Refer to Appendix E4 for a frequency histogram of political predisposition.
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Chapter 4.2.1 will provide descriptive statistics for the two outcome variables split by
treatment condition, and the two moderator variables political predisposition and sophistication. The following Chapter 3.3 lays out the further advancement of the thesis in
that it describes the applied estimation techniques and explicates the logic of interaction
analysis.

3.3 Statistical Analysis
This chapter describes the estimation strategies for the two outcome variables “overall
opinion” and “support”. For didactic purposes, I start with the variable support, involving multiple regression analysis. I then turn to overall opinion, introducing the somewhat more complex and less intuitive multinomial logit model. Subsequently, a coherent framework to design, testing and interpretation of interaction effects is developed.
3.3.1 Estimation Strategies
Estimation of Support

As outlined in Chapter 3.1.3 the outcome variable support is devised as an additive index composed of eight 5-point Likert items and can be assumed to approximate interval-level characteristics reasonably well. Jaccard and Turrisi (2003, 71-72; see also Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 7) state that if the approximation is close, then ordinal-level
data can be analyzed using statistical methods that presuppose interval-level properties.
It therefore seemed appropriate to estimate support using the multiple linear regression
technique.88
A frequently used alternative to linear regression is to perform median splits on each
of the continuous independent variables and then to perform factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA). Jaccard (1998) recognizes that one of the major advantages of
ANOVA lies in the testing of interactions. Other scholars, however, argue that
“ANOVA with cutpoints” (West, Aiken, and Krull 1996) constitutes an inappropriate
approach to interaction analysis, and call attention to several deficiencies. First, median
88

In linear regression, several dichotomous or continuous independent variables are linearly combined to
predict the value of a continuous dependent variable. Several assumptions about the structure of the population data must be satisfied in order to apply ordinary least squares (OLS) analysis and to make valid
inferences about the regression coefficients. When these assumptions hold, an OLS estimator is said to be
the best linear unbiased estimator (BLUE) in that it is linear, unbiased, and has minimum variance in the
class of all linear unbiased estimators (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, chap. 5).
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splits necessarily depend on a particular sample and may generate different results for
identical phenomena, simply because the medians happen to be different in their respective sample (Whisman and McClelland 2005). Second, dichotomization drastically reduces statistical power, so that it is much more difficult to detect significant effects
when in fact they do exist, thus increasing Type I error (Cohen and Cohen 1983). Third,
ANOVA is less concerned with problems of specification error, resulting in biased estimates of effects (Aiken and West 1991, chap. 9). Fourth and most importantly, splitting two or more independent variables in a multiple regression interrupts the latent covariance structure, yielding spurious and false effects (Maxwell and Delaney 1993). In
short, “median splits have no place in scientific analyses of moderating effects” (Whisman and McClelland 2005, 113).
In contrast to the ANOVA approach, linear regression takes advantage of all the information available in the predictor variables to provide direct estimates of the effects
size and the variance accounted for. Also, a priori model specification and examination
of the error structure is much more common than in ANOVA (Aiken and West 1991,
176), facilitating the achievement of accurate effect-sizes. Since I expect statistical
power to be already low in the setting of university lectures (for reasons going to be discussed in Chapter 4.3), it would be unreasonable to allow for additional reduction in effect sizes. Considering the substantial costs of the ANOVA practice, linear regression
appears to be the better alternative, providing a simple, yet powerful framework for interaction analysis.89

Estimation of Overall Opinion

The classical regression assumptions of homoscedasticity, linearity and normality are
likely to be unmet if the dependent variable has only a few response categories, resulting in OLS estimates that are “inefficient at best” (Menard 2002, v). The maximum likelihood estimation of a logistic regression corrects for this inefficiency by converting the
outcome variable into a logit, the natural logarithm of the odds of having a characteristic
or experiencing an event. Logistic regression thus “linearizes” the nonlinear relationship
between the dependent variable and a set of independent variables (see Pampel 2000,
chap. 1; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, chap. 10). Logistic regression analysis can be ex89

Structural equation models using the software LISERL (Jaccard and Wan 1996) constitute a third
method of analyzing interactions involving continuous dependent variables.

Data and Methods 67

tended beyond the analysis of dichotomous variables to the analysis of dependent variables with more than two categories. Then, outcomes can either be treated as nominal
(without order) or ordinal (with order).
If deleting the last response category of overall support (“don’t know”), the remaining three categories can convincingly be regarded as being ordered from least to most
supportive of the Lebanon intervention. As the ordered character of the outcome categories might convey valuable information of the data, I initially estimated the model using
the SPSS ordinal regression procedure PLUM (Polytomous Universal Model). PLUM
uses a cumulative ordered logit model for the dependent variable (McKelvey and
Zavoina 1975). Basically, this model considers the probability of a particular outcome
category and all outcomes that are ordered before it for any except the last outcome including a separate equation.90 One important, but often unquestioned assumption underlying ordinal regression is that the relationship between each pair of categories is the
same. In other words, the set of coefficients is assumed to be invariant across different
group comparisons (with the exception of the intercept). This is called the proportional
odds or the parallel slopes assumption. As Long (1997, 145) notes, the proportional
odds assumption is often violated. In this case, the estimation with ordered logit is no
longer appropriate and alternative models ought to be considered that do not impose the
constraint of parallel slopes, e.g. a model with nominal outcomes.
Choosing between ordinal and multinomial regression, however, presents somewhat
of a trade-off. On the one hand, if the dependent variable is ordinal and a model for
nominal variables is used, there is a loss of efficiency since one does not take advantage
of the full information. On the other hand, when a method for ordinal variables is applied to a nominal outcome variable, the resulting estimates are likely to be biased or
even senseless (Ibid 149). For all that, the literature agrees that the loss of efficiency is a
less serious error to make than that of biased estimates. For instance, Borooah recommends if “one does have reason for believing that parallel slope assumption is not valid
then the model ought to be estimated using the method of multinomial logit, notwithstanding the fact that the dependent variable is clearly ordinal” (2002, 15).

90

The cumulative odds model is the most common ordinal regression model used in the social sciences.
There are two other major methods to fitting ordinal regression models: the continuous ratio model and
the adjacent categories model (see O’Connell 2006).
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SPSS PLUM checks the assumption of proportional odds by allowing the coefficients to vary. The null hypothesis of parallel slopes is rejected if the difference between
the two -2 log-likelihood values of the model assuming parallel slopes and the model
assuming separate slopes is statistically significant. The test for the log-likelihood difference results highly significant (p < 0.000), indicating that the model assuming separate slopes substantially improves model fit. Since the relationship between the independent variables and the logits obviously is not the same for all the logits (i.e. the proportional odds assumption is violated), I decided to estimate overall opinion using the
multinomial regression procedure in SPSS (NOMREG).
The multinomial logit model (Theil 1969) does not assume a ranking order of the
outcome categories, thus allowing the regression coefficients to vary between categories. It belongs to a subclass of the generalized logit model.91 In a generalized logit
model, the probability πij of response category j for person i is:

π ij =

exp( xi β j )
1+

∑

J −1

k =1

exp( xi β i )

where J is assumed to be the reference category. In terms of logits, the model can be
stated as:

 π ij
log
 π iJ


 = xi β j



for j = 1,…, J-1.

Given J categories of the dependent variable, the analysis involves the simultaneous estimation of J-1 equations where each equation represents a binary logit model compar91

The term generalized refers to the fact that the model incorporates both characteristic effects (individual specific data) and attribute effects (choice specific data), whereas the subclass of the multinomial
model incorporates only characteristic effects (see Borooah 2002, chap. 3). The second subclass is called
conditional logit model, sometimes referred to as the Luce model. In a conditional logit model the outcome probabilities depend only upon the choice attributes and not upon the characteristics of the individuals making the choices (Ibid 72).

Data and Methods 69

ing each of the other outcome categories with a reference category. When J = 2, this
model is equivalent to the binary logit model. Thus, the binary logit model can be
thought of as a special case of the multinomial logit model.92
Frequently, researchers combine categories of a polytomous outcome variable and
estimate separate binary logit models. Running J separate binary logistic regressions
instead of a single multinomial logistic regression with J categories causes several difficulties, however (see Pampel 2000, chap. 5). First, the separate maximum likelihood
estimation ignores overlap across equations, thus introducing inefficiency. Second, if
separate logistic regressions combine several categories in making a comparison with
one of the other categories, they fail to isolate precise contrasts between two categories.
Third, the use of J logistic regressions for J categories contains redundancy as does the
use of M dummy variables for a polytomous variable with M categories.
Multinomial logistic regression avoids these difficulties. First, all logits are estimated
simultaneously, which enforces the logical relationship among the parameters and uses
the data more efficiently. Second, precise contrasts between the categories of the dependent variable are isolated. Third, multinomial regression shuns redundancy by designating a reference category. In short, estimating overall opinion by means of the multinomial logit model appears to be a good compromise between the parsimonious, yet
inappropriate ordered logit model and the rather crude and wanting approach of devising binary models.93

92

An important and restrictive assumption of the multinomial logit model is the property of independence
of irrelevant alternatives (IIA). IIA states that the relative odds between any two outcomes are independent of the number and nature of other outcomes being considered. McFadden (1973) suggested that IIA
implies that the multinomial model should only be used in cases where the outcome categories “can possibly be assumed to be distinct and weighed independently in the eyes of each decision maker.” In my
opinion, the answer categories of overall opinion (agree/disagree but should stay/disagree and should
leave/don’t know) offer clear alternatives to the participants and can be reasonably considered as dissimilar and independent from one another. Thus, violation of the IIA assumption seems unlikely in my case.
93
Notwithstanding the ease in estimation, a major disadvantage of multinomial logistic regression is the
large number of parameters, rendering interpretation complex and tedious. For that reason, I confine myself to interpreting the equation that comprehends the majority of cases (see Chapter 4.2.2). Interpretation
of regression coefficients is analogous to binary logistic regression, with the caveat that logits refer only
to the subset of cases falling into the two categories involved in the comparison.
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3.3.2 Analysis of Interactions
Definition and Modeling of Interaction Effects

Following Aiken and West (1991), Jaccard (2001) and Jaccard and Turrisi (2003), I
conceptualize interaction effects as moderated relationships. That is, the effect of one
independent variable on the dependent variable differs with respect to the value of a
second independent variable, called the moderator variable. The variable whose effect
on the dependent variable is thought to vary as a function of the moderator variable is
called the focal independent variable. My hypotheses naturally lend themselves to the
specification of political sophistication and political predisposition as having moderator
status while the type of text framing is conceived as focal independent variable.
The most common approach to modeling interactions in both linear and logistic regression is to use product terms (Jaccard and Turrisi 2003, 17). A product term is simply the product of two independent variables and permits the introduction of nonadditivity to the systematic component of any special case of the generalized linear model (see
Jaccard 2001, chap. 1).

Hierarchical Testing of Interaction Effects

In general, there are two possibilities to test interaction effects. If the interaction between two variables is represented by a single product term, the statistical significance
of the interaction can be determined assessing the statistical significance of the coefficient associated with that product term. An interaction involving a qualitative variable
with more than two categories, however, cannot be captured in a single product term.
Instead, the interaction must be formed by multiplying the continuous variable by each
of the dummy variables compromising the categorical variable. In this case, the only
appropriate statistical test is a comparison of the model excluding the product terms
with the model including the product terms (Whisman and McClelland 2005, 119). If
the product terms significantly improve prediction over and above the case where no
product terms are incorporated, then this suggests that the interaction should be considered important and be retained in the model. Analogically, a nonsignificant difference
justifies the elimination of the product term.
The testing of these omnibus interaction effects requires employing hierarchically
well formulated models (Kleinbaum 1992). A hierarchically well formulated model
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(HWF) is specified when all lower order components of the highest order product term
are included in the model. The simple rule is that product terms represent the interaction
only when their components have been partialed out (Cohen 1978). For that reason,
dummy variables representing the categories of a qualitative predictor must be included
as first order terms and in all interaction terms.
In linear regression, gain in prediction is captured by the hierarchical F test. The hierarchical F test evaluates the amount of incremental explained variance by subtracting
the squared multiple correlation in the original equation from the squared multiple correlation in the expanded equation. A test of the null hypothesis that the increment in R2
is zero is yielded by the following equation (see Jaccard and Turrisi 2003, 12):

F=

( R22 − R12 ) /(k 2 − k1 )
(1 − R22 ) /( N − k 2 − 1)

where R2 is the multiple correlation for the expanded equation, R1 is the multiple correlation for the original equation, k2 is the number of independent variables in the expanded equation, k1 is the number of independent variables in the original equation, and
N is the total sample size. The resulting F is distributed with k2 – k1 and N – k2 – 1 degrees of freedom.
In logistic regression, parameters are estimated by maximum likelihood techniques
which are used to maximize the value of the log-likelihood function. Two HWF-models
(or nested models in the parlance of maximum likelihood) are compared by computing
the difference in their log-likelihoods (times -2) to create a statistic that is distributed as
chi-square. A conventional notation is shown below:

χ 2 = 2[ LL ( M ) − LL( B)]
where LL(B) is the log-likelihood of the model without product term(s), called the baseline model, and LL(M) is the log-likelihood of the model including product term(s),
called the moderator model. Degrees of freedom are the difference between degrees of
freedom for the interaction and baseline model (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 447).
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The significance test of the improvement in the log-likelihood is analogous to the multivariate F test for linear regression (Menard 2002, chap. 2).94
In both linear and logistic regression analysis, interactions are sequentially added to
the regression equation and examined by means of a hierarchical step-up approach.95 In
the first model I assume that all individuals are equally sensitive to framing effects and
therefore include no product terms. This main-effects-only model serves as baseline for
subsequent specifications. Models 2 to 5 are hierarchically well-formulated extensions
of the baseline model. Model 2 adds the interaction of treatment and political sophistication. Model 3 specifies the interaction of treatment and political predisposition, omitting
the product terms of Model 2. Model 4 tests for a multiple-interaction effect, including
both single interactions as a “chunk” (Kleinbaum 1992). Finally, Model 5 considers the
appropriateness of modeling a three-way interaction containing all lower-order components.96
Theoretical considerations lead me to the assumption that Model 5 represents the
most appropriate specification. As outlined in the theory section I anticipate the incidence of a framing effect (H1), conditioned by the moderation of political predisposition (H2) and political sophistication (H3), respectively. Political sophistication yet
again is expected to moderate the two-way interaction of framing effect and political
predisposition (H4). The exact equation (not including control variables) is:

94

The test of a chi-square difference is also referred to as the likelihood ratio test. This name stems from
the fact that the log of the likelihood ratio of the model excluding the product terms to the model including the product terms equals the difference between the two log likelihoods (Pampel 2000, 47).
95
Aiken and West (1991, 113) notice that the step-up approach recommended by Cohen (1978) can lead
to interpretational problems, as main effects are considered before the existence of interactions is determined. They instead propose a hierarchical step-down approach, starting with a complex regression equation and sequentially eliminating non-significant higher order terms. In my point of view, this approach
rather exacerbates interpretation of interactions and also entails other problems, e.g. the determination of
an appropriate starting point for the step-down procedure. I therefore stick to the step-up approach, with
the caveat that once a higher order effect is detected, lower order effects need to be interpreted as conditional or average effects (see below in the main text).
96
The literature cautions against inconsiderate elimination strategies when dealing with interactions.
“Seeming anomalies” would occur if comparing multiple-interaction models to models only containing a
single interaction (Jaccard 2003, 67). For instance, including a multiple interaction might bring about substantial improvement in model fit, whereas single interactions fail to enhance model fit at all. For that
reason, I deliberately estimate the two-way interactions separately in Model 2 and 3, and then conjointly
in Model 4.

Data and Methods 73

g ( µ ) = a + b1 DRISK + b2 DRESP + b3 PS + b4 PP
+b5 ( DRISK * PS ) + b6 ( DRESP * PS )
+ b7 ( DRISK * PP) + b8 ( DRESP * PP) + b9 ( PS * PP)
+ b10 ( DRISK * PS * PP) + b11 ( DRESP * PS * PP) + e
where the function g(µ) represents some link function of the mean of the outcome variable.97 DRISK and DRESP are dummy variables for exposure to the risk and responsibility
frame, respectively. PS and PP stand for the (as if) continuous moderator variables political sophistication and political predisposition. The second and third equation lines
contain the product terms for the two-way interactions, whereas the three-way interaction is modeled in the last line. Note that the two-way interaction of sophistication and
predisposition needs to explicitly be specified in order to derive a HWF-model for the
three-way interaction.98

Interpretation of Interaction Effects

The regression coefficient associated with a single product term permits a more focused
interpretation of the interaction effect than the hierarchical test of the omnibus interaction. In linear regression, given a qualitative focal independent variable and a continuous moderator variable, the coefficient of a two-way product term reflects how much the
mean difference between the group scored 1 on the focal independent variable minus its
reference group is predicted to change given a one-unit increase in the moderator variable (Jaccard and Turrisi 2003, 38).
In logistic regression, I focus on the interpretation of exponentiated coefficients.
They allow the more intuitive reading of coefficients in terms of a multiplicative change
in the odds or percentage change in the odds, holding constant all other predictor vari97

Note that the equation for either linear or logistic regression has the same systematic component,
namely, a linear combination of the independent variables and their interactions (Agresti 2002, chap. 4;
McCullagh and Nelder 1989). In the case of linear regression, the mean is modeled directly and interest is
in specifying how the mean varies as a function of the predictor variables. By contrast, logistic regression
models the mean as transformed by an logit link, which is defined as ln(µ/(1- µ)). The logit model focuses
on how the natural log of the odds for an event varies as a function of the predictor variables (see Jaccard
2001, chap. 1).
98
Prior to both analyses, I determined through stepwise procedures a small set of control variables to increase parsimony and efficiency of the estimates. Stepwise regression is controversially discussed in the
literature, above all regarding its alleged ineptitude for theory testing. Nevertheless, there is some agreement on its advantages in terms of explorative theory building (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 140). In
order to foreclose the risk of omitted variable bias I conducted explorative regression runs with the full set
of control variables (see Borooah 2002, chap. 2).
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ables. An exponentiated coefficient of 1 leaves the odds of agreement unchanged, a coefficient greater than 1 increase the odds, and a coefficient smaller than 1 decreases the
odds. Moreover, the more distant the coefficient form 1 in either direction, the greater
the effect in changing the odds (see Pampel 2000, chap. 2). Given a qualitative focal
independent variable and a continuous moderator variable, then, the exponentiated coefficient of a two-way product term represents the multiplicative factor by which the odds
ratio comparing the predicted odds for the group scored 1 on the focal independent
variable and the predicted odds for its reference group changes, given a one-unit increase in the moderator variable (Jaccard 2001, 36).99
It is important to keep in mind that in equations containing product terms, the regression coefficients for the component parts do not represent main effects. They rather represent conditional effects (Aiken and West 1991). A conditional effect is the effect of
the focal independent variable on the dependent variable conditioned on the moderator
variable being equal to zero.
The reading of two-way interactions readily extends to three-way interactions where
it proves useful to distinguish the two moderator variables. The first-order moderator
variable directly moderates the effects of the focal independent variable on the dependent variable. The second-order moderator variable moderates the impact of the firstorder moderator variable on the relationship between the focal independent variable and
the dependent variable. The interpretation of the lower-order interaction term always is
conditionalized on the higher-order interaction terms, with the conditionalization being
that the other variables in the higher-order terms equal zero (see Jaccard and Turrisi
2003, chap. 3).

