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1 TIntroduction

Lebanon held its most recent Parliamentary elections on June 7th, 2009. The elections
pit against each other two sectarian blocs, composed of Sunnis, Druze, and the Chris-
tians of the March 14 movement on the one hand, and the Shiites and Christians of
the March 8 movement, on the other hand. Powerful outside actors signalled a strong
interest in the elections. On the eve of the election, the U.S., France and Saudi Arabia
were seen as closer to the Sunni-dominated March 14th movement, while Syria and
Iran were linked to the Shias and the March 8th alliance.

From a U.S. point of view, a politically friendly Lebanon is a considerable foreign
policy asset. How to best ensure such a partner in a polarized electoral setting is not
well understood. In the run-up to the election, American policy oscillated between two
messages, showcased nicely during Secretary ClintonOs pre-election visit. The Secretary
of State told the Lebanese people, OYou (Lebanese) have been through too much and
it is only right that you are given a chance to make your own decisions.O Clinton
also took disproportionate time to meet with Saad al-Hariri, leader of the pro-Western
coalition, and visited the grave of his father, well-known critic of Syria.l The brst
message suggests even-handedness and support for the democratic process. The second
suggests that the U.S. supports a specibc partisan slate.

What are the elects of these two messages? While we take our inspiration from
the case of Lebanon, foreign intervention in a countryOs exercise of democracy is not a
uniquely Lebanese experience. Comparable dynamics are at work elsewhere, whether
it is the case of Vladimir Putin committing Russia to one side of the Ukrainian election
that grew into the Orange Revolution, or India taking a side against the Maoist ticket
in Nepal.?

In this paper, we investigate how votersO attitudes change toward a country that
chooses to support a particular partisan slate during the electoral competition. We
focus on the following question: do voters favor more or less cooperation with a foreign
power taking sides in their elections?

Perhaps the strongest argument to be made in favor of supporting a local ally,
from an outsiderOs point of view, is that such support may help that ticket win. After

IReuters, April 26, 2009, OClinton says U.S. will never sell out LebanonO. Vice-President Biden warned
the Lebanese less subtly on the danger of forfeiting U.S. generosity if the OwrongO side won.

2Putin declared his support for Yanukovich during a meeting with Kuchma in Sochi, on August 18,
2004. See Aslund and McFaul (2007). On IndiaOs involvement in NepalOs election, see Olndia ElsewhereO,
Economist, December 13th, 2008.



victory, with a an ideologically friendly government in place, the country is more likely
to pursue desirable policies from the foreign patronOs point of view. If this holds, the
right strategy by the U.S. in Lebanon was to adopt a clear pro-Hariri stance.

In this paper, we adopt as a working assumption the view that foreign support
tends to boost the odds of claiming the election, in order to derive and test some
implications with respect to votersO attitudes toward the foreign power. We revisit
later what happens if we relax this assumption.

We argue that, if they believe foreign one-sidedness helps a ticket win, voters should
split along partisan lines in their perceptions of the countryOs appropriate relations with
the intervener. Partisans whose side experiences the boost of outside support may seek
even closer relations as a way of maximizing the role and leverage of the foreign country
in the countryOs elections. On the other hand, partisan voters who feel their ticket is
disadvantaged by foreign opposition, may seek to reprise relations with the foreigners
when they get to o"ce. By reducing cooperation with a meddling opponent, the
disadvantaged side may hope to insulate itself from further intervention, improving its
odds of being in power.

Thus, taking sides should radicalize votersO preferences over relations with the in-
tervening power. Voters may have an ex-ante preference for or against close relations
with the intervener, on ideological or other grounds. An electoral intervention should
further polarize these preferences, leading to even greater spread between the views of
the pro- and anti-foreign power camps. In that case, it is no longer obvious that an
unequivocal partisan stance is optimal for the U.S. The possible downsides of having
to deal with the other party in power need to be weighed in.

We designed a survey experiment to test whether foreign stances can induce po-
larization along the lines described above. We surveyed a nationally-representative
sample of 2,500 eligible voters in Lebanon in July of 2009, about a month after the
Parliamentary election. In our survey experiment, we sought to highlight the Osupport
democratic processO vs Osupport specibc candidateO aspects of the US and Iranian for-
eign policy stances to randomly-selected respondents.Voters were randomly assigned
to a group getting one of the prompts highlighting one of the two messages. Voters were
also given information about the source of the message, US or Iran. Some respondents
were assigned to a control group that got neither message. We then polled respondents
about their views on a number of questions of interest. Specibcally, we asked voters to

3We included Iran alongside the US because of the symmetry between the two actors in terms of support
for the two main blocs in the election.



evaluate the role of the foreign power in their elections on a positive-to-negative scale,
and we also asked voters how hard they believe the Lebanese government should work
to maintain relations with that outside actor.