Mean-Centering and Standardized versus Unstandardized Coefficients

Aiken and West (1991), among others, strongly recommend to mean-center continuous
predictors, that is, putting predictors in deviation form so that values of zero correspond
99

Ai and Norton (2003) argue that the magnitude of the interaction effect in logistic regression does not
equal the coefficient of the product term. They explicate that interaction effects are actually the cross derivative or cross difference of the expected value of the dependent variable. They prove this formally and
provide some empirical evidence. They caution that a “review of the 13 economics journals listed on
JSTOR found 72 articles published between 1980 and 1999 that used interaction terms in nonlinear models” yet none “of the studies interpreted the coefficient of the interaction term correctly” (Ibid 123). Ai
and Norton’s contribution merits careful attention but I nevertheless maintain in this thesis the odds-ratio
interpretations of regression coefficients for product terms, very much in line with the bulk of the literature.
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to their sample mean. Centering is a useful transformation when zero is not a plausible
value for the uncentered variable, e.g. when the value is outside the predictor range.
Another favorable attribute of centering pertains to the reduction of multicollinearity.
Commonly, product terms are highly correlated with their component terms. If components are normally distributed and centered prior to forming the product term, this
change in scale origin will result in a product term that is uncorrelated with the components (Jaccard and Turrisi 2003, 28).100 Therefore, given the ease in interpretation and
the mitigation of multicollinearity problems, I use mean-centered predictor variables
throughout the analysis. Furthermore, I refrain from applying standardized regression
coefficients to avoid complications described in the literature (e.g. Aiken and West
1991; Friedrich 1982; Jaccard and Turrisi 2003). Standardized coefficients associated
with the predictor variables do not exhibit the regularities presented in this chapter. For
instance, the product of two z-scores will not equal the z-score of the product (Whisman
and McClelland 2005, 119). I thus report unstandardized coefficients in Section 4.
3.3.3 Summary
In this thesis, the two outcome variables are estimated using linear and logistic regression techniques. Since the proportional odds assumption for overall support is clearly
violated, I apply the multinomial logit model for the estimation of overall opinion,
whereas support is approached within in the familiar linear regression framework. Interactions that involve variables with more than two categories cannot be captured by a
single product term. In that case, the only appropriate test for statistical significance of
the interaction is a comparison of the baseline model with the interaction model in
which all the product terms have been added. The hierarchical F-test and the likelihoodratio test check for significant enhancement in prediction in multiple regression and logistic regression, respectively. Analysis of coefficients associated with single product
terms permits a more accurate interpretation of the strength and the direction of interaction effects. Each of the predictor variables is mean-centered to maximize interpretability and to yield desirable statistical properties. Likewise, only unstandardized coefficients are used.
100

Centering leaves values and significance tests of coefficients associated to the interaction terms unchanged. However, regression coefficients for the first-order effects are not invariant to this transformation as they indicate conditional effects for a value of the moderator at its sample mean. Of course, meancentering leaves colinearity between independent variables unaffected.

[U]nless researchers can select, oversample or control the levels of the predictor variables, detection of statistically reliable interactions or quadratic effects explaining an appreciable proportion of the
variance of the dependent variable will be
difficult. This does not mean that researchers should not seek interactions in
such conditions; however, they should be
aware that the odds are against them.
(McClelland and Judd 1993, 388)
It is safe to say that testing of interactions
is at the very heart of theory testing in the
social sciences. (Cohen et al. 2003, 255)

4 Findings
This section reports the main outcomes of the statistical analyses. In a first step, I present findings of the linear regression analysis with the outcome variable support. In a
second step, the results of logistic regression analysis estimating the outcome variable
overall opinion are explicated. Finally, findings of both analyses are discussed and interpreted in consideration of the proposed hypotheses.101

4.1 Findings for Support
This chapter consists of two parts. First, I present descriptive statistics for the outcome
variable support and provide simple crosstables and plots to gain some intuitive sense
for the data. Second, I switch over to inferential statistics and describe direction, significance and magnitude of coefficients associated with product terms. Interaction models
are hierarchically compared to the baseline specification and the reading of interaction
effects is facilitated by visualizing differences in estimated means.
4.1.1 Descriptive Statistics
The variable support took up the full range from 1 to 5 and was quite normally distributed, notwithstanding a slight negative skewness of -0.43 (see Appendix F1 for a fre101

See the CD-Appendix for all SPSS data files. I also provide syntax for instances where I abstained
from entering commands through the SPSS menu mask.
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quency histogram). The overall mean score was 3.44 with a standard deviation of 0.67.
Above all, I was interested if the mean scores varied across experimental conditions
(and therefore hinted at the incidence of a framing effect). An inspection for the different conditions proved indeed that participants receiving the risk frame attained a lower
mean score (3.37) than those exposed to the neutral (3.50) or responsibility condition
(3.45). Social sciences students were significantly (p < 0.05) more interventionists
(mean = 3.50; standard deviation = 0.66) than students from the humanities (3.32; 0.66)
and natural sciences (3.36; 0.71), respectively.
Table 4.1 shows the estimated marginal means of support, split for political sophistication, predisposition and treatment condition.102 Three findings merit brief consideration.

Table 4.1: Support as a Function of Framing, Predisposition, and Sophistication

Political Sophistication

Internationalist

Predisposition

Waverer

Isolationist

High

Medium

Low

Responsibility

3.98 (37)

3.71 (36)

3.55 (21)

Neutral

3.93 (39)

3.98 (24)

3.62 (27)

Risk

3.80 (48)

3.60 (25)

3.41 (30)

Responsibility

3.56 (39)

3.29 (41)

3.34 (65)

Neutral

3.64 (44)

3.33 (50)

3.18 (56)

Risk

3.58 (41)

3.27 (49)

3.00 (63)

Responsibility

2.70 (7)

2.81 (5)

2.33 (12)

Neutral

2.84 (4)

2.77(4)

2.75 (8)

Risk

3.59 (9)

3.03 (6)

2.45 (9)

Note: Figures correspond to estimated marginal means of the outcome variable support. Figures in parentheses indicate actual case occurrences (n = 799).

First, the more respondents are sophisticated and positively disposed towards international accountability, the more they tend to support the Lebanon intervention. The overall coincidence between observed and expected patterns is nicely exemplified by the
fact that the cell representing maximal congruence and maximal sophistication (i.e.
highly sophisticated internationalists receiving the responsibility frame) yields the high102

Political predisposition is separated according to results from latent class analysis. Categories of political sophistication are specified by the SPSS Visual Bander function (see Chapter 3.1.2).
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est overall mean score (3.98). Analogically, the cell representing minimal congruence
and minimal sophistication (i.e. less sophisticated isolationists receiving the responsibility frame) yields the lowest overall mean score (2.33). Second, subjects exposed to the
risk frame are the least supportive across treatment condition. Isolationists, however,
constitute an exception to this regularity as for them mean support was often highest for
the risk frame. Third, and unexpectedly, in seven out of nine instances estimated marginal means of support are highest in the neutral condition, exemplifying the overall ineffectiveness of responsibility framing.

Figure 4.1: Support as a Function of Framing and Political Sophistication
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By plotting mean values for predisposition and sophistication separately, Figures 4.1
and 4.2 aggregate these findings visually. As can be seen in Figure 4.1, the more subjects are politically sophisticated, the more they approve the Lebanon intervention. Independent of level of education, the risk condition always entails the lowest mean approval, consistent with expectations. The mean difference between neutral and risk condition amounts to 0.05 for highly sophisticated subjects. It is already 0.14 for moderately sophisticated subjects and arrives at 0.2 for less educated subjects. Thus, sophisticated respondents seem less sensitive to risk framing than less educated subjects. This
difference in mean differences is mirrored by the non-parallel line trends in Figure 4.1.
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In contrast to risk framing, responsibility framing proves ineffective, as the neutral
frame exceeds the responsibility frame at all levels of sophistication.
Figure 4.2: Support as a Function of Framing and Political Predisposition
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Inspection of Figure 4.2 reveals that the more subjects are positively disposed towards
international accountability, the more they agree with the intervention. Furthermore, the
risk frame appears to be effective if encountering respondents with incongruent predispositions as the mean difference between neutral and risk condition amounts to 0.21 for
internationalists and to 0.12 for waverers. In contrast, isolationists appear to not be receptive to responsibility framing, at least not in the expected way: They strongly reject
the frame, as mean scores obtained by subjects exposed to the neutral and responsibility
treatment clearly fall below the values found in the risk condition. Table 4.1 reveals that
the boomerang effect for responsibility framing is above all induced by highly educated
subjects whereas less educated respondents are less affected. The fact that incongruent
frames are accepted or rejected depending on the level of political sophistication points
at the incidence of a three-way interaction.103
103

Of course, all these interpretations are preliminary and require confirmation through inferential statistics as presented below. In fact, the small group size of isolationists (n = 64) renders any interpretation of
higher-order interactions tentative at best. In Appendix F2, I provide two-way and three-way tables applying the banded version of predisposition, split in three equally large categories. Results for the latent
class-solution are confirmed. See also Appendix F3 for a plot of Table 4.1, and Appendix F4 for the tables of Figures 4.1 and 4.2.
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4.1.2 Inferential Statistics
The central questions of this chapter are (a) whether the identified mean differences in
the outcome variable support varied as a function of the treatment condition and (b)
whether the differences in mean differences varied as a function of different levels of
the moderator variables political predisposition and political sophistication. If so, the
detection of a framing effect (a) and an interaction effect (b) can tentatively be confirmed. Results from ANOVA were inconclusive and demonstrated the inherent weaknesses of this approach (see Chapter 3.3).104 I therefore performed linear regression
analysis to gauge moderation in a more precise fashion.
Prior to analysis, I determined a small set of control variables, explaining 11.1 percent of variance in attitudes. Besides sexual category (female), I included the political
variables satisfaction with government performance (satisfaction), solidarity with armed
forces (solidarity), belief in tax dissipation (dissipation) and vote denial (novote).105 I
dummy-coded the categorical variables treatment, sex and anticipated vote and assigned
neutral treatment, “male” and “not eligible” as reference categories, respectively. Exploratory regression runs confirmed the adequateness of the set, as outcomes were
largely unaffected by the exclusion of the remaining variables. In addition to initial
screening runs (see Chapter 3.2.2), assumptions for normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals were controlled. Inspection of the normal probability plots, the
scatterplot of standardized residuals, and the partial regression plots did not suggest any
serious violations of assumptions (see CD-Appendix for plots of all independent variables). Furthermore, I noted four cases that had standardized residual values above 3.0
or below -3.0. Those cases, however, had no undue influence on the results, indicated
by a maximum Cook’s Distance value of 0.53, well below the threshold value of 1.
Colinearity diagnostics checking the variance inflation factor did not cause any concern.
This was supported by examination of bivariate correlations. The independent variables
correlated moderately with the outcome variable support (strongest predisposition with

104

Running two-way between-groups analysis of variance yielded significant main effects for treatment
condition, political sophistication and political predisposition (p < 0.000), the latter two also exhibiting
considerable effects sizes (partial eta squared of 0.096 and 0.173, respectively). There were no significant
interaction effects, however. See the CD-Appendix for a summary of the ANOVA results.
105
The variable vote denial is one of the dummy variables that resulted from the recoding of the categorical variable “anticipated voting decision” (vote). See the CD-Appendix for the codebook.
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0.52), and correlations between independent variables were low, i.e. not greater than
0.35.106
Results for the baseline and moderator models are reported in Table 4.2, displaying
unstandardized regression coefficients and standard errors for all variables and product
terms. Values of R2 and adjusted R2 are provided at the bottom of the table. Table 4.3
lists the change in R2 and corresponding results of the hierarchical F-Test, comparing
the baseline model (Model 1) with its HWF-extensions (Models 2-5).
Overall, the baseline model explains 37.2 percent of variation in support. Political
sophistication and political predisposition account for 7.1 percent and 18.2 percent in
explained variance, respectively. Both regression coefficients encompass considerable
magnitude and are highly significant (p < 0.000). Furthermore, the regression coefficients of the control variables are highly significant, and direction of influence is consistent with expectations. Satisfaction with government performance enhances average
support of the Lebanon intervention (coefficient of 0.109), whereas solidarity with
armed forces and perception of tax dissipation lead to a decline in average support (coefficients of -0.062 and -0.184, respectively). Females are predicted to be on average
0.141 and nonvoters 0.250 scale units less supportive than their respective reference
group. Responsibility and risk framing significantly increase model fit (p < 0.01), although substantive gain is rather small (R2 change of 0.008). The regression coefficient
associated with the risk dummy amounts to -0.138 indicating that subjects receiving the
risk frame are on average 0.138 scale units less supportive than subjects receiving the
neutral frame. This effect is significant at the 0.01-level. As already implied by descriptive statistics, exposure to responsibility framing somewhat diminishes support of the
Lebanon intervention, although not significantly.

106

I also checked outliers by calculating Mahalanobis distances. The critical chi-square value of 23.59 (9
degrees of freedom, alpha-level of 0.001) was exceeded by 31 cases, though only narrowly (ranging from
48.05 to 23.76). Given the absence of any considerable impact in re-analysis and the relatively large sample size, I nevertheless decided to keep the cases.
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Table 4.2: Results from OLS-Estimation for Support
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Constant

3.059***
(0.118)
0.109***
(0.033)
-0.141***
(0.041)
-0.062***
(0.018)
-0.250*
(0.104)
-0.184**
(0.064)
0.064***
(0.012)
0.685***
(0.046)
-0.022
(0.047)
-0.138**
(0.047)

3.060***
(0.118)
0.109***
(0.033)
-0.138***
(0.041)
-0.061***
(0.018)
-0.258*
(0.104)
-0.187**
(0.064)
0.049***
(0.019)
0.687***
(0.046)
-0.024
(0.047)
-0.140**
(0.047)
-0.010
(0.026)
0.051*
(0.025)

3.059***
(0.118)
0.109***
(0.033)
-0.138***
(0.041)
-0.061***
(0.018)
-0.239*
(0.105)
-0.179**
(0.065)
0.064***
(0.012)
0.763***
(0.082)
-0.021
(0.047)
-0.136**
(0.047)

3.060***
(0.118)
0.109***
(0.033)
-0.135***
(0.041)
-0.061***
(0.018)
-0.243*
(0.104)
-0.181**
(0.064)
0.045*
(0.019)
0.778***
(0.083)
-0.022
(0.082)
-0.138**
(0.047)
-0.010
(0.027)
0.061*
(0.026)
-0.041
(0.110)
-0.221*
(0.112)

3.061***
(0.117)
0.109***
(0.033)
-0.132***
(0.041)
-0.062***
(0.018)
-0.230*
(0.104)
-0.191**
(0.064)
0.047**
(0.019)
0.773***
(0.083)
-0.042
(0.048)
-0.134**
(0.047)
-0.013
(0.027)
0.061*
(0.026)
-0.020
(0.111)
-0.217
(0.112)
-0.037
(0.049)
0.102
(0.062)
-0.027
(0.064)

Satisfaction
Female
Solidarity
Nonvoter
Dissipation
Sophistication
(PS)
Disposition (D)
Responsibility
Frame (RESF)
Risk Frame
(RF)
RESF x PS
RF x PS
RESF x D
RF x D
PS x D
RESF x PS x D
RF x PS x D

-0.054
(0.108)
-0.170
(0.111)

2

R
0.372
0.377
0.374
0.381
0.386
2
Adjusted R
0.365
0.369
0.365
0.371
0.373
Note: Observations: 793. Dependent variable: support. Figures correspond to
unstandardized regression coefficients and their standard errors (in parentheses). *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001

In the second model, the concern is whether the framing effect varies as a function of
how much a person knows about German foreign policy, and therefore adds to the baseline specification a single two-way interaction between framing condition and political
sophistication. As can be seen in Table 4.3, change in R2 amounts to 0.005, statistically
significant at the 0.05 level. The coefficient for the risk dummy amounts to -0.140, representing the difference between average support in the risk condition and average sup-
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port in the neutral condition when political sophistication equals 0, that is, its sample
mean (recall the transformation strategy of mean-centering). This conditional effect of
risk framing is significant at the 0.01 level.
The coefficient for the product term between the risk dummy and political sophistication reflects how much this mean difference between the group receiving the risk
frame and the group receiving the neutral frame is predicted to change given a one-unit
increase in political sophistication. Jumping to a political sophistication level of 1 (3.53
in original scaling), then, changes the mean difference about 0.051 units. That is, the
increase in political sophistication reduces the mean difference between risk and neutral condition, reflecting an attenuation of the risk framing effect. This moderation is
significant at the 0.05-level. The same interpretation is applicable to the mean difference
between responsibility and neutral condition. Here, the mean difference increases marginally from -0.024 to -0.034, given a one-unit increase in political sophistication. However, neither the conditional nor the interaction effect is significant at conventional levels.

Table 4.3: Results of the Hierarchical F-Test
Model

Model Fit
R

2

Change Statistics
df

2

R Change

F Change

Significance

Baseline

0.372

9

2

0.377

11

0.005

3.384

0.034

3

0.374

11

0.002

1.276

0.280

4

0.381

13

0.009

2.845

0.023

5

0.386

16

0.014

2.457

0.017

2

Note: R change between Model 4 and Model 5: 0.005. F Change: 1.926. Significance: 0.124.

Model 3 specifies a single interaction between treatment condition and political predisposition omitting the interaction between treatment condition and political sophistication of Model 2. Gain in prediction is unimpressive (change in R2 = 0.002), with the hierarchical F-test yielding a nonsignificant result (see Table 4.3). Adjusted R2 does not
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improve, stagnating at 0.365. Coefficients for product terms do not reach statistical significance either.
Model 4 incorporates the single two-way interaction effects of Model 2 and Model 3
as a “chunk” (Kleinbaum 1992). Compared to the baseline model, improvement in R2
amounts to 0.009, significant at the 0.05-level, though nonsignificant versus Model 2
(only containing the frame-sophistication interaction). Reading of respective interaction
coefficients matches interpretation for the second model, with the only difference that
the other two-way interaction is statistically held constant. Keeping this caveat in mind,
the interaction between risk frame and political sophistication turns out to be significant
again, with coefficients and standard deviations basically unaltered in magnitude compared to Model 2. In contrast to Model 3, the coefficient of the risk-predisposition term
reaches now statistical significance at an alpha-level of 0.05. Given a predisposition
score at its sample mean (3.51), the mean difference between risk and neutral condition
amounts to -0.138. A one-unit increase in predisposition brings about a change of 0.221, that is, the increase in predisposition amplifies the mean difference for support
from -0.138 to -0.359. Thus, incongruence to the risk frame enhances the impact of risk
framing. Subjects that actually endorse international accountability seem more susceptible to risk framing than isolationist respondents, holding constant all other variables.
Finally, Model 5 specifies a three-way interaction, conceptualizing framing condition
as the focal independent variable, political predisposition as the first-order moderator
and political sophistication as the second-order moderator. Overall model fit improves
0.015 compared to Model 1, significant at the 0.05-level, and 0.005 compared to Model
4, missing statistical significance (see Table 4.3). Coefficients associated with threeway interactions are interpreted by extending the framework for two-way interactions.
For instance, the coefficient for the product term capturing the interaction between responsibility frame, predisposition and sophistication equals 0.102 and indicates how the
product term for the two-way interaction between responsibility frame and predisposition would change, given a one-unit increase of the second-order moderator. The stated
coefficient for the two-way interaction amounts to -0.020, being conditional on a political sophistication score of zero. If sophistication increases by one unit, the coefficient
for the two-way product term equals 0.082.107 Hence, as political sophistication in107

Since -0.020 + 0.102 = 0.082.
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creases, the first-order moderation (i.e. the two-way interaction between predisposition
and responsibility frame) completely changes in character. Instead of increasing the
boomerang effect for responsibility framing108, a one-unit increase in predisposition
now amplifies the impact of responsibility framing.109 Though the coefficient of the
three-way interaction fails to reach statistical significance at conventional levels (p =
0.102), this finding forecloses the incidence of a statistically significant three-way interaction in multinomial logit estimation (see Chapter 4.2.2).110
To gain a better understanding of the significant two-way interactions, I test and
visualize conditional effects at specific levels of the moderator variable. This is
achieved by centering political sophistication and political predisposition one and two
standard deviations above and below their sample means, and then recalculating the respective mean differences and plotting them as bar charts (see Figures 4.3 and 4.4).111 If
there was no interaction, the difference in bar height between risk and neutral condition
would be the same at all levels of political sophistication and political predisposition,
respectively. The lack of such uniformity in differences would suggest an interaction
effect in turn.
As can be seen in Figure 4.3, there are differences in frame differences, that is, the
frame difference considerably diminishes with increasing political sophistication. The
frame difference in support adds up to -0.230 at a sophistication level of 0.75, significant at the 0.001-level. At its sample mean (2.53) the difference shrinks to -0.140. When
sophistication reaches 4.37, the frame difference shrinks even more to -0.05. Clearly,
higher political knowledge shields against the influence of risk framing.

108

Since -0.042 + (-0.020) = -0.062.
Since -0.042 + 0.082 = 0.040.
110
Furthermore, the presence of a three-way interaction should not be ruled out by solely assessing statistical significance (see Aiken and West 1991). Compilation of a scatter plot regressing support on predisposition for each category, and additionally paneled for three levels of political sophistication, reveals
clear differences in slopes across treatments, but also differences in these differences depending on
knowledge levels. The more political sophistication increases, the more visible are differences in regression slopes, affirming the presence of a three-way interaction. See Appendix F5 for figures plotting regression lines for support on the moderator variables for each treatment group. The distance between the
regression lines at any given point on the horizontal axis for the moderator variable reflects the mean difference in the outcome variable at that point.
111
See Appendix F6 for corresponding tables.
109
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Figure 4.3: Mean Differences for Different Levels of Political Sophistication
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Figure 4.4: Mean Differences for Different Levels of Political Predisposition
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As regards predisposition, risk framing is largely ineffective at frame congruence (2.63),
as the difference to the neutral frame amounts to 0.015 and fails to reach statistical significance. At average predisposition, the frame difference switches signs, reaching
-0.136 and increases to -0.286 at a predisposition score two standard deviations above
its sample mean (4.34), with the latter two differences being statistically significant at
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the 0.01-level. Thus, risk framing gains in impact when encountering subjects with incongruent predispositions, i.e. respondents that are positively disposed towards international accountability. The findings for political sophistication and political predisposition are confirmed by the calculation of so-called “regions of significance”.112
4.1.3 Summary
The analysis of interactions within the linear regression framework produced three substantive findings. First, responsibility framing was largely ineffective since it did not
succeed to induce higher support rates among recipients. Second, risk framing was effective but its impact was moderated by political sophistication and political predisposition: Well-informed subjects were less sensitive to risk framing than less-informed subjects. Also, risk framing had more influence at incongruence, i.e. on subjects that were
positively disposed towards international accountability. Third, effect sizes of framing
and interaction effects were low, barely accounting for 1 percent in explained variance
of the dependent variable.

4.2 Findings for Overall Opinion
As regards structure, this chapter follows the preceding one in that descriptive and inferential statistics of the outcome variable overall opinion are presented separately.
First, I provide a table with agreement rates across different treatment conditions, levels
of political predisposition and political sophistication, and devise line plots to somewhat
reduce the complexity of the data. Second, overall opinion is estimated by the multinomial logit model, and interaction models are hierarchically compared to the baseline
112

The calculation of regions of significance is an extension of the Johnson-Neyman technique (Potthoff
1964). This practice defines a range of scores of a continuous moderator variable where members of the
first group are expected to have a significant higher score than members of the second group, taking into
account sampling error. Applying this procedure to political sophistication yields an interval with values
ranging from 3.18 to 16.96 (in original scaling). This means that within this range subjects receiving the
risk frame are not expected to have a significant lower support score than subjects receiving the neutral
frame. Outside the range the differences are predicted to be significant. The upper bound falls outside the
possible range of political sophistication, leaving the lower bound for meaningful interpretation. Thus,
when political sophistication is below a score of 3.18, one can be reasonably confident (based on a 95
percent confidence interval) that the predicted support in the risk condition is significantly lower than the
support in the neutral condition. For political predisposition the region of significance has a lower bound
of -124.28 and an upper bound of 3.34. This means that at a predisposition score above 3.34 subjects receiving the risk frame exhibit significant lower support rates than those receiving the neutral frame. See
Appendix F7 for details on the calculation.
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specification. The interpretation of a significant three-way interaction effect is facilitated by a graphical representation of the two-way interaction effect at different levels
of the second-order moderator variable.
4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics
The outcome variable overall opinion consisted of four categories: Respondents had to
choose between agreement, disagreement, strong disagreement or indifference (“don’t
know”) with the Lebanon intervention. The majority of students (54.4 percent) did not
approve of the Lebanon intervention while they approved of the existing naval mission.
12.6 percent disagreed strongly, demanding the immediate withdrawal of German
forces. 25 percent of respondents agreed fully with the proposed mandate extension, and
7.5 percent were undecided (0.5 percent of cases were excluded). Social sciences students were more likely to opt for the intervention than humanities and natural science
students (27.4 percent versus 24.3 percent and 19.1 percent, respectively). Likewise,
they decided less often (10.8 percent versus 17.1 percent and 14.2 percent, respectively)
in favor of the isolationist policy (“disagree and should leave”).
Resembling Table 4.1 for estimated marginal means, Table 4.4 depicts the percentage of people that agreed with the Lebanon intervention split for framing condition,
level of political sophistication and level of political disposition.

Table 4.4: Agreement as a Function of Framing, Predisposition and Sophistication
Political Sophistication

Internationalist

Predisposition

Waverer

Isolationist

High

Medium

Low

Responsibility

51.4 (19)

48.6 (17)

23.8 (5)

Neutral

46.2 (18)

70.8 (17)

29.6 (8)

Risk

31.3 (15)

36.0 (9)

26.7 (8)

Responsibility

25.6 (10)

14.6 (6)

22.2 (14)

Neutral

38.6 (17)

24.0 (12)

10.7 (6)

Risk

17.1 (7)

6.1 (3)

3.2 (2)

Responsibility

14.3 (1)

20.0 (1)

8.3 (1)

Neutral

25.0 (1)

0.0 (0)

0.0 (0)

Risk

22.2 (2)

16.7 (1)

0.0 (0)

Note: Figures correspond to the percentage of respondents that agreed with the Lebanon intervention within treatment condition. Figures in parentheses correspond to actual cases of agreement (n = 200). The percentages and
cases for the remaining categories “disagree but should stay”, “disagree and should leave”, and “don’t know” are not
shown.
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Three points warrant mention here. First, the overall distribution of approval rates is
again consistent with expectations, basically revealing an unambiguous pattern. On the
one hand, the more subjects are politically sophisticated, the more likely they are to approve the Lebanon intervention. Similarly, the more subjects are positively disposed
towards international accountability, the more they agree with the intervention. Second,
exposure to the risk condition reduces agreement considerably. With three exceptions,
the agreement rate is always lowest in the risk condition.113 Third, exposure to the neutral text version implicates a higher approval rate than does exposure to the responsibility frame.
Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6 somewhat reduce the complexity of Table 4.4. If thinking
of agreement as function of treatment condition and political sophistication (Figure 4.5),
a boomerang effect for responsibility framing for moderate and highly knowledgeable
subjects becomes visible. Less sophisticated subjects, however, seem susceptible to responsibility framing, with non-parallel line trends suggesting sophistication having
moderator status. Throughout, subjects appear to be quite sensitive to risk framing.

Figure 4.5: Agreement as a Function of Framing and Political Sophistication
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Similar to Table 4.1, the cell in the upper-left corner of Table 4.4 (representing both maximal congruence and sophistication) contains the second highest agreement rate (51.4 percent). Note that only seven
out of 64 isolationists react affirmatively towards the Lebanon scenario. The lack of approval among isolationists leads to the emergence of zero cells, which exacerbates a meaningful interpretation for this
group.
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If we treat agreement as a function of treatment condition and political predisposition,
Figure 4.6 reveals that the risk frame exerts some influence across all levels of congruence. Nevertheless, there is no indication of a considerable interaction effect, as line
trends are almost parallel. Markedly, internationalists exhibit more than twice percentage of agreement across all treatment conditions. See Appendix G2 for the tables of Figures 4.5 und 4.6.

Figure 4.6: Agreement as a Function of Framing and Political Predisposition
60
Internationalist
Waverer
50

44,1

47,8

Isolationist

Agreement

40
31,1

30
23,3
20

21
12,5

10

7,8

12,5

6,3
0
Responsibility

Neutral

Risk

Treatment

4.2.2 Inferential Statistics
As outlined in Chapter 3.3.1, the four outcome categories of overall opinion (“agree”,
“disagree but should stay”, “disagree and should leave” and “don’t know”) are predicted
using multinomial logit procedures. Control measures comprehend the variables political ideology (ideology), government satisfaction (satisfaction), vote denial (novote) and
solidarity with armed forces (solidarity). The highly significant variables non-attitude
(nonattitude) and text marking (marker) were also included. In contrast to linear regression, sex and tax dissipation failed to enhance prediction in explorative regression runs
and were not incorporated.
Prior to analysis, I tested for nonlinearity in the relationship between the logit and
each independent variable using the Box-Tidwell transformation (Hosmer and Le-
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meshow 2000). No serious violation of linearity in the logit was observed.114 Furthermore, I checked tolerance statistics to detect possible problems with multicollinearity.
Calculating a linear regression model using the dependent and independent variables of
the multinomial logistic model did not cause any major concern as all tolerance values
stayed well above the threshold value of 0.1.115 Three cases with missing values on the
dependent variable, as well as seven cases with missing values on the independent variables were deleted, resulting in a sample size of n = 789. Finally, differences between
the observed and estimated probabilities were assessed in order to identify cases for
which the model fitted poorly (see Menard 2002, 82). Approximately 5 percent of Pearson residuals (Homer and Lemeshow 2000) had values larger than –1.96 or +1.96. This
number did not necessarily indicate problems with the model, however, given the expected magnitude of sampling error.116
Table 4.5 shows the results of multinomial logit estimation. The reference group was
set to the largest category (“disagree but should stay”). SPSS NOMREG simultaneously
compares (a) non-attitude to disagreement, (b) strong disagreement to disagreement and
(c) agreement to disagreement. As the comparison between agreement and disagreement
involves the largest number of cases (629 out of 789), I concentrate on the interpretation
of equation (c). This decision is justified by the fact that agreement to the Lebanon intervention is of primary theoretical interest for answering my research hypotheses, and
also permits a better comparison with the results for linear regression (where agreement
is directly modeled as mean support).117 Besides the intercept term, unstandardized coefficients, standard errors and exponentiated coefficients are given for variables and in114

In the Box-Tidwell approach, product terms between each continuous predictor and its natural logarithm are added to the model (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007, 443). The assumption of nonlinearity is violated if one or more of the added product terms are statistically significant. In my analysis, the coefficient
associated with the interaction for government satisfaction was slightly significant (p = 0.029). I therefore
performed a log transformation of the variable, somewhat alleviating the problem of nonlinearity (p =
0.115).
115
As the functional form of the model for the dependent variable is irrelevant to the estimation of colinearity, the relationship among the independent variables can be easily analyzed by calculating a linear
regression (Menard 2002, 76). Using several continuous variables, the number of cells with zero frequencies was large (74.9 percent). I therefore refrained from using goodness-of-fit measures as they are based
on observed versus expected frequencies of cells (i.e. the Pearson or deviance statistic). The overall fit of
the model should nevertheless be unaffected by zero cells (Menard 2002, 79).
116
Residual analysis in multinomial logistic regression is more laborious than in binary logistic regression, as in SPSS Pearson residuals cannot be requested under the “Save” button, exacerbating plotting. I
therefore restricted myself to a sample survey of Person residuals based on cell probabilities, not considering leverage and dbeta. Note that instead of analyzing residuals based on individuals, SPSS NOMREG
aggregates cases by covariate patterns, producing residuals based on subpopulations (Norusis 1999).
117
The remaining comparisons are reported in Appendix G1. They basically support the presented trend.
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teractions. Adding to clarity, effects for non-significant control variables are omitted
(see Appendix G1 for the full coefficient block). The substantial significance of interactions is evaluated as the change of two analogues to R2 in linear regression, McFadden’s
Pseudo R2 (R2McF) and Nagelkerke’s Pseudo R2 (R2N). They are displayed at the bottom
of the table. Note that these measures refer to the full set of equations.118 The formal test
for the statistical significance of interactions is captured by the statistical significance of
the chi-square difference between the baseline and moderator model. Table 4.6 illustrates the hierarchical step-up procedure, listing log-likelihoods, chi-square differences
and corresponding p-values.
The comparison of the intercept-only model with the baseline model shows a highly
significant value, (p < 0.000), indicating that the independent variables, as a set, predict
the four outcome categories better than the intercept-only model. R2McF amounted to a
value of 0.141 and signs and magnitude of individual coefficients are consistent with
expectations.119 The Wald coefficients for both political ideology and political sophistication exhibit positive signs and are significant at the 0.01 level, indicating that the odds
to agree with the intervention are higher for more knowledgeable persons or persons
with political beliefs right of center. To be precise, given an exponentiated political ideology coefficient of 1.224, a one-unit increase in political ideology increases the odds of
agreement by a multiple of 1.224, or by 22.4 percent, holding constant all other predictors in the equation. Likewise, the odds of agreement are 1.155 times as large or 15.5
percent larger for an additional unit of political sophistication, holding constant all other
variables.

118

In a review of pseudo R2 measures, Veall and Zimmerman (1996) noted that R2McF worked well for
multinomial or ordinal dependent variables. Menard (2000, 2002) also recommends the use of R2McF and
lists several advantages, above all its conceptual closeness to the OLS R2. R2N adjusts the Cox and Snell
measure (1989) to ensure a maximum value of 1, balancing the tendency to underestimate the model
strength. Long criticizes the proliferation and popularity of goodness-of-fit measures, stating that they
solely provide partial information which must be assessed within a given theoretical framework. None of
the measures would be superior, all of them lacking the “clear interpretation in terms of explained variance” (1997, 102) that could be applied to the OLS R2.
119
Keep in mind that the coefficients correspond to the last equation (comparing agreement with the reference category), not to the full set of equations. Since the Wald test only requires estimation of a single
equation, it is preferred to the likelihood ratio test which requires the estimation of at least two equations.
However, in large samples the Wald test is quite conservative, possibly producing inflated standard errors
and Type II errors (Menard 2002, 43). I therefore report in Appendix G3 the global results of the likelihood ratio test also.
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Table 4.5: Results from Multinomial Logit Estimation for Overall Opinion
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Constant

-0.677***
(0.158)
0.202**
(0.066)
[1.224]
0.144**
(0.053)
[1.155]
1.789***
(0.265)
[5.986]
0.003
(0.218)
[1.003]
-0.864***
(0.231)
[0.422]

-0.682***
(0.160)
0.202**
(0.066)
[1.224]
0.150
(0.084)
[1.155]
1.788***
(0.265)
[5.977]
0.021
(0.221)
[1.021]
-0.872***
(0.240)
[0.418]
-0.012
(0.122)
[0.988]
0.005
(0.128)
[1.005]

-0.692***
(0.165)
0.204**
(0.066)
[1.226]
0.145**
(0.053)
[1.155]
1.820***
(0.443)
[6.174]
0.037
(0.230)
[1.038]
-0.856***
(0.251)
[0.425]

-0.074
(0.586)
[0.929]
0.005
(0.627)
[1.005]

-0.693***
(0.166)
0.203**
(0.066)
[1.225]
0.149
(0.084)
[1.160]
1.800***
(0.455)
[6.052]
0.046
(0.231)
[1.047]
-0.867***
(0.257)
[0.420]
-0.010
(0.123)
[0.950]
0.006
(0.129)
[1.006]
-0.052
(0.594)
[0.950]
0.023
(0.632)
[1.023]

-0.678***
(0.171)
0.201**
(0.067)
[1.223]
0.211*
(0.093)
[1.224]
1.981***
(0.472)
[7.251]
-0.076
(0.241)
[0.927]
-0.993***
(0.285)
[0.370]
-0.151
(0.136)
[0.860]
0.080
(0.148)
[1.083]
-0.058
(0.638)
[0.943]
0.450
(0.716)
[1.569]
-0.497
(0.275)
[0.608]
1.084**
(0.371)
[2.956]
-0.247
(0.386)
[0.781]

0.309
0.143

0.320
0.149

0.342
0.161

Ideology

Sophistication
(PS)
Disposition
(D)
Responsibility
Frame
(RESF)
Risk Frame
(RF)
RESF x PS

RF x PS

RESF x D

RF x D

PS x D

RESF x PS x D

RF x PS x D

2

Nagelkerke R
2
McFadden R

0.306
0.141

0.315
0.146

Note: Observations = 789. Dependent variable = 1, if respondent agrees with the
Lebanon intervention. Figures correspond to unstandardized Wald coefficients, standard errors (in brackets) and exponentiated coefficients (in square brackets). Reference category: “disagree but should stay”. Effects for remaining outcome categories
"don't know" and "disagree and should leave" are not shown. Models 1-5 also include
the variables government satisfaction, solidarity, non-attitude and text marking (effects not shown). *p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.