Our empirical strategy relies for identibcation on the random assignment of mes-
sages to voters, and on the updating we expect these two messages to cause in votersO
prior beliefs about the stances of the foreign power. While we know that Lebanese
media was saturated with news of what foreigners did in the course of the elections,
and so we expect most voters to place the U.S. and Iran at least somewhat close to
the two respective competing blocs, we assumed that our prompts can cause some up-
dating of this prior. We also did not tell votersO exactly what taking sides means. Our
assumption was that respondents will build on widely-publicized stories and allegations
to impute that. In the Lebanese context, that probably means respondents believed,
among other things, that one-sided support entailed help with campaigns, providing
money for vote-buying, promising to support the favored side in any post-election
disputes, conditioning assistance on who took o"ce.

In interpreting our results, we use sectarian a"liation, combined with self-reported
partisan sympathies, to identify the partisan groups we expect to react to our treat-
ments. We assume that when they hear the U.S. supported specibc candidates, respon-
dents believe the Sunnis (and March 14th) are the target of this support. Likewise, we
assume that when voters hear that Iran supports a side, they interpret the target of the
support as being the Shias (and March 8th). We also report bnding on the Christians,
even though their support was divided evenly between the two competing coalitions,
making it harder to expect results along partisan lines.

Our bndings are broadly supportive of the hypotheses we lay out. We bnd that
Sunnies welcome one-sided intervention by the US and favor closer relations with a
biased American partner. We also bnd that Shias are willing to punish the U.S. for
taking sides by favoring reduced cooperation with America. We have no results for the
Christians, a somewhat expected outcome that we elaborate on in the paper.

We also bnd that votersO attitudes on relations with Iran are not swayed when they
are told that Iran supported a specibc side vs the democratic process. We attribute
this to the lack of democratic credibility that Iran may have: while the U.S. may be
given at least the benebt of the doubt when it proclaims even-handed support for the
democratic process, undemaocratic Iran probably enjoys no such credibility.

In sum, when the United States comes out strongly in favor of its partisan slate,
voters on the ground behave in a way that is consistent with a belief that this inter-



vention helps that slate win the election. In the event of such a win, the US-favored
side seeks even closer relations with its patron. But, the downside is, the other side
has further reason to reduce cooperation with the US - if and when it comes to power.
Empirically, a moderate foreign stance of keeping out of the countryOs domestic politics
moderates votersO attitudes toward the foreign actor.

While our results are consistent with the causal mechanism we identify, namely,
that voter attitudes are mediated through perceptions of how one-sidedness tips the
electoral balance, due to survey-constraints, we do not test for the presence of this
mechanism directly? The polarization we observe may, conceivably, be due to some
other mechanism. This is a limitation we hope future work can address. Even if the
true mechanism causing some voters to turn for or against intervening countries dilers
from the one we propose, we believe the end-result we report in this paper is important
in its own right. The bndings, together with the theories we explore, can move the
debate further.

There are three main implications of our Pndings.

First, we make an argument for why foreign meddling in countriesO elections may
generate negative attitudes toward the intervening country, and we show experimental
evidence that our theoretical predictions are borne out in at least one case, that of
Lebanon. If our bndings apply more generally (and we have no reason to believe they
should not), a policy of taking stances by the U.S. may contribute to an escalation of
already high levels of anti-Americanism in a number of countries around the world.
Anti-Americanism is a concern in a variety of settings. Especially in the Middle East,
many scholars argue that key U.S. long- and short-term interests can be furthered
by improving popular perceptions of American policy and objectives (Lynch, 2006;
Katzenstein and Keohane, 2007).

Second, our bndings indicate that a political power winning an election in the face
of active foreign opposition gets a popular mandate to pull the country even further
away from the foreign powerOs orbit and interests than would be the case in the coun-
terfactual, non-intervention case. If attitudes translate into policy, this would imply
that political relations between countries are at least in part endogenous to whether
foreign partnersO respect a countryOs democratic process. The argument and bndings
potentially challenge traditional notions in international relations that alignment is
solely a function of geopolitics (Waltz, 1979). Before us, David (1991) has argued that

40ur results on how respondents evaluate the role of the foreign power in elections are the closest we
come to getting at that.



Third World dictators form alliances on the basis of foreign support for their hold
on power. We show that democratic electorates may also balance externally against
internal threats.

Third, our argument and results speak to current debates on the role of the outside
world in the process of encouraging democracy to take root. While many scholars
agree that a world where democracies predominate is more likely to be peaceful and
stable, there is ongoing debate on whether the West in general and the U.S. in particular
can or should promote democracy (lkenberry, 2000). One of the persistent sources of
skepticism in that debate is the perception of a frequent clash of real-politik objectives
with high-mindedness about democracy and its virtues. According to this argument,
the U.S. could and probably should in principle be even-handed and supportive of
other countriesO democratic process but it also has to watch for its interests. The latter
would sometimes require the American government to line up behind a particular set
of candidates or a specibc friendly dictator. Our argument shows that supporting the
rules of the game by itself may make friends across the political spectrum in divided
societies, and in that sense promote principled and real-politik objectives at the same
time.

2 The Importance of Taking Sides in Elections
Abroad

The spread of democracy and elections has produced genuine contestation over foreign
and domestic policy visions in areas ranging from Latin America to the Middle East®
Just as liberalism has provided an opportunity for Western values to propagate, it has
also given movements that do not share the WestOs agenda an opportunity to articulate
policy platforms inimical to those values and interests. The spread of elections implies
that these movements can now gain a popular mandate for their implementatior.
Watching the confict play out as a disinterested bystander is di"cult, especially when
the stakes are high. At the same time, it is unclear what benebpt dilerent types of
interventions may bring, and at what cost.

In the past, whenever the United States or other powerful actors disliked the popular

5See Pevehouse (2002), Hyde (2007), Bunce and Wolchick (2008) for some current work in that vein.

6See Diamond (1993) and Levitsky and Way (2002) on the spread and variety of electoral regimes, and
Lust-Okar (2005) for some of the forms of contestation emerging in the Middle East.

"See Ferguson (2008) for concerns on the results of spreading democracy to the Arab world.



mandate of a democratically-elected government, they could simply prod an amicably-
minded military leader to remove both the government and the olending mandate.
However, the spread of democratic norms and practices around the world has made
blatant interventions in the democratic process much less appealing from a practical
point of view.

The proliferation of democracy would pose few issues for outside powers if the
governments democracy returned to power were always friendly and open for business.
The evidence on that count is decidedly mixed. Populist, Fundamentalist, Leftist,
Islamic victories in recent elections have taken place, raising a variety of concerns from
dilerent quarters. &

If democracy is a process, and not an outcome, then uncertainty is inherent in
the institution, and specibc outcomes, desirable or not, can neither be guaranteed
nor assured. The best hope of outsiders, including the West, would be to hope that
Odemocratic moderation® wins the day. Moderation, seldom explicitly dePned, would
seem to bring together the notions of lack of extremes in both domestic and foreign
policy. A moderate government would refrain from adopting extremely hawkish or
unfriendly policies to a countryOs foreign partners and allies.

How can outsiders encourage the emergence of democratic moderation?

One way to make some progress is to ask what kind of foreign policy messages (and
the policies they signal) tend to generate popular support for closer relations with the
foreign power in question, and what kind of stances tend to alienate some or all of the
electorate.

We are aware of virtually no prior work focusing on the specibc question we have
formulated or on the broader set of issues we have articulated.

Scholars in international relations often assume that foreign policy stances are a
given, a set of relatively unchanging priorities dictated by constant interests. We are not
sure that this perspective is always right. Especially in emerging democracies, we often
see vigorous debate and contestation of foreign policy positions. Sometimes, platforms
diverge wildly when it comes to which foreign countries should be privileged partners,
and which deserve to be the enemy. We need to develop a micro-level perspective that
looks at the domesticproduction of foreign policy preferences.

Scholars in comparative politics have studied extensively the domestic political
processes of specibc countries, and are keenly aware that foreign countries often play a
role in domestic political outcomes. However, we are not aware of any work that seeks

8The recent elections in Bolivia, Ecuador, Palestinian Territories come to mind.



to examine the consequences of foreign support for specibc candidates.