As expected, the coefficient associated with political predisposition is positive and
highly significant. For persons with a one-unit increase in predisposition it is almost six
times more likely to agree with the intervention than to disagree with it. In contrast, the
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exponentiated coefficient for risk framing amounts to 0.422 (p < 0.001), meaning that
the odds to agree are 57.8 percent lower120 for the group exposed to the risk frame than
for the group exposed to the neutral frame. Consistent with findings in the linear regression, the effect of responsibility framing is only marginal, pointing to the overall ineffectiveness of responsibility framing.121
For equation (c), coefficients for government satisfaction, solidarity with armed
forces, vote denial, non-attitude and text marking are all insignificant. They are nevertheless highly significant (p < 0.01) for the full model, as indicated by the global likelihood ratio test (see Appendix G3). Turning to equation (b), comparing strong disagreement to the reference category (“disagree but should stay”), government satisfaction and
solidarity sharply reduce the odds of strong opposition. A one-unit increase in satisfaction reduces the odds to strongly disagree by a multiplying factor of 0.987 (that is, the
odds to disagree are 98.7 percent lower).122 Likewise, a one-unit increase in solidarity
corresponds to 37.8 percent lower odds for strong disagreement. The coefficients for
either risk or responsibility framing do not reach conventional levels of statistical significance, albeit the responsibility frame misses it narrowly (p = 0.063). Strikingly, responsibility framing exhibits a positive sign, increasing the odds of strong disagreement
(79.7 percent) even more than its risk counterpart (49.2 percent). Turning to equation
(a), the group using text markers was 92.1 percent more likely to express indecisiveness
than the group not using them. This indicates that a more deep-seated engagement with
the text and its lay-out arguments resulted in higher uncertainty about it.

120

Since (0.422 – 1) * 100 = -0.578.
The coefficient for the intercept is the estimated logged odds when all the predictor variables equal
zero. Thus, for persons receiving the neutral frame (which is coded zero) and being at the sample mean of
all continuous predictors (recall the mean centering of the variables), the logged odds for agreement with
the Lebanon intervention are -0.677.
122
This drastic reduction is partly due to the log transformation of government satisfaction (to correct for
non-linearity in the logit, see above). Running the analysis with the untransformed variable confirms that
the overall trend nevertheless is correct, as the exponentiated coefficient amounts to 0.506. For the untransformed version of government satisfaction, the odds to strongly disagree are thus 49.4 percent lower
given a one-unit increase in government satisfaction.
121
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Table 4.6: Results of the Likelihood Ratio Test
Model

Model Fitting Criteria
-2 Log
Likelihood

df

Baseline

1532.59

30

2

1517.92

3

Likelihood Ratio Test
Chi-Square
Difference

Difference in df

Significance

36

14.66

6

0.023

1523.59

36

9.00

6

0.174

4

1513.47

42

19.12

12

0.086

5

1496.41

51

36.18

21

0.021

Note: -2 log likelihood of intercept-Only Model: 1785.43. Chi-square difference to baseline model: 252.84. Significance = 0.000.

Turning to the moderator models, the incorporation of the single two-way interaction
between framing condition and political sophistication (Model 2) fails to substantially
increase model fit, with R2McF only marginally climbing from 0.141 to 0.146. Notwithstanding the small gain in R2McF, the incorporation of a two-way interaction should not
be left unconsidered. Based on hierarchical testing, the addition of the interaction seems
warranted, as the chi-square difference between Model 2 and the baseline model results
statistically significant (p = 0.023). In contrast to linear regression, coefficients for the
product terms are not statistically significant. For instance, the exponentiated coefficient
for the interaction between risk framing and sophistication amounts to 1.005, meaning
that for every one-unit increase in political sophistication, the ratio comparing the predicted odds for the risk frame with the predicted odds for the neutral frame increases by
a multiplicative factor of 1.005. The odds ratio comparing risk and neutral frame equals
-0.872, which is the conditional effect at a political sophistication score of 2.56 (its
sample mean in original scaling). When political sophistication increases to 3.56 (a oneunit increase), the odds ratio for the risk dummy increases 0.5 percent, from -0.872 to
-0.876. To say it differently, the odds of agreement were 12.4 percent lower for higher
sophisticated subjects, and 12.8 percent lower for moderately sophisticated subjects.
Thus, like in linear regression, political sophistication somewhat dampens the impact of
risk framing.123

123

Admittedly, the effect is very small and should not be overstated, yet it is in line with prior findings in
linear regression.
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Judging by the significance level of chi-square differences, neither the presence of a
single interaction effect between framing condition and political predisposition (Model
3) nor the presence of multiple-interaction effect (Model 4) can be confirmed (see Table
5.6). Wald coefficients fail to reach statistical significance, and the increase in pseudo
R2 measures is only marginal. Aiken and West (1991), however, note that two-way interaction effects might be undervalued due to the disregard of modeling higher-order
terms, accounting for error variance in the lower-order components. This suspicion is
partly confirmed by the findings for Model 5 (a HWF-extension of Model 4) where I
add a three-way interaction between framing condition, political sophistication and predisposition. In Model 5, the effect of the two-way interaction between treatment (the
focal dependent variable) and political predisposition (the first-order moderator) is now
dependent on a specific value of political sophistication (the second-order moderator).124 R2McF fairly increases to 0.161. Hierarchical testing results in a significant improvement in model fit (p = 0.021), although his enhancement is nonsignificant in comparison to Model 2 (p = 0.121). Though not significant for equation (c), the conditional
effect for the two-way product term between responsibility framing and political sophistication becomes significant for the full set of equations (p = 0.022), as indicated by the
global likelihood ratio test (see Appendix G3).
Furthermore, the Wald coefficient for the product term capturing the three-way interaction with responsibility framing is highly significant (p = 0.03). The exponentiated
coefficient amounts to 2.956, representing a multiplicative factor of the coefficient for
the two-way product term (i.e. it is the multiplicative factor by which the multiplicative
factor of the change in the odds of agreement changes). The exponentiated coefficients
for the two-way product terms represents the multiplicative factor by which the odds of
agreement changes, given a one-unit increase in attitudinal predispositions, yet conditional on a political sophistication score of zero. For instance, the stated exponentiated
coefficient for responsibility framing equals 0.927, being conditional on a predisposition
score of zero. This conditional effect is conditional on a sophistication level of zero. A
one-unit increase in political sophistication will yield an exponentiated coefficient for
responsibility framing of 2.584, since 2.956*0.943*0.927 = 2.584.
124

The conceptualization of predisposition as the first- and political sophistication as the second-order
moderator variable is guided by theoretical consideration (see H4). In statistical terms, a role reversal
would not make a difference.
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As it is difficult to understand the effect of a three-way interaction intuitively, Figure 4.7 illustrates the three-way interaction between responsibility framing, political
predisposition and political sophistication (see Appendix G4 for the table). This is accomplished by centering political sophistication at one standard deviation above and
below its sample mean, then re-running the logistic analysis and re-calculating product
terms for either a one and two standard deviation decrease or increase of political predisposition. Figure 4.7 makes clear that the impact of congruence on the acceptance of
responsibility framing is moderated by political sophistication. Given a level of sophistication one standard deviation below its sample mean (2.56 – 1.814 = 0.746), for instance, growing congruence renders responsibility framing increasingly ineffective: The
more respondents are positively disposed towards international accountability the lower
the impact of responsibility framing on the predicted odds to agree with the intervention, compared to respondents that are negatively disposed. It seems that at low levels of
political sophistication incongruent arguments exhibit much more influence than congruent arguments.
At an average level of sophistication (2.56), then, the boomerang effect for responsibility framing is prevalent at all levels of frame congruence, although the effect is very
small (note the scale of the y-axis). At a high level of political sophistication (2.56 +
1.81 = 4.37), the boomerang effect for responsibility framing turns into a “classical”
framing effect as mounting congruence actually increases the odds of agreement. At
frame congruence (predisposition 2 standard deviations above its sample mean: 3.51 +
0.88 = 4.39) the odds of agreement given responsibility framing are 279 percent higher
than the odds given the neutral frame. In contrast, the odds to agree with the Lebanon
intervention are 86.90 percent lower at frame incongruence (that is, at predisposition 2
standard deviations below its sample mean: 3.51 - 0.88 = 2.63).
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Figure 4.7: Change in Odds to Agree if Exposed to Responsibility Framing for Different
Levels of Sophistication and Predisposition
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In conclusion, congruent arguments can exert influence on attitudes, yet they presuppose some level of understanding of the issue in order to succeed, as congruent arguments fail to have an impact on the low and moderate sophisticates. Hence, high levels

Findings 99

of political sophistication boost the impact of congruent arguments, at the same time
blocking the influence of incongruent reasoning. Given a lack of political sophistication,
responsibility framing induces opinions that are not actually in line with individual predispositions. In brief, given exposure to responsibility framing, political sophistication
enables subjects to reach decisions that are consistent with their underlying political
predispositions.
4.2.3 Summary
As in linear regression, risk framing turned out to have an influence on overall opinion,
considerably reducing the approval of the Lebanon intervention. Political sophistication
and political predisposition exhibited a strong and positive impact across all outcome
categories. On the basis of hierarchical testing, the inclusion of a single two-way interaction between framing condition and political sophistication seemed warranted. The
findings of Model 5 made clear that the two-way interactions could not be fully interpreted without modeling a three-way interaction. Modeling of the three-way interaction
was crucial to understanding the conditional impact of responsibility framing (to be precise, the conditionalization of the conditional impact of responsibility framing), which
would have remained undetected if one relied on the examination of descriptive statistics or two-way interactions alone. Though the added interactions were statistically significant, the substantial improvement in model fit was again rather unimpressive, an issue I discuss at length in the following chapter.

4.3 Discussion
Before focusing on findings for framing and interaction effects and relating them to the
four hypotheses advanced in Section 2, I briefly deal with results for control variables.
Though interesting in their own right I have to forgo a more detailed discussion and interpretation of these findings and turn instead to my actual hypotheses addressing the
impact and moderation of risk and responsibility framing.125 I initially focus on statistical significance while tackling the issue of substantive or practical significance further
below.
125

Shortage of space also prevents the elaboration of interactions between treatment condition and control
variables. See the CD-Appendix for some noteworthy findings.
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4.3.1 Control Variables – in Brief
Overall, prediction was quite satisfactory for both estimations as adjusted R2 amounted
to about 0.37 in OLS-estimation, and McFadden R2 to around 0.15 in multinomial logit
estimation.126 Not surprisingly, political predisposition turned out to be the most powerful predictor of both outcome variables, in linear regression accounting for over 18 percent in explained variance. Political sophistication and political control variables contributed to the other half in prediction. In particular, measures capturing the respondents’ contentment with politics stood out. The variable satisfaction with government
decisions (satisfaction) significantly increased support of the Lebanon intervention in
linear regression (see Table 4.2), and decreased strong disagreement with the intervention in multinomial regression (see Appendix G1). Nonvoters (novote) and persons who
believed that the government dissipated a lot of tax revenues (dissipation) turned out to
be significantly less supportive in linear regression, a finding which was not confirmed
in multinomial estimation, however. Furthermore, solidarity with the Bundeswehr (solidarity) significantly diminished agreement in both analyses, whereas rightist orientations (ideology) increased approval. In linear regression, women were significantly less
likely to support the Lebanon intervention. The result that the level of satisfaction with
government performance predicted support of foreign interventions is consistent with
findings at the aggregate level (see Bulmahn 2005).
4.3.2 Risk Outperforming Responsibility
The first hypothesis was concerned with the “classical” framing effect, that is, the impact of message content without considering interactions with individual-level characteristics. The hypothesis assumed that the responsibility frame would increase the approval of the Lebanon mission whereas the risk frame was expected to diminish approval. Furthermore, I suspected the risk framing effect to be stronger than the responsibility framing effect.
Given the findings of both linear and logistic analysis, the first hypothesis can partly
be confirmed. Risk framing turned out to be highly significant whereas responsibility
framing failed to significantly increase support for the Lebanon intervention. This over126

This value seems acceptable since values between 0.2 and 0.4 are regarded as highly satisfactory
(Hensher and Johnson 1981). For comparison, Hiscox (2006) arrives at a probit estimation of support for
increasing trade with other nations at a (not further specified) pseudo R2 between 0.06 to 0.11 (942 observations).
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all predominance of risk versus responsibility framing constitutes a central result of this
thesis and is consistent with other findings of the literature. In his study on trade policy
preferences, for instance, Hiscox (2006) discovers that frames which stress the necessity
and advantages of trade liberalization remain largely ineffective, in contrast to those that
delineate risks and disadvantages of globalization (see also Chapter 2.2.6). Hiscox ascribes the stronger impact of risk framing to the incidence of a negativity bias. Similarly, Nincic (1997) demonstrates that military interventions that intend to avoid a loss
or to redress a situation associated with a loss (protective interventions) are perceived as
more important than comparable military interventions that are seeking or promoting
something that has yet not been achieved (promotive interventions). Cobb and Kuklinski
(1997) show that political arguments that are easily comprehensible and argue against a
policy are more persuasive than complex political arguments that support a policy. It is
quite evident that the framing of the Lebanon intervention as a risk relates to a protective issue (saving German soldiers’ lives, maintaining Germany’s bargaining position,
etc.) and evokes a counter-argument (“do not intervene, it’s too dangerous”), whereas
the framing of the Lebanon intervention as a shared responsibility of the international
community emphasizes the need for action and change of the status quo (“do intervene”).127
While there are some unresolved questions as to the precise reason for a negativity
bias, the evidence points at the importance of emotions for political processing (Marcus
2003; Redlawsk 2006). The reference to negative emotions such as fear (e.g. of returning body bags or domestic terrorist attacks) might evoke stronger stimuli of attention
and memory in turn facilitating political reasoning and judgment. In a demonstration
how emotion and feelings dominate decision making, Damasio et al. (1994) report that
brain-damaged patients who cannot describe how they feel often fail to reason properly.
Subsequent studies provide evidence that cognitive and affective realms are thoroughly
intertwined (see McDermott 2006). Risk framing might induce hot cognition, that is, the
127

Rarely, proponents of intervention frame foreign assignments as protective measures, e.g. as a necessary instrument to avoid a loss of domestic and international credibility. From the point of political persuasion this might be disadvantageous as the potential negative consequences of not intervening might be
more striking and easier to imagine than the positive consequences of performing the intervention. Instead
of claiming “we have to intervene because it is our moral obligation” one could also claim “if we do not
intervene we will loose our credibility.” This kind of goal framing is different from risky choice framing
as explored by Tversky and Kahneman (see Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth 1998). Though conceptually
referring to equivalency framing, an extension to the realm of emphasis frames seems worthwhile.

Findings 102

joint impact of affect and cognition. Hot cognition has been found to speed political information processing (e.g. Redlawsk 2002), thus possibly enhancing the impact of risk
framing compared to responsibility framing.128
Note that the stronger impact of negative emotions or information is not really an
explanation for the effectiveness of risk framing, for it itself begs clarification. The reason might simply lie in evolution as chance of survival was likely to be higher for individuals that paid closer attention to negative information and potential threats. Whatever
the precise underlying reason of the negativity bias in this thesis, risk framing has been
found to exert a highly significant impact on individual attitudes towards foreign assignments, thus partly confirming the first hypothesis.
The finding that responsibility framing did not succeed to exert influence needs to be
handled with care. It may not be due to a lack of persuasiveness per se but rather to the
fact that I opted for a scenario that constituted a “hard case” for testing it. Clearly, the
scenario of the deployment of German ground troops in the Middle East is located at the
extreme end of a range of possible types of military assignments (see Seybolt 2007,
chap. 2) and appears to be hard to agree with for ordinary citizens. As the core information was identical for the three article versions, neither the responsibility frame nor the
control frame concealed the inherent risks associated with the extension of the Lebanon
mandate. For instance, the responsibility frame also included the (fabricated) remark of
the Syrian president Baschar al-Assad. The article stated that he would regard the deployment of international forces at the Lebanese-Syrian border as an act of aggression,
implicitly suggesting serious if not bellicose complications if the commitment were to
be realized. It appears plausible that in scenarios involving potentially less dangerous
deployments (e.g. aid-relief), responsibility framing will be much more successful.129
128

Smith and Petty (1991) argue that affective framing might serve as a peripheral cue in the framework
of the elaboration likelihood model. The elaboration likelihood model suggests “that important variations
in the nature of persuasion are a function of the likelihood that receivers will engage in elaboration of
(that is, thinking about) information relevant to the persuasive issue” (O’Keefe 2002, 137). There are two
routes to persuasion: First, the central route refers to the conscious, detailed processing of argument quality and semantic content. Second, the peripheral route uses cues such as source attractiveness and emotion, and does not require detailed thinking about a message. Given a lack of motivation or cognitive ability peripheral cues become important determinants of persuasion (see Aiken 2002, chap. 3). The elaboration likelihood model seems very apt for the unification of other theories of persuasion and the creation of
a more general theory of framing.
129
This reasoning is consistent with findings at the aggregate level. Bulmahn (2005) discovers that public
support for Germany’s foreign assignments is robust, especially for missions that invoke emotional attachment such as the Bundeswehr’s emergency assistance after the earthquake in Pakistan or the South
Asian tsunami. Those assignments reach an approval rate of 95 percent according to the most recent poll
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Another potential explanation for why responsibility framing failed to exert an influence on attitudes concerns the character of the control condition with which the results
of the risk and responsibility condition were compared.130 Throughout this thesis I assumed that the control condition was neutral with respect to the evaluation of the Lebanon scenario. Despite considerable efforts to mirror impartiality, it is possible that the
“neutral” frame was not “neutral” at all, but included judgmental passages or passages
which were perceived as such. If this is true, interpreting the finding of nonsignificant
effects for responsibility framing requires some caution. It is conceivable, for instance,
that the omission of negative statements on part of key politicians constitutes an element
of responsibility framing. More generally, the absence of negative information might
not be tantamount to neutrality but rather it might already embody some kind of valuation implying a particular course of action. Without going into more detail here, this caveat has to be kept in mind.
4.3.3 Surprises for Frame Congruence and Political Sophistication
The second, third and fourth hypothesis extended the first hypothesis in that they incorporated interactions between message content and individual-level characteristics, a decision that was informed by the identification of theoretical and methodological shortcomings in the framing literature.
Based on the belief-weighting account of framing and theories of cognitive dissonance, the second hypothesis proposed that frame congruence (the match between a
frame and an individual’s political predisposition) would increase the impact of risk and
responsibility framing. Contrary to expectations, however, frame congruence failed to
increase the strength of framing effects. In fact, the modeling of a multiple two-way interaction in linear regression (Model 4) revealed that a decrease in congruence entailed
a stronger impact of risk framing. Respondents that were positively disposed towards
international accountability were actually more affected by risk framing than negatively
disposed respondents. There was no significant interaction for responsibility framing
and findings for risk framing in linear regression were not replicated by the multinomial
of the Sozialwissenschaftliche Institut der Bundeswehr (Ibid 2006). The more pronounced the military
character of a mission is, however, the lower is its overall approval (Ibid 2005).
130
I opted for adopting a control condition as a direct comparison between risk and responsibility framing
had entailed larger effects in terms of statistical significance yet would have had foreclosed the possibility
to ascertain the relative strength of the respective frames.
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analysis. Yet, the significant two-way interaction between political predisposition and
the risk frame in linear regression is clearly at odds with the second hypothesis and its
theoretical underpinning. Apparently, incongruent arguments induced for some reason
greater attention to message content, perhaps because they introduced some novel or
surprising information. In contrast, congruent arguments failed to induce a framing effect, perhaps because respondents were already in line with those arguments. This finding supports the framing-as-priming hypothesis which views framing as the result of the
momentary accessibility of beliefs. Hence, it challenges the notion of framing as the unequal weighting of beliefs as in this account a match between message content and already existing beliefs is required for framing to become effective.
The third hypothesis dealt with the issue of political sophistication and proposed that
prior familiarity with an issue would increase the impact of risk and responsibility framing. Analysis of the two outcome variables revealed no significant interaction effects for
responsibility framing, whereas in linear regression, the impact of risk framing was
moderated by political sophistication. The direction of the moderation, however, was
unexpected as less sophisticated respondents were more sensitive towards risk framing
than more sophisticated respondents. Yet again, this finding rather supports the view
that frames make considerations temporarily more accessible and do not require prior
knowledge of the subject matter. Quite the contrary, it seems that prior knowledge does
not facilitate framing at all but serves as an important counterweight to manipulation
attempts. This might be due to the special character of risk framing as the reception of
its main argument (assignments are harmful) may not require a lot of political knowledge but rather is processed automatically without deliberate consideration.
In brief, the second and third hypothesis cannot be confirmed. Neither congruence
nor political sophistication had the supposed effects on risk framing and failed to exert
any noteworthy influence on responsibility framing. Obviously, these findings tend to
support the framing-as-belief-accessibility (i.e. priming) hypothesis and cast doubt on
the adequateness of the framing-as-belief-weighting account.
4.3.4 The Competent Citizen?
Finally, the fourth hypothesis proposed the incorporation of a three-way interaction by
arguing that the two-way interaction between frame and political predisposition was
moderated by political sophistication. Partly drawing on work of Zaller (1992), I argued
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that the inclusion of this higher-order term would adequately satisfy the theoretical
complexities underlying the framing mechanism. More sophisticated respondents were
expected to discern much more easily the degree of congruence between the frame and
their underlying principles. Thus, at frame congruence political sophistication was predicted to increase the impact of framing, whereas at frame incongruence it was expected
to dampen the framing effect. I assumed that this three-way interaction would be
strongest for responsibility framing.
The finding of a significant three-way interaction for the responsibility frame in multinomial regression constitutes perhaps the most interesting result of this thesis. It indicates that the lack of a significant two-way interaction for responsibility framing can
partly be attributed to the omission of a three-way interaction between framing, political
predisposition and political sophistication. It turns out that responsibility framing can be
effective under certain conditions. As shown in Figure 4.7, highly sophisticated respondents accepted the frame when it was in line but rejected it when it was at odds with
their predispositions. This differing reaction is mirrored by a boomerang effect at incongruent predispositions and a boost at congruent predispositions. A tentative interpretation of this finding suggests that high levels of political sophistication are a necessary
requirement for respondents to diagnose the degree of congruence between their predisposition and a respective frame and that sophistication enables them to use the frame as
a cue to connect their underlying principles to more specific policies. In contrast, unsophisticated respondents seem incapable to avail themselves of frames, but nevertheless
are sensitive to responsibility framing when exhibiting incongruent predispositions.
This finding confirms the detection of a stronger impact of risk framing at dispositional
incongruence in linear regression (see Chapter 4.3.3).
The incidence of a statistically and substantively significant three-way interaction
empirically supports Zaller’s (1992) Reception Axiom and Acceptance Axiom which
propose that highly sophisticated individuals are most likely to receive information in a
first step, and accept congruent information or reject incongruent information in a second step (see Chapter 2.2.5). It also supports the framing-as-interaction perspective as
responsibility framing appears to entail the deliberate availing of congruent frames.
Though the three-way interaction does not succeed to turn significant for the outcome
variable support or to add significantly to model fit, the direction of regression coeffi-
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cients in linear regression is consistent with findings for multinomial regression (see
Chapter 4.1.2), thus supporting the presented trend.131
In conclusion, the fourth hypothesis put forward in this thesis can partly be confirmed. Successful responsibility framing seems to require congruent predispositions
and a certain level of political sophistication. In the presence of both, responsibilty
framing is effective and respondents appear to be capable to reach decisions that are in
accord with their predispositions. Given these tentative findings, the view of framing as
the manipulation of large parts of the public is possibly too simplistic. Quite the contrary, more knowledgeable citizens might choose among, and take advantage of, foreign
policy frames to arrive at genuine political reasoning and judgment. Entman’s warning
that framing would raise “radical doubts about democracy itself” (1993, 57) seems
therefore unwarranted.
4.3.5 Practical Relevance of the Findings
The preceding paragraphs mainly elaborated on statistically significant framing and interaction effects. In large samples, however, even very small differences between
groups become statistically significant without implicating any theoretical importance. I
therefore briefly deal with the substantive significance of the findings arguing that they,
notwithstanding the small size of their effects, are of practical relevance for the topic of
this thesis.
In linear and logistic regression substantive significance of a variable can be assessed
by the amount of improvement in model fit, in my case, change in R2 and McFadden R2,
respectively. Based on these measures, gain in prediction for adding dummy variables
for the framing condition was quite low. For instance, in linear regression risk and responsibility frame accounted for less than one percent in explained variance of the outcome variable support. Using Cohen’s (1988) conventions on the magnitude of effect
sizes, this effect can be considered as very small, an interpretation which holds true for
all framing and interaction effects identified in this thesis.132 The question is then,
whether these small effects are actually of any theoretical importance.
131

Given the coincidence of findings in both linear and logistic regression I am quite confident that the
significance of the three-way interaction is not due to chance. I therefore abstained from applying the
Bonferonni correction (see Abdi 2007).
132
Cohen’s guidelines are based on values of eta squared which are almost identical with the values for
gain in R2 in hierarchical regression. Of course, the interpretation of effect sizes as the “amount of the
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I contend that framing effects, even of small magnitude, might be of practical relevance. As argued throughout this thesis, framing effects are unlikely to entail the manipulation of large parts of the population, moving citizens instantly from one side of an
issue to the other. In the case where political arguments in favor or against a certain foreign assignment are advanced repetitively and disseminated widely throughout society
over a lengthy period of time, however, it is plausible to assume that framing effects
which were found to be small in experimental settings can turn large at the aggregate
level. Above all, the strong affective potential of risk framing along with public casualty
shyness carries important repercussions for public opinion formation, even if risk and
responsibility framing play an equally prominent role in the media (the assumption of
frame parity). If risk framing is generally more effective (as implicated by findings of
this thesis), an almost equal presence of both frames could produce a negative net impact on public opinion, in turn reducing the domestic backing and political legitimation
of foreign interventions.133
The question of practical relevance arises for statistical significant interaction effects
as well. On the whole, adding interactions to the model specification did not entail a
large improvement in model fit. In linear regression, interaction effects barely accounted for 1 percent of explained variance in the outcome variable (1.5 percent in
Model 5, see Table 4.2). Likewise, an increase in McFadden R2 for the outcome variable
overall opinion was unimpressive with the three-way interaction (Model 5) adding only
about 0.02 scale-units to model fit (see Table 4.5). My calculation of measures of predictive accuracy confirmed these results. Model 5 classified 59.8 percent of all cases
correctly, relative to 58.4 percent accurate case classifications of the baseline model
only a minor gain of 1.4 percent.134 Furthermore, the calculation of Akaike’s informatotal variance in the dependent variance that is predictable from knowledge of the levels of the independent variable” (Tabachnick and Fidell 2001, quoted in Pallant 2005, 201) is not applicable to multinomial
regression. The trend of low substantive significance for framing and interaction effects also extends to
multinomial logit estimation, however.
133
Note that for theoretical purposes, I did not expect very strong effect sizes for framing. Instead of
viewing framing as the manipulation of large parts of the public I argued that researchers have to model
much more realistically political debate. In order to satisfy my own claims, I aimed at incorporating some
genuine political argumentation in the treatment article. This possibly reduced sizes of framing effects but
nevertheless appears as the more appropriate approach to framing research.
134
I evaluated the model’s ability to forecast the correct outcome category. According to the classification
table provided by SPSS NOMREG, the baseline model classified 58.4 percent of all cases accurately.
This is only a small difference to the intercept-only model which classifies all cases as the modal category
“disagree and should stay” (54.6 percent). Correct classification for the moderator models amounted to
58.6 percent (Model 2), 58.8 percent (Models 3 and 4) and 59.8 percent (Model 5), respectively. Model 5
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tion criterion (AIC) and Schwarz’s Bayesian information criterion (BIC) demonstrated
that the adding of two-way and three-way interactions actually reduced model fit. This
result cautions against the thoughtless specification of interaction effects and demonstrates that even if interactions are statistically significant, they might lack practical significance, complicating a model without substantially improving prediction.135
Notwithstanding these caveats, I argue that due to general challenges to the uncovering of interactions, the finding of low effect sizes is not very surprising. Evans (1985,
quoted in McClelland and Judd 1993, 377) even concluded that interaction effects are so
difficult to detect that even those explaining as little as 1 percent of the total variance (in
linear regression) should be considered important. These difficulties relate above all to
issues of statistical power and reliability. As it is well-known, variables in the social sciences are never measured without error, and are therefore not perfectly reliable. This
issue becomes especially important when testing interactions as the reliability of a product term is the product of the reliabilities of the two (or n) variables making up the product. Thus, when variables are less than perfectly reliable, the interaction is even more
unreliable. Consequently, the power to detect the interaction term is reduced, “relative
to the power to detect the first-order effects, even if they have equal effects sizes”
(Cohen et al. 2003, 27). Achieving adequate power was actually the reason I opted for a
relatively large sample size as samples of “more than 1.000 participants may be necessary for detecting interactions with small effect sizes” (Whisman and McClelland 2005,
116).
Reliability of measures is further reduced by the fact that respondents were sampled
from different university classes. Respondents in the same class or cluster are likely to
be more similar than respondents in different classes resulting in a wider statistical reliability of the sample. This clustered sample would need to have a larger overall sample
size than a random sample to achieve the same level of reliability. Since I conducted the

slightly enhanced classification of the last category (“agree”), increasing predictive accuracy from 31.8
percent (constant for Models 1-4) to 33.3 percent.
135
Both measures penalize for increasing the number of parameters, with BIC being more restrictive than
AIC (see Rost 2004). Other things being equal, the model with the smaller AIC or BIC is considered the
better fitting model. Based on values of both AIC and BIC, the baseline model is favored over all moderator models (see CD-Appendix for the exact values). Notwithstanding these results, the literature states
that information criteria should not be used as the sole decision factor for model selection (Rost 2004,
344).
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survey experiment with students from quite heterogeneous faculties the loss of effectiveness in my study due to cluster sampling is possibly quite considerable.136
In conclusion, problems due to measurement error and cluster sampling are likely to
result in very small effects sizes of higher-order terms. The interaction effects established in the statistical analyses, however, make plain that the potential success of framing in the long term and the outcome of the frame contest will depend on characteristics
of the audience. Even if the magnitude of framing and interaction effects in the survey
experiment is rather unimpressive, at the aggregate level they possibly explain slow but
steady large-scale shifts in public opinion towards foreign assignments.
4.3.6 A Very Last Word on Theory
Taken together, the statistically significant findings for risk framing tend to support the
notion of framing as temporary accessibility of beliefs, whereas findings for responsibility framing suggest the adequateness of the opposite account, that is, the view of framing as consciously assigning importance to beliefs. This discrepancy is striking. Being
unable to provide here an in-depth interpretation of this finding, preliminary evidence
hints at the possibility that the two frames entail two different framing mechanisms. If
this is true, the question might not be whether accessibility or belief importance is the
most accurate theoretical account of framing, but rather which frame under what conditions will entail which framing mechanism. It is also conceivable that both the accessibility and belief-weighting mechanism operate at the same time and cancel out or reinforce one another.
In a sense, the “new question” just translates recommendations of the interactionist
perspective of framing which views framing as a function of message content and individual level-characteristics. Throughout this thesis, I was more concerned with individual-level characteristics than with message content, given that the analysis of the former
had been neglected in previous studies. The findings of this thesis, however, point at the
necessity to deal with differences between frames as well and not to exclusively focus
on differences among individuals.

136

The loss of effectiveness by using cluster sampling is known as design effect. The design effect is the
ratio of the actual variance, under the sampling method actually used, to the variance calculated under the
assumption of simple random sampling (Schnell, Hill, and Esser 1999, 263).
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The primary distinction between risk and responsibility framing clearly relates to
their grounding in affective versus cognitive appeals. Although the evocation of humanitarian principles addresses an individual’s core values and might arouse feelings of
morality, the somewhat abstract legitimization of military interventions in terms of The
Responsibility to Protect seems harder to understand for most people, other things being
equal, and to require more thinking compared to the more straightforward and comprehensible argument of returning body-bags. Therefore, future studies should try to uncover the underlying mechanisms of affective and cognitive framing in order to understand which people will be more sensitive to which frame.

Entscheidungen über Einsätze der Bundeswehr sind Teil der Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik und können daher keinem Automatismus unterworfen werden. Bundestag und Bundesregierung stehen in jedem
einzelnen Fall in der Verantwortung, sorgfältig abzuwägen, ob wir vor diesem Hintergrund einem Einsatz unserer Soldaten
zustimmen können. Nur wenn wir die Einsätze überzeugend begründen, können wir
die Unterstützung erwarten, die unsere
Soldaten draußen in der Welt brauchen.
(Franz Josef Jung)137

5 Conclusion
In this thesis, I have argued that given the increasing importance of the global media
and the relative unwillingness of democratic publics to accept casualties, decision makers have increasingly relied on the creation and dissemination of rhetorical legitimizations of military assignments with the final goal to secure public support. They “talk
intervention”, that is, they justify foreign engagements in terms of moral commitments
and an emerging global norm that finds the international community “responsible to
protect”. Adversaries of interventions, in contrast, emphasize the inherent uncertainties
and risks associated with such undertakings. I conceptualized this dichotomous clash of
arguments as a “frame contest”.
Instead of focusing on the societal level or on actors using these frames, I shifted the
analytical focus to the determinants of frame persuasiveness and provided a psychological explanation of framing effects. Grounded in a microfoundation of framing, the central argument of this thesis stated that framing effects can be best understood in an interactionist perspective viewing them as products of both message content and individual-level characteristics. I expected interventionist talking and its counter-rationale to
exert some influence on the formation of political preferences, but that the magnitude of
this influence would be contingent on personal traits, above all on the individuals’ degree of political predisposition and political sophistication.