There are many ways in which outside powers may seek to sway the policies of
another country. We choose to look at foreign involvement in elections for two reasons.
We believe that the recent proliferation of elections makes them important in the
alairs for almost every country in the world. We also believe that, while policy may be
alected or swayed between elections, the kind of government the popular ballot installs
in place will have a big role to play in whether and to what extent that happens.

2.1 Ways in Which Foreign Support Can Help a Ticket
Win

There are also many ways in which outsiders may seek to alect an electoral outcome.
Foreigners can pay for elections campaigns, train politicians, fund propaganda on the
radio. The United States, aided by the Central Intelligence Agency, did all three, and
more, in the ltalian election of 1948. When these activities take place, voters in an
electoral setting will be at least somewhat aware of what is happening and will develop
a set of perceptions and attitudes toward these actions.

We assume that foreign support for a particular partisan ticket is presumed by
voters to help that ticket win. A variety of plausible mechanisms can sustain this
assumption. The outside power may threaten sanctions against the country, leading
some independents to change the way they vote as a means of avoiding outside penalties.
Outsiders may help with the campaign of the party they favor. Even though the U.S.
kept a studiously low proble in the electoral campaign between Slobodan Milosevic
and Vojislav Kostunica, the student resistance group OOtporO got some of its 0"ce
supplies with American money. Foreign cash may facilitate vote buying. Embassies
may communicate approval for a scheme to steal the election, and even provide a nod
to potential coup plotters. Other clandestine activities may be rumored.

Depending on the context, such suspicions are likely to be more or less strong and
justibed. In Lebanon, concerns about vote-buying resonate: the value of an individual
vote in the 2009 election was said to be between 400 and 800 dollars, numbers linked
to a price war between foreigners awash in cash.

If voters perceive that a meddlesome foreign actor can tip the electoral balance, that

9The New York Times reported that voting in Lebanon is often regarded as a mini-Christmas, in which
some voters can get more than a monthly salary for their vote (Robert Worth, OForeign Money Seeks to
Buy Lebanese VotesO, April 23, 2009). In our survey, people reported votes going for 300 dollars on average
(where vote-buying was present), with a quarter of the respondents saying voters traded above 600 dollars.



may lead to disapproval of the foreigners. Emotions surrounding foreign involvement
in a countryOs political life often run high and deep. The Iranian opposition staged a
protest in front of the Russian embassy in Tehran on November 5th, chanting: OThe real
den of spies is the Russian Embassy:® To the protesters, by recognizing the victor of a
fraudulent election, the Russians had played a nefarious role in IranOs domestic alairs.
Greek students marched on the American embassy with a blood-stained national 3ag
to protest American support for the regime of the colonels, thirty years after the end
of that regime.*!

Such disapproval may contribute to a re-evaluation of the appropriate level and
type of relations with the partner in question. Closer relations with a foreign country
entail more ways in which the foreigners can inBuence domestic politics. By seeking to
upgrade or downgrade of relations with an intervening power, voters may try to adjust
the sway of the intervening country over the domestic power balance.

These observations lead us to formulate a simple theory. How voters like or dislike
a particular partisan stance by an outsider will depend at least in part on whether the
target of support is a candidate the voter favors. When this is the case, intervention
will be welcomed, and spurned otherwise. Independent voters are an indeterminate
case: they may vote for the candidate favored by a foreign power, but even then
it is unclear whether they should like it when foreigners champion a particular side.
Because dilerent voters care intensely about who is in power, any foreign involvement
in the domestic process allocating power may merit a response vis-a-vis the meddling
foreign entity. Reducing or increasing cooperation with a meddlesome partner may
oler domestic groups a chance to recalibrate the domestic playing Peld.

We develop a simple formal model with two partisan groups enjoying the benebts
of cooperation with a foreign partner but also concerned about holding o"ce. Our
goal is to show how preferences over optimal relations with the foreigners change when
cooperation enters calculations about the odds of being in power.

2.2 Model of Optimal Relations with Foreign Power When
Cooperation Affects the Electoral Balance of Power

The game has a stylized electorate, with voters who belong to two partiesA and B.
The game is inPnitely repeated and the two playersA and B have identical discount

10Robert Worth, OClashes in Iran on Embassy Takeover AnniversaryO\ew York Times, November 5th,
2009.
I'New York Times, Pictures of the Day, November 17, 2009.



factors of ! € (0, 1).