137

This text passage is part of an address held on the occasion of the presentation of the “White Paper on
German Security Policy and the Future of the Bundeswehr” on October 26, 2006, in Berlin.
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I fleshed out the notion of the frame contest on intervention using the case study of
Germany. A content analysis of the Bundestag debate on the Lebanon intervention identified the incidence of two contesting frames. One frame, put forward by proponents of
the intervention, emphasized the historical and moral responsibilty of Germany to participate in the UN-mission for Lebanon. The other frame, advocated by those against the
intervention, highlighted the risks of such an assignment and urged abstention from intervening. I referred to the first line of reasoning as “responsibility framing” and to the
second as “risk framing”, and argued that these two frames constituted a representative
example for the more general concepts of interventionist talking and its rhetorical competitor.
The findings of the content analysis provided the foundation for the construction of a
mock newspaper article. The article dealt with the possible deployment of German
ground troops at the Lebanese-Syrian border. It was devised in different versions which
either stressed the responsibilty or the risk to participate in such a mission, thus mirroring the frames identified in the Bundestag debate. The two versions along with a control
version served as the treatment manipulation in a survey experiment carried out at the
University of Konstanz. The statistical analysis of the two outcome variables by means
of linear and logistic regression techniques revealed the overall predominance of risk
framing which significantly reduced approval of the mission in all analyses. Furthermore, the impact of the risk frame was moderated by political predisposition and political sophistication. In linear regression, dispositional incongruence increased the risk
framing effect, and political sophistication dampened the risk framing effect, casting
doubt on the adequateness of the belief-weighting account of framing. In contrast, responsibility framing appeared to be largely ineffective. Neither the main effects nor the
interactions with the moderator variables reached significance at conventional levels.
The modeling of a three-way interaction, however, showed that responsibilty framing
can be effective under certain conditions. In particular, high levels of political sophistication turned out to be a prerequisite for responsibilty framing having an impact at
frame congruence. Taken together, these findings made clear that the impact of risk and
responsibilty framing cannot be adequately understood without considering the joint
impact of the moderator variables political sophistication and predispositions.
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The achievements of this thesis are twofold. First, an important substantive result
relates to the significant impact of risk framing on individual attitudes towards a concrete foreign-policy scenario. As the risk frame depicted above all the potential endangerment of the lives of German soldiers, this finding can be assessed as the experimental confirmation of a body-bag effect for the German context. The public tolerance of
casualties and more generally the acceptance of foreign assignments are clearly on top
of the agenda in Germany at the moment, as the assassination of three Bundeswehr soldiers in Afghanistan on May 19, 2007, spawned a renewed debate about the mandate in
that area and the purpose of foreign assignments more generally. In fact, the most recent
study of Bulmahn (2006) reveals that the formerly robust public backing of foreign interventions is declining. Yet, the issue of casualty shyness based on individual-level
data is relatively unexplored for the case of Germany and other European countries as
most studies are concerned with aggregate-level data for the American context. The
finding of a stronger impact of risk framing compared to responsibilty framing indicates
that, in the case of numerous drastic German casualties, the public disposition to support
foreign assignments might be swayed – even in the presence of strong interventionist
talking. The findings of this study contribute therefore to a better understanding of public opinion formation with respect to German foreign policy decisions.
The second achievement concerns theory and methodology. By explicitly modeling
the possible moderation and conditional nature of framing effects, this thesis offered
some improvements compared to the “classical” account of framing, viewing framing
effects as the result of an automatic accessibility process. Above all, the thesis put emphasis on the notion of frame congruence and highlighted the salience of political sophistication. These theoretical considerations were translated into methodological refinements and a survey design that captured domain specific measures of political predisposition and political sophistication. By way of incorporating contesting arguments
in each treatment condition I furthermore followed recommendations of political communication scholars who have called for better modeling with respect to the character of
political debate in framing studies (see Chong and Druckman 2007). More generally,
the conceptualization of framing as an interactionist process provided evidence that the
view of a gullible and easily manipulable public is possibly too simplistic.
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Issues of external validity and sample representativeness constitute the major deficiencies of this study. The price I had to pay for the advantage of the survey experiment
in demonstrating a causal impact of framing is the fact that the effects may hold true
only in the artificial setting of university lectures. Clearly, the question whether framing
and interaction effects play a role in non-experimental settings is an open one, and demands for a thorough examination in future studies. Also relevant is the question
whether my findings are transferable to the broader population. Despite frequent criticism of students as constituting an unrepresentative sample for the rest of the population
(Sears 1986, 87), Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997) argue that psychological processes underlying framing effects should not vary from student samples to the general
population. Nevertheless, confidence in the generalizibility of the results will be increased by replications across domains with other participants. A preliminary replication of the survey experiment with a non-student subject pool (n = 19) yielded inconclusive results (see CD-Appendix).
Future studies should aim at enhancing the external validity of my findings by generalizing across issues and stimuli. Most importantly, the influence of risk and responsibilty framing on individual attitudes has to be examined for scenarios other than the
“hard case” of deploying German ground forces. Instead of solely relying on text framing, other forms of influence need to be employed, e.g. the framing of foreign policy
scenarios via television. Furthermore, an important analytical extension of the body-bag
hypothesis and its rhetorical utilization relates to public fears of domestic terrorist attacks. The example of Spain, which saw a change in government and the immediate
withdrawal of forces in Iraq after a terrorist attack in March 2004, demonstrates that
military engagements in foreign crisis areas are also increasingly perceived as domestic
risks by citizens, therefore amplifying the potential impact of framing activities through
decision-makers and politicians.
As regards framing theory, the concepts of political predisposition and political sophistication appear to be central to a better understanding of the affective versus cognitive processes underlying framing effects. Major progress in the field of framing research definitely requires a more systematic and theory-driven examination of their interplay with message content. Future studies should concentrate on the accurate measurement of these variables and the modeling of their joint impact on framing. As meas-
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ures are likely to be relatively inefficient, very large samples are required to have the
statistical power for detecting two-way and three-way interactions. In order to achieve
such large numbers, it appears to be worthwhile to integrate framing experiments in national surveys (e.g. in the ALLBUS) as has already been done in the United States. The
interactionist perspective also implies that future studies should pay attention to nonsignificant framing effects. Quite simply, nonsignificant results are as important, or even
more important, as significant results since the failure to detect a significant framing
effect might be caused by theoretically relevant individual-level characteristics. Finally,
the supremacy of risk over responsibility framing hints at a stronger impact of affective
arguments, calling for some important refinements of the memory-based account of
framing effects.
In conclusion, there remain a lot of things to accomplish, and this thesis clearly constitutes only an explorative and somewhat tentative approach to the argument of political discourse having an impact on individual attitudes towards interventions. Given the
general lack of personal experience of the general population in the area of foreign policy, the explanation and rhetorical justification of a growing involvement in world affairs on part of decision-makers appears to be an increasingly important prerequisite for
public support. The contest between talking intervention and its counter-rationale is
therefore likely to gain importance in Germany and other democracies. The advancement of interdisciplinary approaches to framing, involving strands of foreign policy
analysis, political psychology, and political communication will aid in understanding
the complexities underlying the nexus between discourse, public opinion and foreign
policy-making.

Appendix A: Computer Content Analysis
A1: List of Categories with (Truncated) Keywords
Future
Enwickl*
*Künftig
Chancen
Nachhaltig*
Perspektiv*
Wiederaufbau
Zukunft
Negativity
Angst
Befürchte*
Falsch
Gescheitert
Problem*
Schrecklich*
Schuld*
Schwierig*
Verlier*
Peace
Fried*
*Konferenz
Befriedung
Responsibility
Existenzrecht*
Holocaust
Verpflicht*
Verantwort*

Risk
Anschläge
Bedroh*
Eskal*
Flächenbrand
Gefahr*
Gefährlich*
Risik*
Schießen
Terror*
Hineingezogen
Gefährdet
In Concert
Gemeinsam*
*Gemeinschaft
International
Kooperation
Multilateral
Partner
Verbündet*
Miteinander
Zusammen*
War
Kampf*
Krieg*
Zerstörung
Bekämpfen
Bodentruppen
Militäreinsatz
Gewalt

Mediator
Diplomat*
Glaubwürdig*
Klug*
Neutral*
Reputation
Vermittler*
Past
Geschichte
Positivity
Lösung
Dialog
Entspannung
Ermöglich*
Freiheit*
Gewinnen
Gewonnen
Hoffe*
Hoffnung
Lösen
Lösungen
Verständigung
Vertrauen
Richtig
Europe
Europ*
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A2: Keyword Validation Process
Definition of Content Categories

Revision

Revision

Inclusion Process Based on Theory and Frequency Criterion

Revision

Validation Check via KWIC-Lists

A3: Test Statistics for Keyword Frequencies and Case Occurrences

Pro

Con

Chi-Square
(Keyword
frequency)

Europe

6.5% (55)

1.8% (9)

29.391

0.000

10.326

0.006

Future

6.7% (56)

2.9% (15)

20.418

0.000

4.009

0.135

Positivity

17.0% (143)

9.6% (49)

38.588

0.000

6.027

0.049

Peace

18.6% (156)

13.9% (71)

25.183

0.000

0.017

0.992

Together

14.6% (123)

9.6% (49)

26.014

0.000

1.413

0.493

Responsibility

13.7% (115)

7.9% (49)

30.362

0.000

1.815

0.403

Mediator

5.1% (43)

15.5% (79)

13.859

0.001

2.02

0.364

Negativity

5.2% (44)

8.6% (44)

0.153

0.926

2.437

0.296

Risk

6.5% (55)

14.3% (73)

4.261

0.119

2.437

0.296

War

5.5% (46)

11.8% (60)

3.205

0.201

3.074

0.215

Past

0.5% (4)

3.9% (20)

12.063

0.002

6.011

0.050

Categories

P (2tails)

Chi-Square
(Case Occurrence)

P (2tails)

A4: Clustering Statistics

EUROPE

FUTURE
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MEDIATOR

NEGATIVITY

PAST

PEACE

POSI
TIVITY

RESPONSIBILITY

RISK

WAR

EUROPE

1

0.98

0.96

0.57

0.75

0.39

0.94

0.98

0.98

0.66

0.67

FUTURE

0.98

1

1

0.72

0.86

0.57

0.99

1

1

0.8

0.8

IN CONCERT

0.96

1

1

0.78

0.9

0.63

1

1

1

0.84

0.85

MEDIATOR

0.57

0.72

0.78

1

0.97

0.98

0.82

0.74

0.74

0.99

0.99

NEGATIVITY

0.75

0.86

0.9

0.97

1

0.9

0.93

0.88

0.88

0.99

0.99

PAST

0.39

0.57

0.63

0.98

0.9

1

0.68

0.59

0.59

0.95

0.95

PEACE

0.94

0.99

1

0.82

0.93

0.68

1

0.99

0.99

0.88

0.88

POSITIVITY

0.98

1

1

0.74

0.88

0.59

0.99

1

1

0.81

0.82

RESPONSIBILITY

0.98

1

1

0.74

0.88

0.59

0.99

1

1

0.81

0.82

RISK

0.66

0.8

0.84

0.99

0.99

0.95

0.88

0.81

0.81

1

1

WAR

0.67

0.8

0.85

0.99

0.99

0.95

0.88

0.82

0.82

1

1
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A5: Heatmap Plot of Keyword Frequencies

A6: Clustering Progress of Rows
Node
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Group 1
POSITIVITY
RISK
FUTURE
IN CONCERT
Node 3
NEGATIVITY
MEDIATOR
EUROPE
Node 7
Node 8

Group 2
RESPONSIBILITY
WAR
Node 1
PEACE
Node 4
Node 2
Node 6
Node 5
PAST
Node 9

Similarity
1
1
1
0,998
0,995
0,993
0,986
0,967
0,945
0,755
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A7: Correspondence Plot

A8: Statistics of Correspondence Analysis

Eigenvalues
Eigenvalues
Percentages
0.122
100.000
Variables Coordinates
Item
Axes 1
Pro
-0.782
Contra
1.278
Words/Categories Coordinates
Item
Axes 1
EUROPE
-1.391
FUTURE
-0.815
IN CONCERT
-0.584
MEDIATOR
1.651
NEGATIVITY
0.742
PAST
2.796
PEACE
-0.412
POSITIVITY
-0.746
RESPONSIBILITY
-0.749
RISK
1.175
WAR
1.149

Appendix B: Student Survey and Article Versions

Hinweisblatt
Ihre Teilnehmernummer lautet

Sie benötigen dieses Hinweisblatt mit Ihrer Teilnehmernummer als Bescheinigung für die
Aushändigung der Gewinne. Sie können mit dieser Studie nämlich Geld verdienen!

Der Teilnehmer oder die Teilnehmerin mit der höchsten Anzahl an korrekten Antworten im
Wissensteil erhält 100 Euro. Bei Punktegleichstand wird der Gewinner ausgelost. Außerdem
verlosen wir unter allen restlichen Teilnehmern zwei weitere Geldpreise à 50 Euro. Die drei
Gewinner-Teilnehmernummern werden Mitte Februar per Aushang bekannt gegeben. Sie finden den Aushang am Schwarzen Brett gegenüber von D232, dem Büro von Frau Rummel.
Die Preisträger können einer Person ihres Vertrauens das Hinweisblatt übergeben, die es dann
stellvertretend Frau Rummel präsentiert, spätestens bis zum 30. April 2007. Daraufhin bekommt die Vertrauensperson den Gewinn in bar ausgehändigt. Diese Vorgehensweise erlaubt
die Identifizierung der Preisträger unter gleichzeitiger Wahrung des Datenschutzes.

Reißen Sie bitte jetzt dieses erste Blatt aus dem Fragebogen heraus und verstauen es bei sich.
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Teilnehmernummer

Einführung

Lieber Studierender, liebe Studierende!

Wir danken Ihnen für Ihre Bereitschaft, an einer Untersuchung des Lehrstuhls für Internationale Politik, Fachbereich für Politik- und Verwaltungswissenschaft der Universität Konstanz,
teilzunehmen. Der vorliegende Fragebogen ist Grundlage für eine Studie, mit der Einstellungen zu Bundeswehreinsätzen im Ausland erforscht werden sollen. Die Untersuchung besteht
aus drei Teilen:
•

Im ersten Teil bitten wir Sie zunächst, einige allgemeine Fragen zu Ihrer Person zu beantworten. Anschließend untersuchen wir Ihre Ansichten zu Themen der deutschen Außenpolitik und testen Ihre politischen Kenntnisse.

•

Im zweiten Teil finden Sie die Kopie eines Zeitungsartikels. Bitte lesen Sie den Artikel
aufmerksam durch.

•

Im dritten Teil stellen wir Ihnen einige Fragen zum Thema des Artikels.

Selbstverständlich werden Ihre Daten vertraulich behandelt und in keiner Form an Dritte weitergegeben. Wir weisen Sie ganz besonders darauf hin, dass später nicht mehr nachvollziehbar
sein wird, welche Person sich hinter welchen Daten verbirgt. Der Datenschutz ist also vollständig gewährleistet.

Die Bearbeitung des Fragebogens wird etwa 15 Minuten dauern. Bitte blättern Sie jetzt um
und starten mit dem ersten Teil des Fragebogens.
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Erster Teil
Wir beginnen mit Angaben zu Ihrer Person und allgemeinen Überzeugungen.
1.

Alter ___________________

2.

Geschlecht

 männlich
 weiblich
2a.

falls männlich: Haben Sie Wehrdienst in der Bundeswehr oder NVA absolviert?

 ja
 nein
3.

Staatsbürgerschaft

 deutsch
 sonstige, und zwar ______________________________________
4.

Studienfach ____________________________________________________

5.

Anzahl der Hochschulsemester _____________

6.

Wie sehr interessieren Sie sich für Politik?

7.

sehr

ziemlich

geht so

wenig









Sind Sie derzeit Mitglied in einer politischen Partei?



ja



nein

überhaupt nicht
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8.

Viele Leute verwenden die Begriffe “links” und “rechts”, wenn es darum geht, unterschiedliche politische Einstellungen zu kennzeichnen. Sie sehen unten einen Maßstab,
der von links nach rechts verläuft. Wenn Sie an Ihre eigenen politischen Ansichten
denken, wo würden Sie diese Ansichten auf dem Maßstab einstufen? Bitte kreuzen Sie
eines der Kästchen an.



















links

9.


rechts

Wenn am nächsten Sonntag Bundestagswahl wäre, welcher Partei würden Sie dann
Ihre Zweitstimme (also die Parteienstimme) geben? Nur eine Nennung ist möglich.

10.



CDU bzw. CSU



SPD



FDP



Bündnis 90 / Die Grünen



NPD



Die Republikaner



Die Linke. PDS



andere Partei und zwar: __________________________



würde nicht wählen



weiß nicht



nicht wahlberechtigt, da keine deutsche Staatsbürgerschaft

Wie geht die regierende Große Koalition mit eingenommenen Steuergeldern um?



Sie verschwendet sehr viele Steuereinnahmen.



Sie verschwendet einen Teil der Steuereinnahmen.



Sie geht größtenteils verantwortungsvoll mit den Steuereinnahmen um.



weiß nicht
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11.

Wie oft hat die regierende Große Koalition seit Amtsantritt die richtigen politischen
Entscheidungen getroffen?

12.



immer



meistens



manchmal



kaum



nie



weiß nicht

Wie oft verfolgen Sie in den Medien (Fernsehen, Radio, Zeitung, Internet etc.) die
Nachrichten?

13.



mehrmals täglich



täglich



mehrmals in der Woche



mindestens einmal in der Woche



seltener als einmal die Woche

Welchem Nachrichtenbereich widmen Sie persönlich die größte Aufmerksamkeit?
Nur eine Nennung ist möglich.



Innenpolitik und Sicherheit



Außenpolitik und Internationales



Arbeit und Soziales



Kunst, Kultur und Literatur



Wissenschaft und Technik



ein anderer Bereich, und zwar ___________________________
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Wir präsentieren Ihnen nun einige Stellungnahmen. Bitte geben Sie jeweils durch Ankreuzen
an, wie stark Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen.

stimme
voll zu

stimme
eher zu

teils,
teils

lehne
eher ab

lehne
voll ab

weiß
nicht

































































































22. Ich habe das Bedürfnis mich hin und
wieder zu verändern und neu zu orientieren.













23. Im Grunde genommen möchte ich so
bleiben wie ich bin.













24. Es ist mir wichtig ab und zu etwas Neues zu wagen.













25. Oft ist es besser am Bewährten fest zu
halten.

























14. Es ist besser, nicht zu hilfsbereit zu Anderen zu sein, da Hilfsbereitschaft oft ausgenutzt wird.
15. Man sollte immer um das Wohl Anderer
besorgt sein.
16. Man findet immer einen Weg, anderen
Leuten, die weniger Glück hatten als man
selbst, zu helfen.
17. Viele Leute neigen dazu, dem Wohlbefinden Anderer zuviel Aufmerksamkeit zu
schenken.
18. Es ist sehr wichtig, sich persönlich in
gemeinnützigen Einrichtungen zu engagieren.
19. Man sollte sich durch ehrenamtliches
Engagement nicht zu viele Verpflichtungen
aufbürden.
20. Politische Aktivitäten engagierter Mitbürger sichern die Stabilität unserer Gesellschaft.
21. Ehrenamtliche Verpflichtungen lassen
oft nicht genügend Zeit für eigene Hobbys.

26. Die Arbeit der Bundeswehr stellt einen
zentralen Bestandteil unserer Gesellschaft
dar und ist für alle Bürger von Belang.

Appendix B 127

Es folgen nun verschiedene Fragen, die dazu dienen sollen, den Grad Ihrer außenpolitischen
Kenntnisse zu erfassen. Anschließend präsentieren wir Ihnen einige Stellungnahmen zum internationalen Engagement Deutschlands.

Wir beginnen mit den Wissensfragen. Lassen Sie sich von der Schwierigkeit der Fragen nicht
entmutigen, wir haben ganz bewusst ein anspruchsvolles Niveau gewählt.

27.

Wie Sie wissen, führt die Bundeswehr Einsätze im Ausland durch. Können Sie uns
einige Länder und Regionen nennen, in denen Bundeswehrsoldaten gegenwärtig eingesetzt sind? Bitte nennen Sie alle Ihnen bekannten Einsatzorte.

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________

28.

Wer ist zurzeit Bundesminister der Verteidigung und welcher Partei gehört er an?

Name ____________________________

Partei ____________________________
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29.

30.

Wer ist der außenpolitische Berater von Bundeskanzlerin Angela Merkel?



Gernot Erler



Hans Koschnick



Günter Gloser



Christoph Heusgen



Norbert Röttgen



weiß nicht

Wessen Zustimmung ist seit 1994 für die Durchführung von Auslandseinsätzen
zwingend notwendig? (nur eine Antwort ist richtig)

31.



des Bundesverfassungsgerichts



des Bundestags



des gesamtdeutschen Außenministeriums



des Bundespräsidenten



des Bundesrats



weiß nicht

Wie heißt das im Oktober 2006 vorgestellte Strategiepapier zur zukünftigen Sicherheitspolitik Deutschlands?

___________________________________________________________________

Der Wissensteil ist hiermit beendet. Uns interessiert jetzt Ihre Meinung zu der Rolle, die
Deutschland in der Welt spielen sollte. Bitte geben Sie auf der nächsten Seite jeweils durch
Ankreuzen an, wie stark Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen.
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stimme
voll zu

stimme
eher zu

teils,
teils

lehne
eher ab

lehne
voll ab

weiß
nicht

























34. Die Bundesregierung sollte bei der Ausübung ihrer Außenpolitik die Interessen anderer Staaten berücksichtigen.













35. Die zunehmende Globalisierung erfordert ein stärkeres deutsches Engagement in
der Weltpolitik.





































32. Deutschland sollte in der internationalen
Politik eine aktive Rolle spielen und bei der
Bewältigung von Krisen und Konflikten
mithelfen.
33. Bevor die Politiker unser Geld für Auslandseinsätze ausgeben, sollten sie erst mal
die Probleme im eigenen Land lösen.

36. Deutschland sollte sich auf die Bewältigung der eigenen Probleme konzentrieren
und sich aus Krisen und Konflikten anderer
Länder heraushalten.
37. Deutschland sollte sich nicht so sehr an
internationalen Angelegenheiten beteiligen,
da so längerfristig Probleme wie terroristische Anschläge vermieden werden können.

Der erste Teil der Untersuchung ist nun abgeschlossen. Im zweiten Teil finden Sie die Kopie
eines Zeitungsartikels. Der Artikel handelt von der internationalen Friedensmission im Libanon und einer möglichen Ausweitung des dortigen Bundeswehreinsatzes. Der Artikel erschien
Ende Dezember 2006 in einer großen deutschen Tageszeitung. Bitte lesen Sie den Text sorgfältig durch.

Im dritten Teil der Untersuchung interessiert es uns, ob Sie eine Ausweitung des Bundeswehreinsatzes befürworten oder ablehnen.

Blättern Sie jetzt um und beginnen Sie mit dem zweiten Teil der Untersuchung, dem Lesen
des Zeitungsartikels.

„Den Friedensprozess mit größter Verantwortung voranbringen“
Debatte um Ausweitung der internationalen Friedensmission im Libanon / Mögliche Aufstockung des deutschen Truppenkontingents
Von Claudia Rahn
New York/Berlin – Laut eines Vorschlags
von Terje Roed-Larsen, des UNO-Sonderbeauftragten für den Libanon-Konflikt, soll
das UN-Mandat der internationalen Friedenstruppe auf die Grenzregion zu Syrien
ausgedehnt werden. Es lägen „konkrete
Hinweise auf Waffenbewegungen an der
libanesisch-syrischen Grenze“ vor, so Larsen
am Donnerstag in einer offiziellen Erklärung.
Die in der Grenzregion stationierten libanesischen Soldaten reichten zur „Unterbindung
des Waffenschmuggels“ nicht aus und müssten deshalb durch UN-Truppen „verstärkt“
werden. Larsen wird am kommenden Montag dem Sicherheitsrat einen Bericht vorlegen, der anschließend in einer Sondersitzung
diskutiert werden soll.
Bereits vorige Woche meldete die französische Tageszeitung Le Monde unter Berufung
auf Regierungsquellen, dass eine „ständige
und massive Aufrüstung der Hisbollah”
durch den Iran und Syrien stattfinde. Der
Vorschlag Larsens sorgte in diplomatischen
Kreisen dennoch für Aufregung, da sich nun
erstmals der Sicherheitsrat mit einer Ausweitung des UN-Mandats beschäftigen wird.
Hochrangige Regierungsvertreter sprachen
sich bereits für die Verabschiedung einer
neuen UN-Resolution aus, die eine effektivere Kontrolle der Aufrüstungsbestrebungen
der Widerstandsbewegung erlaube. Bei einer
solchen Entscheidung würden möglicherweise
die Truppen stellenden Staaten, folglich auch
Deutschland, mit neuen Material- und Personalanforderungen konfrontiert.

Der syrische Präsident Baschar al Assad
lehnte eine mögliche Stationierung von UNTruppen an der libanesisch-syrischen Grenze
ab. Er betrachte einen solchen Schritt als einen
„feindlichen Akt“ gegenüber seinem Land,
sagte er in einem Interview des staatlichen
Fernsehens in Dubai. Der Sender verbreitete
vorab Auszüge aus dem Gespräch, das am
Donnerstagabend nach Redaktionsschluss
ausgestrahlt werden sollte. Assad hatte
bereits im August großen Druck auf die EU

ausgeübt und im Falle der Stationierung von
UN-Truppen im Bekaatal mit der Schließung
der Grenze gedroht.
Deutschland übernahm Mitte Oktober das
Kommando über die Maritime Task Force,
deren Auftrag die seeseitige Sicherung der
libanesischen Grenzen umfasst. Der Deutsche
Bundestag hatte am 20. September beschlossen, sich mit bis zu 2400 Soldaten an der UNMission zu beteiligen. Im Vorfeld der von
allen Parteien als „historisch“ bezeichneten

Ein Bundeswehrsoldat in der Uniform der Vereinten Nationen unterstützt libanesische
Zollbeamte im Hafen von Beirut. Der Ruf nach einer Ausweitung des UN-Einsatzes auf das libanesisch-syrische Grenzgebiet wird unlängst lauter.
Foto: AP

Einsatzentscheidung fand eine in Politik und
Öffentlichkeit heftig geführte Debatte über
die besondere Verantwortung Deutschlands
für Israel statt. Kritiker des Einsatzes wiesen
in Anbetracht der fragilen Sicherheitslage auf
nicht kalkulierbare Risiken für das Leben
deutscher Soldaten hin.
Führende Regierungsmitglieder äußerten
sich im Laufe des gestrigen Tages zu einer
möglichen Ausweitung des BundeswehrEinsatzes im Libanon. Bundeskanzlerin Angela
Merkel (CDU) signalisierte in einem Interview mit den ARD-Tagesthemen die „grundsätzliche Bereitschaft“, einer diesbezüglichen
UNO-Anfrage zu entsprechen. Schließlich sei
die Unterbindung des Waffenschmuggels
einer der „Kernbeiträge der internationalen
Staatengemeinschaft zur Stabilisierung des
Nahen Ostens“, so Merkel. Außenminister
Frank-Walter Steinmeier (SPD) sagte am
Rande einer Pressekonferenz, man müsse
„den Friedensprozess mit größter Verantwortung voranbringen“ und „nicht bloß auf
die Gefahren blicken“. Nach wie vor gelte:
„Wenn es zur Staatsräson Deutschlands
gehört, das Existenzrecht Israels zu gewährleisten, dann können wir uns nicht einfach
heraushalten, wenn dieses Existenzrecht
gefährdet ist.“
Das Verteidigungsministerium bestätigte
gestern den Abzug der letzten deutschen
Einsatzkräfte aus dem Kongo. In einem viermonatigen Einsatz hatten 760 BundeswehrSoldaten in Kooperation mit anderen europäischen Partnern in dem afrikanischen Land
für Sicherheit und Stabilität während der
demokratischen Wahlen gesorgt. (Seite 4)

Debatte um Ausweitung
der internationalen Friedensmission im Libanon
Von Claudia Rahn
New York/Berlin – Laut eines Vorschlags
von Terje Roed-Larsen, des UNO-Sonderbeauftragten für den Libanon-Konflikt, soll
das UN-Mandat der internationalen Friedenstruppe auf die Grenzregion zu Syrien
ausgedehnt werden. Es lägen „konkrete
Hinweise auf Waffenbewegungen an der
libanesisch-syrischen Grenze“ vor, so Larsen
am Donnerstag in einer offiziellen Erklärung. Die in der Grenzregion stationierten
libanesischen Soldaten reichten zur „Unterbindung des Waffenschmuggels“ nicht aus
und müssten deshalb durch UN-Truppen
„verstärkt“ werden. Larsen wird am kommenden Montag dem Sicherheitsrat einen
Bericht vorlegen, der anschließend in einer
Sondersitzung diskutiert werden soll.
Bereits vorige Woche meldete die französische Tageszeitung Le Monde unter Berufung auf Regierungsquellen, dass eine „ständige und massive Aufrüstung der Hisbollah”
durch den Iran und Syrien stattfinde. Der

Vorschlag Larsens sorgte in diplomatischen
Kreisen dennoch für Aufregung, da sich nun
erstmals der Sicherheitsrat mit einer
Ausweitung des UN-Mandats beschäftigen
wird. Hochrangige Regierungsvertreter
sprachen sich bereits für die Verabschiedung
einer neuen UN-Resolution aus, die eine
effektivere Kontrolle der Aufrüstungsbestrebungen der Widerstandsbewegung erlaube.
Bei einer solchen Entscheidung würden
möglicherweise die Truppen stellenden Staaten, folglich auch Deutschland, mit neuen
Material- und Personalanforderungen konfrontiert.
Der syrische Präsident Baschar al Assad
lehnte eine mögliche Stationierung von UNTruppen an der libanesisch-syrischen Grenze
ab. Er betrachte einen solchen Schritt als
einen „feindlichen Akt“ gegenüber seinem
Land, sagte er in einem Interview des staatlichen Fernsehens in Dubai. Der Sender verbreitete vorab Auszüge aus dem Gespräch,
das am Donnerstagabend nach Redaktionsschluss ausgestrahlt werden sollte. Assad

hatte bereits im August großen Druck auf
die EU ausgeübt und im Falle der
Stationierung von UN-Truppen im Bekaatal
mit der Schliessung der Grenze gedroht.
Deutschland übernahm Mitte Oktober
das Kommando über die Maritime Task
Force, deren Auftrag die seeseitige Sicherung der libanesischen Grenzen umfasst.
Der Deutsche Bundestag hatte am 20.
September beschlossen, sich mit bis zu 2400
Soldaten an der UN-Mission zu beteiligen.
Im Vorfeld der von allen Parteien als „historisch“ bezeichneten Einsatzentscheidung
fand eine in Politik und Öffentlichkeit heftig
geführte Debatte über die besondere Verantwortung Deutschlands für Israel statt.
Kritiker des Einsatzes wiesen in Anbetracht
der fragilen Sicherheitslage auf nicht kalkulierbare Risiken für das Leben deutscher
Soldaten hin.
Führende Regierungsmitglieder äußerten
sich im Laufe des gestrigen Tages zu einer
möglichen Ausweitung des BundeswehrEinsatzes im Libanon. (Seite 4)

„Nicht überschaubares Risiko“
Debatte um Ausweitung der internationalen Friedensmission im Libanon / Vorerst keine Aufstockung des deutschen Truppenkontingents
Von Claudia Rahn
New York/Berlin – Laut eines Vorschlags
von Terje Roed-Larsen, des UNOSonderbeauftragten für den LibanonKonflikt, soll das UN-Mandat der internationalen Friedenstruppe auf die Grenzregion
zu Syrien ausgedehnt werden. Es lägen „konkrete Hinweise auf Waffenbewegungen an
der libanesisch-syrischen Grenze“ vor, so
Larsen am Donnerstag in einer offiziellen
Erklärung. Die in der Grenzregion stationierten libanesischen Soldaten reichten zur
„Unterbindung des Waffenschmuggels“ nicht
aus und müssten deshalb durch UN-Truppen
„verstärkt“ werden. Larsen wird am kommenden Montag dem Sicherheitsrat einen
Bericht vorlegen, der anschließend in einer
Sondersitzung diskutiert werden soll.
Bereits vorige Woche meldete die französische Tageszeitung Le Monde unter Berufung
auf Regierungsquellen, dass eine „ständige
und massive Aufrüstung der Hisbollah”
durch den Iran und Syrien stattfinde. Der
Vorschlag Larsens sorgte in diplomatischen
Kreisen dennoch für Aufregung, da sich nun
erstmals der Sicherheitsrat mit einer Ausweitung des UN-Mandats beschäftigen wird.
Hochrangige Regierungsvertreter sprachen
sich bereits für die Verabschiedung einer
neuen UN-Resolution aus, die eine effektivere Kontrolle der Aufrüstungsbestrebungen
der Widerstandsbewegung erlaube. Bei einer
solchen Entscheidung würden möglicherweise die Truppen stellenden Staaten, folglich
auch Deutschland, mit neuen Material- und
Personalanforderungen konfrontiert.

Der syrische Präsident Baschar al Assad
lehnte eine mögliche Stationierung von UNTruppen an der libanesisch-syrischen Grenze
ab. Er betrachte einen solchen Schritt als
einen „feindlichen Akt“ gegenüber seinem
Land, sagte er in einem Interview des staatlichen Fernsehens in Dubai. Der Sender verbreitete vorab Auszüge aus dem Gespräch,
das am Donnerstagabend nach Redaktionsschluss ausgestrahlt werden sollte. Assad
hatte bereits im August großen Druck auf die

EU ausgeübt und im Falle der Stationierung
von UN-Truppen im Bekaatal mit der Schliessung der Grenze gedroht.
Deutschland übernahm Mitte Oktober das
Kommando über die Maritime Task Force,
deren Auftrag die seeseitige Sicherung der
libanesischen Grenzen umfasst. Der Deutsche Bundestag hatte am 20. September
beschlossen, sich mit bis zu 2400 Soldaten an
der UN-Mission zu beteiligen. Im Vorfeld
der von allen Parteien als „historisch“

Ein Bundeswehrsoldat bei der Grenzüberwachung, hier im Rahmen der ISAF-Operation im
Norden Afghanistans. Regierungsvertreter schließen eine Ausweitung des UN-Mandats auf die
Foto: AP
libanesisch-syrische Grenze vorerst aus.

bezeichneten Einsatzentscheidung fand eine
in Politik und Öffentlichkeit heftig geführte
Debatte über die besondere Verantwortung
Deutschlands für Israel statt. Kritiker des
Einsatzes wiesen in Anbetracht der fragilen
Sicherheitslage auf nicht kalkulierbare
Risiken für das Leben deutscher Soldaten
hin.
Führende Regierungsmitglieder äußerten
sich im Laufe des gestrigen Tages zu einer
möglichen Ausweitung des BundeswehrEinsatzes im Libanon. Bundeskanzlerin
Angela Merkel (CDU) schloss in einem Interview mit den ARD-Tagesthemen die
Beteiligung deutscher Bodentruppen an einer
Ausdehnung des UN-Einsatzes im Nahen
Osten vorerst aus. „Ich sehe zum heutigen
Zeitpunkt keinen Sinn darin, dass wir kopflos Soldaten an die Grenze Syriens in ungewisse Abenteuer entsenden.“ Außenminister
Frank-Walter Steinmeier (SPD) sagte am
Rande einer Pressekonferenz man schicke die
Soldaten „ungern in ein nicht überschaubares Risiko“. Das bestehende Bundeswehrmandat der deutschen Marine vor der
Küste Libanons sei wichtig, darüber hinaus
sehe er jedoch „kein weiteres deutsches Engagement“ in der Region.
Das Verteidigungsministerium bestätigte
gestern die Verübung eines Anschlags auf
zwei Bundeswehr-Konvois in Afghanistan.
In der Nacht zum Dienstag wurde in der
Nähe von Kundus eine aus drei Fahrzeugen
bestehende Patrouille beschossen und ein
deutscher Soldat verletzt, so das Einsatzkommando. Es war bereits der dritte Anschlag in drei Wochen. (Seite 4)
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Dritter Teil
38.

Wie bewerten Sie die mögliche Ausdehnung der UN-Friedensmission im Libanon?
Wie sollte sich die Bundesrepublik Ihrer Meinung nach verhalten?



Deutschland sollte sich beteiligen.



Deutschland sollte sich nicht beteiligen, aber weiterhin das Kommando über
den Marineverband vor der libanesischen Küste behalten.



Deutschland sollte sich nicht beteiligen, und außerdem das Kommando über
den Marineverband vor der libanesischen Küste abgeben.



weiß nicht

Zum Abschluss präsentieren wir Ihnen einige Stellungnahmen zum Thema des Artikels. Bitte
geben Sie hier jeweils wieder durch Ankreuzen an, wie stark Sie den folgenden Ansichten zustimmen.

39. Die Ausdehnung des UN-Mandats auf
die libanesisch-syrische Grenze ist angesichts des Waffenschmuggels der Hisbollah
notwendig und richtig.
40. Der Nahe Osten ist ein Pulverfass.
Deutschland sollte sich möglichst aus einem
erweiterten UN-Einsatz heraushalten.
41. Falls die Wiederaufrüstung der Hisbollah
mit der Entsendung von internationalen Streitkräften verhindert werden kann, dann sollte
sich Deutschland am Einsatz beteiligen.
42. Die Bundesrepublik sollte sich auf finanzielle und materielle Unterstützung beschränken, der Einsatz von deutschen Soldaten ist einfach zu riskant.
43. Die Bundesrepublik trägt die historische
und moralische Verpflichtung, den Friedensprozess im Nahen Osten voranzubringen.
44. Die Probleme des Nahen Ostens sind
weit weg und nicht wert das Leben von
deutschen Soldaten zu gefährden.

stimme
voll zu

stimme
eher zu

teils,
teils

lehne
eher ab

lehne
voll ab

weiß
nicht
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45. Bei Aussicht auf dauerhaften Frieden
und Stabilität im Nahen Osten sollte die Gefährdung einiger deutscher Soldaten in Kauf
genommen werden.
46. Der Waffenschmuggel über die Grenze
zeigt, dass schon die Entsendung der deutschen Marine vor die libanesische Küste eine
ineffektive und teure Fehlentscheidung war.

stimme
voll zu

stimme
eher zu

teils,
teils

lehne
eher ab

lehne
voll ab

weiß
nicht

























Hiermit ist die Untersuchung abgeschlossen. Wir bedanken uns für Ihre Teilnahme.

Lassen Sie den Fragebogen an Ihrem Platz liegen. Sollten andere Teilnehmer noch mit den
Fragen beschäftigt sein, bitten wir Sie, sich möglichst leise zu verhalten.

Vergessen Sie nicht, für das Gewinnspiel das Hinweisblatt mit Ihrer Teilnehmernummer einzustecken. Wenn Sie an den Ergebnissen der Studie interessiert sind, können Sie sich in einer
vorne ausliegenden Email-Liste eintragen.

Appendix C: Principal Component Analysis
C1: Results from Parallel Analysis

Component Number

Actual Eigenvalue
from PCA

Criterion Value
from Parallel
Analysis

Decision

1

3.121

1.230

accept

2

1.811

1.174

accept

3

1.474

1.133

accept

4

1.031

1.102

(accept)

5

0.989

1.056

reject

6

0.853

1.038

reject

C2: Total Variance Explained
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Component

Total

% of Variance

Cumulative %

1

2.426

17.329

17.329

2

1.923

13.733

31.062

3

1.581

11.289

42.351

4

1.508

10.768

53.119

Appendix D: Latent Class Analysis
D1: Determination of Number of Classes

Number of
Classes

Log-Likelihood

Number of Parameters

AIC

BIC

1

-3544.78

16

7121.56

7196.49

2

-3472.45

33

7010.90

7165.45

3

-3451.31

50

7002.62

7236.79

4

-3439.35

67

7012.71

7326.49

saturated likelihood: -3317.65
random start value: 2337

The number of classes was assessed via Akaike’s information criterion (AIC) and
Bayesian information criterion (BIC). Both parsimony indices adjust the log-likelihood
of the model for the number of parameters and the sample sizes, thus penalizing for
model complexity. Kuha (2004) argues to select models that are favored by both criteria. Unfortunately, AIC delivered a solution with three classes, whereas BIC suggested
two classes. Rost (2004, 344) recommends to apply AIC in the case of a few items and
large pattern frequencies, BIC in the case of many items and small pattern frequencies. I
therefore decided to rely on AIC and opted for the solution with three classes.
The result of three latent classes was independent from the start value and therefore
did not constitute a local maximum. Likelihood ratio tests and a parametric bootstrap
test for the empirical values of the Pearson chi-square statistic (Von Davier 1997) indicated good model fit. Once the number of classes was identified, participants were assigned to their most likely latent class by means of recruitment probabilities. WINMIRA generated class membership for each participant and appended the new variable
to the dataset. Interpretation of classes was based on category frequencies (see D2).
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D2: Frequencies of Response Categories

Class 1: Waveres (47,78%)
100%

0,091

0,176

0,208

0,617

0,603

0,199

0,183

totinno

totint

0,304

80%
60%

0,629

40%

0,668

20%

0,254
0,025

0%

tothum

totcom

Class 2: Interventionists (39,88%)
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

0,111
0,262
0,406
0,581
0,652
0,601
0,524
0,316
0,21
tothum

0,127
totcom

totinno

0,047
totint

Class 3: Isoloationists (12,34%)
100%

0,095
0,317

80%

0,154

0,311
0,476

60%

0,294

0,304
40%

0,563

0,286
0,364

20%

0,317

0%

0,061

0,104

0,053

tothum

totcom

totinno

Disagree

Rather disagree

0,215

Undecided

Rahter agree

totint
Agree

Appendix E: Data Screen and Sample

E1: Frequency Histograms of Trait Variables
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Innovation
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E2: Normal Probability Plots of Trait Variables
Normal Q-Q Plot of Humanitarianism

Normal Q-Q Plot of Commitment
3

Expected Normal

Expected Normal

2

0

-2

2
1
0
-1
-2
-3

2

3

4

Observed Value

5

2

4

Observed Value

6
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Internationalism
3

2

2

Expected Normal

3

1
0
-1
-2
-3

1
0
-1
-2
-3

1

2

3

4

5

2

Observed Value

4

Observed Value

E3: Political Ideology of Konstanz Students
30,0%

25,0%

20,0%

15,0%
Field of study
10,0%

social
sciences
the
humanities

5,0%

natural
sciences
0,0%
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

E4: Frequency Histogram of Political Predisposition
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Appendix F: Linear Regression Analysis
F1: Frequency Histogram of Outcome Variable Support
100

Frequency

80

60

40

20

0
1,0

2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

Support

F2: Tables for Banded Version of Predisposition
Treatment Condition

Predisposition

Respons

Neutral

Risk

Respons

Risk

Pro

3.84
(79)

3.86
(86)

3.68
(85)

-.02

-.18

Neutral

3.56
(86)

3.55
(76)

3.40
(92)

.01

-.15

Contra

3.04
(98)

3.13
(94)

3.08
(103)

-.09

-.05

Treatment Condition

Internationalist

Waverer

Isolationist

Differences

High
Medium
Low
High
Medium
Low
High
Medium
Low

Respons

Neutral

Risk

3.94
3.81
3.66
3.76
3.49
3.46
3.17
2.97
3.01

3.94
3.89
3.68
3.77
3.51
3.37
3.34
3.19
3.14

3.87
3.58
3.42
3.66
3.41
3.17
3.44
3.14
2.82

Differences
ReRisk
spons
0
-0.07
-0.08
-0.31
-0.02
-0.26
-0.01
-0.11
-0.02
-0.10
0.09
-0.20
-0.17
0.10
-0.22
-0.05
-0.13
-0.32
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F3: Three-Way Plot of Table 4.1: Mean Support as a Function of Framing Condition, Political Predisposition and Political Sophistication
Political Sophistication
High

Medium

Low
Predisposition
Waveres
Internationalists
Isolationists

3,9

Mean Support

3,6
3,3
3
2,7
2,4
2,1

responsibility

risk

no frame

responsibility

risk

responsibility

no frame

risk

no frame

Treatment

F4: Tables for Figures 4.1 and 4.2

Treatment Condition

Political
Sophistication

Respons

Neutral

Risk

Respons

Risk

High

3.67
(83)

3.73
(87)

3.69
(98)

-0.06

-0.05

Medium

3.45
(82)

3.50
(78)

3.36
(80)

-.005

-0.14

Low

3.26
(98)

3.27
(91)

3.07
(102)

-.001

-0.20

Treatment Condition

Predisposition

Differences

Differences

Respons

Neutral

Risk

Respons

Risk

Internationalist

3.78
(94)

3.85
(90)

3.64
(103)

-0.07

-0.21

Waverer

3.39
(145)

3.36
(150)

3.24
(153)

0.03

-0.12

Isolationist

2.54
(24)

2.78
(16)

3.02
(24)

-0.24

0.24
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F5: Differences in Regression Slopes: Two-Way-, and Three-Way Interaction
Predisposition (Uncentered)
1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

4,5

5

5

no frame
responsibility frame

4,5

risk frame
no frame
responsibility frame

4

risk frame

Support

3,5
3
2,5
2
1,5
1
-2

-1,5

-1

-0,5

0

0,5

1

1,5

Predisposition (Centered)

Political Sophistication (Uncentered)
0

2

4

6
no frame

5

responsibility frame
risk frame

4,5

no frame
responsibility frame
risk frame

4

Support

3,5
3
2,5
2
1,5
1
-2

0

2

Political Sophistication (Centered)

4
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Political Sophistication
Low

High

Medium
Treatment

5

no frame
responsibility frame
risk frame
no frame
responsibility frame

Support

4

risk frame

3

2

1
2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

2,0

3,0

4,0

5,0

Disposition (Original Scaling)

F6: Tables for Figures 4.3 and 4.4
Support
Neutral
Mean Difference
Mean

Political Sophistication

Risk
Mean

Sample Mean - 1 St.dev. (0,75)

2.740

2.970

-0.233

0.000

Sample Mean (2,53)

2.920

3.060

-0.140

0.003

Sample Mean + 1 St.dev.
(4,37)

3.100

3.150

-0.047

0.473

Predisposition

Risk
Mean

Sample Mean - 2 St.dev.
(2,63)

2.401

2.386

0.015

0.894

Sample Mean (3,51)

2.823

3.059

-0.136

0.004

Sample Mean + 2 St.dev.
(4,39)

3.447

3.731

-0.286

0.008

Support
Neutral
Mean Difference
Mean

p Value

p Value
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F7: Calculation of Regions of Significance
The calculation of regions of significance constitutes a useful complement to the testing
of conditional effects, since knowing that region informs about all possible conditional
effect tests (Preacher 2006). Mean differences are significant when falling outside the
upper and lower bounds of the region. The computational aspects of regions of significance are detailed in Preacher, Curran, and Bauer 2006. See Aiken and West (1991,
134-138) for a formal treatment of regions of significance.
I calculated the region of significance with the aid of a web page maintained by the
department of psychology at the University of Kansas, accessible at
<http://www.psych.ku.edu/preacher/interact/mlr2.htm.> It also provides R syntax to
create simple slopes plots and regions of significance plots.

Appendix G: Multinomial Logit Analysis
G1: Full Coefficient Blocks for Equations
Equation (a): Don’t know/Disagreement
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Constant

-2.138***
(0.282)
0.119
(1.791)
[1.126]
-0.365**
(0.142)
[0.694]
0.625***
(0.113)
[1.867]
-2.539*
(1.073)
[0.079]
-0.007
(0.107)
[0.993]
-0.152
(0.092)
[0.859]
0.469
(0.373)
[1.599]
0.407
(0.367)
[1.503]
-0.194
(0.368)
[0.824]

-2.502***
(0.386)
0.169
(1.813)
[1.184]
-0.354*
(0.142)
[0.702]
0.615***
(0.115)
[1.850]
-2.455*
(1.064)
[0.086]
-0.020
(0.109)
[0.980]
-0.504*
(0.207)
[0.604]
0.436
(0.376)
[1.547]
0.863
(0.457)
[2.371]
0.217
(0.463)
[1.243]
0.545*
(0.251)
[1.725]
0.402
(0.250)
[1.495]

-2.145***
(0.282)
0.065
(1.786)
[1.067]
-0.366**
(0.141)
[0.694]
0.637***
(0.115)
[1.891]
-2.560*
(1.076)
[0.077]
-0.014
(0.108)
[0.986]
-0.150*
(0.092)
[0.861]
0.673
(0.713)
[1.960]
0.414
(0.368)
[1.513]
-0.206
(0.369)
[0.814]

-2.537***
(0.394)
0.145
(1.804)
[1.156]
-0.348*
(0.142)
[0.706]
0.632***
(0.116)
[1.882]
-2.477*
(1.067)
[0.084]
-0.029
(0.110)
[0.971]
-0.524*
(0.211)
[0.592]
0.907
(0.752)
[2.478]
0.895
(0.463)
[2.447]
-0.241
(0.469)
[1.273]
0.564*
(0.257)
[1.758]
0.439
(0.256)
[1.552]
-0.437
(0.936)
[0.646]
-0.871
(0.956)
[0.419]

Model 5

-2.532***
(0.409)
Satisfaction
0.147
(1.794)
[1.158]
Solidarity
-0.355*
(0.142)
[0.701]
Nonattitude
0.636***
(0.118)
[1.888]
Marking
-2.465*
(1.071)
[0.085]
Ideology
-0.040
(0.112)
[0.960]
Political
So-0.525*
phistication (PS)
(0.216)
[0.591]
Disposition (D)
0.998
(1.071)
[2.714]
Responsibility
0.878
Frame
(RESF)
(0.478)
[2.405]
Risk Frame (RF)
0.132
(0.499)
[1.141]
0.572*
RESF x PS
(0.260)
[1.772]
RF x PS
0.400
(0.266)
[1.492]
RESF x D
-0.056
-0.495
(0.891)
(1.219)
[0.946]
[0.609]
RF x D
-0.579
-0.611
(1.250)
(0.915)
[0.561]
[0.543]
PS x D
-0.083
(0.588)
[0.921]
RESF x PS x D
0.155
(0.688)
[1.167]
RF x PS x D
0.424
(0.685)
[1.528]
Note: Observations = 789. Dependent Variable = 1, if respondent is indifferent
towards the Lebanon intervention. Reference category: “disagree but should stay”
*p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.
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Equation (b): Strong Disagreement/Disagreement
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

-2.321***
(0.295)
-4.338***
(1.266)
[0.012]
-0.471***
(0.116)
[0.624]
0.298**
(0.114)
[1.347]
-0.841
(0.523)
[0.431]
-0.077
(0.084)
[0.926]
-0.035
(0.073)
[0.965]
-1.526**
(0.569)
[0.217]
0.811*
(0.358)
[2.250]
0.610
(0.346)
[1.840]

-2.329***
(0.297)
-4.454***
(1.271)
[0.012]
-0.469***
(0.117)
[0.625]
0.303**
(0.114)
[1.354]
-0.847
(0.523)
[0.429]
-0.083
(0.085)
[0.920]
0.150
(0.142)
[1.161]
-1.612**
(0.577)
[0.199]
0.818*
(0.360)
[2.266]
0.558
(0.351)
[1.748]
-0.144
(0.189)
[0.866]
-0.325
(0.182)
[0.722]
1.091
(0.717)
[2.977]
1.103
(0.718)
[3.012]

Model 5

-2.311***
(0.299)
Satisfaction
-4.575***
(1.273)
[0.010]
Solidarity
-0.461***
(0.118)
[0.631]
Nonattitude
0.316**
(0.115)
[1.372]
Marking
-0.853
(0.526)
[0.426]
-0.087
Ideology
(0.085)
[0.917]
Political
0.124
Sophistication
(0.161)
(PS)
[1.132]
Disposition (D)
-1.680**
(0.590)
[0.186]
Responsibility
0.785*
Frame
(0.363)
(RESF)
[2.193]
Risk Frame
0.524
(RF)
(0.359)
[1.689]
RESF x PS
-0.126
(0.209)
[0.882]
RF x PS
-0.346
(0.201)
[0.707]
RESF x D
1.036
1.161
(0.704)
(0.745)
[2.818]
[3.192]
RF x D
0.948
0.795
(0.711)
(0.769)
[2.579]
[2.214]
PS x D
-0.243
(0.334)
[0.784]
RESF x PS x D
0.283
(0.429)
[1.327]
RF x PS x D
-0.310
(0.444)
[0.734]
Note: Observations = 789. Dependent Variable = 1, if respondent strongly
disagrees with the Lebanon intervention. Reference category: “disagree but
should stay”
*p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.
Constant

-2.153***
(0.258)
-4.362***
(1.257)
[0.013]
-0.469***
(0.116)
[0.626]
0.319**
(0.113)
[1.376]
-0.824
(0.527)
[0.439]
-0.081
(0.084)
[0.922]
-0.026
(0.073)
[0.974]
-0.775**
(0.285)
[0.461]
0.586
(0.316)
[1.796]
0.410
(0.308)
[1.508]

-2.145***
(0.258)
-4.445***
(1.258)
[0.012]
-0.471***
(0.116)
[0.625]
0.326**
(0.114)
[1.386]
-0.826
(0.526)
[0.438]
-0.086
(0.084)
[0.918]
0.119
(0.136)
[1.126]
-0.783**
(0.288)
[0.457]
0.584
(0.319)
[1.793]
0.334
(0.314)
[1.397]
-0.092
(0.182)
[0.912]
-0.281
(0.176)
[0.755]
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Equation (c): Agreement/Disagreement
Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Constant

-0.677***
(0.158)
-0.339
(1.059)
[0.713]
-0.021
(0.088)
[0.979]
0.028
(0.118)
[1.028]
-0.300
(0.305)
[0.741]
0.202**
(0.066)
[1.224]
0.144**
(0.053)
[1.155]
1.789***
(0.265)
[5.986]
0.003
(0.218)
[1.003]
-0.864***
(0.231)
[0.422]

-0.682***
(0.160)
-0.359
(1.057)
[0.698]
-0.022
(0.088)
[0.978]
0.026
(0.118)
[1.027]
-0.296
(0.305)
[0.941]
0.202**
(0.066)
[1.224]
0.150
(0.084)
[1.155]
1.788***
(0.265)
[5.977]
0.021
(0.221)
[1.021]
-0.872***
(0.240)
[0.418]
-0.012
(0.122)
[0.988]
0.005
(0.128)
[1.005]

-0.692***
(0.165)
-0.327
(1.057)
[0.721]
-0.023
(0.089)
[0.978]
0.029
(0.118)
[1.029)
-0.296
(0.305)
[0.744]
0.204**
(0.066)
[1.226]
0.145**
(0.053)
[1.155]
1.820***
(0.443)
[6.174]
0.037
(0.230)
[1.038]
-0.856***
(0.251)
[0.425]

-0.693***
(0.166)
-0.344
(1.055)
[0.709]
-0.023
(0.089)
[0.977]
0.027
(0.118)
[1.028]
-0.293
(0.306)
[0.746]
0.203**
(0.066)
[1.225]
0.149
(0.084)
[1.160]
1.800***
(0.455)
[6.052]
0.046
(0.231)
[1.047]
-0.867***
(0.257)
[0.420]
-0.010
(0.123)
[0.950]
0.006
(0.129)
[1.006]
-0.052
(0.594)
[0.950]
0.023
(0.632)
[1.023]

Model 5

-0.678***
(0.171)
-0.151
Satisfaction
(1.068)
[0.860]
Solidarity
0.000
(0.090)
[1.000]
Nonattitude
0.039
(0.119)
[1.040]
Marking
-0.369
(0.314)
[0.691]
Ideology
0.201**
(0.067)
[1.223]
Political
0.211*
Sophistication
(0.093)
(PS)
[1.224]
Disposition (D)
1.981***
(0.472)
[7.251]
Responsibility
-0.076
(0.241)
Frame
(RESF)
[0.927]
Risk Frame
-0.993***
(RF)
(0.285)
[0.370]
RESF x PS
-0.151
(0.136)
[0.860]
RF x PS
0.080
(0.148)
[1.083]
RESF x D
-0.074
-0.058
(0.586)
(0.638)
[0.929]
[0.943]
RF x D
0.005
0.450
(0.627)
(0.716)
[1.005]
[1.569]
PS x D
-0.497
(0.275)
[0.608]
RESF x PS x D
1.084**
(0.371)
[2.956]
RF x PS x D
-0.247
(0.386)
[0.781]
Note: Observations = 789. Dependent Variable = 1, if respondent agrees
with the Lebanon intervention. Reference category: “disagree but should
stay”
*p ≤ 0.05; **p ≤ 0.01; ***p ≤ 0.001.
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G2: Tables for Figures 4.5 and 4.6

Treatment
Sophistication
High PS
Medium PS
Low PS

Responsibility
36.1
29.6
20.8

Neutral
41.4
37.2
15.4

Risk
24.5
16.3
9.8

Treatment
Predisposition
Internationalist
Waverer
Isolationist

Responsibility
44.1
21
12.5

Neutral
47.8
23.3
12.5

Risk
31.1
7.8
6.3

G3: Likelihood-Ratio Test for All Equations
Model Fitting
Criteria

Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect
-2 Log Likelihood of Reduced Model

Chi-Square

df

Sig.

Intercept

1531.933

35.525

3

0.000

ideology

1508.575

12.167

3

0.007

solidarity

1517.292

20.885

3

0.000

nonattitude

1531.264

34.856

3

0.000

marker

1508.338

11.930

3

0.008

polsoph

1503.278

6.870

3

0.076

predisp

1532.729

36.321

3

0.000

respostreatd

1497.978

1.570

3

0.666

risktreatd

1499.714

3.307

3

0.347

novote

1504.592

8.184

3

0.042

satisfactionlog

1510.218

13.811

3

0.003

RESFxPS

1506.084

9.676

3

0.022

RFxPS

1496.937

.530

3

0.912

RESFxD

1499.329

2.921

3

0.404

RFxD

1498.176

1.768

3

0.622

PSxD

1499.957

3.550

3

0.314

RESFxDxPS

1505.380

8.972

3

0.030

RFxDxPS

1497.744

1.336

3

0.720

The chi-square statistic is the difference in -2 log-likelihoods between the final
model and a reduced model. The reduced model is formed by omitting an effect
from the final model. The null hypothesis is that all parameters of that effect are 0.
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G4: Table for Figure 4.7

Political Predisposition
Political
Sophistication

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1

626.80

197.70

21.90

-50.10

-79.50

0

-2.40

-4.90

-7.30

-9.70

-11.90

1

-86.90

-69.60

-29.60

63.40

279.10

Units of political sophistication and political predisposition correspond to standard deviations

Appendix H: Content of CD-Appendix
1. Expanded Categorization Dictionary
2. Breakdown of the Content Analysis for Political Parties
3. Protocol of the Bundestag Debate
4. SimStat and WordStat Data Files
5. Codebook
6. SPSS Data Files
7. Lectures and Class Sizes
8. Additional Results from Principal Component Analysis
9. Case Deletion Process
10. Scatter Plots for Independent Variables
11. Summary of ANOVA Results
12. Multinomial Logit Estimation, Values of AIC and BIC for Different
Models
13. Results of the Replication with Non-Student Sample
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