One of two groups holds power each round, with groupA elected to power att + 1
with probability " € (0, 1) and B, with complementary probability (" is independent of
who is in power). Power confers a private good (normalized to 1) to the party in o"ce.
There is also a public good, consumed equally byA and B in each round. We will
assume the only public good is the benebt of cooperating with a foreign power. The
benebt is given byc — Q%Acz and c — (%Bcz, with ¢ > 0 and # > 0. The quadratic term
rel3ects a declining marginal benebt of cooperation, while the paramete# measures
the degree of ideological proximity between the foreign power andA and B. When
# is greater, the domestic actor prefers closer relations with the foreign power. Each
round, the actor in power setsc.

This is a simple game in so far as there is no distinction between the leadership
of party A and its partisan supporters, and all partisan supporters for a given party
have the same preferences over outcomes. This simplibcation allows us to set aside
principal-agent and coordination problems and focus on the problem parties face in
choosing optimal relations with the foreign power. Also, this means that when we solve
the problem of the party, we obtain a solution for its individual partisan supporters.

Assume next that " 4+1 is a function of ¢;. Specibcally, we will assume that" (c)
is continuous and di'erentiable in cand "’ > 0 and"” < 0. With that assumption,
current period choices may alect the distribution of future states.?

The probability of gaining power " is a reduced form representation of some po-
litical process that may involve the degree of popular support for the main parties,
opportunities to engage in vote-buying, rig the election, and so on. To keep the discus-
sion simple and general, we do not specify the nature of that process but merely point
out that foreign support for one party or the other may alect the process, and the
potential for the foreigners to sway the electoral balance of power rises if the country
and the foreign power have close relations.

We next look for a Markovian equilibrium strategy in which A and B choosec = ¢
and c = c; whenever in power. We will denote the period whenA is in power as the
High (Hi) state, and the period in which B is in power as the Low (Lo) state.

In the high state, A picks c = c’ to solve:

max 1+ c— #lACZ + " (Q)IV4(HI)+ (@ =" (c)!V4(Lo)

12This is a feature of the model reminiscent of the approach taken by Acemoglu and Robinson (2008).
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where V4 (Hi) and V4(Lo) are AOs expected continuation value for each state.
Taking Prst- and second-order conditions, it must be the case that’, satisbes the
implicit set:

2 .
1- ECZ + " (Cy)! [Va(Hi) — Va(Lo)] > 0 1)
— ) Va(HI) — Va(Lo)] < O @
By the same token, in the Lo state B picksc = cj to maximize:
max 1+ c— #ic2 + " (Q)IVp(Hi)+ (1 —"(c)!Va(Lo)
¢ B

And cj; would need to satisfy the implicit set:

1 2l " (6)! Va(Lo) — Vis(HI)] > O ©
B

2 (e V(L) — V()] < O @
B

We look at two cases of interest,"’(c) = 0 and "’(c) > 0. In the brst case, the
probability of winning elections does not depend on the foreign power. This corresponds
to the case where the foreign power does not undertake any actions to tip the internal
balance between the two groups. In this case, the equilibrium choices afy and cp are:
Cip) = # 43/ 2. The two groups choose a level of cooperation to suit their ex-ante
ideological preferences over relations with the foreign power.

The second case is where domestic actors gain or lose power partly as a result of
foreign support or opposition. Without loss of generality, assume that: (1)#4 > # 5
(A is an ideological ally of the foreigners), and (2) the direction of foreign intervention
favors A, of "’(c) > 0. In this case, the higher the current level of cooperation between
country and foreign power, the more likely it is that A will gain power in the next
election. In this case, we can constrain the value ot’: note that AOs continuation
value in the high state is greater than the low state value ¥/4(Hi) —V4(Lo) > 0) and,
given "’ > 0, it follows from (1) and (2) that c% > # 4/2. By the same argument,
B choosescy; = 0 (corner) or ci < # g/ 2 (interior). When the foreign power takes
sides in domestic elections, the level of cooperation alects the future distribution of
power. In equilibrium (Pgure 1), the party benepbting from the intervention wants closer

11



Figure 1: Foreign Intervention in Elections and Equilibrium Level of Cooperation
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cooperation and the reverse is true for their domestic opponents.

2.3 Discussion of the Model

The model o'ers comparative statics on partisan a"liation and preferred level of coop-
eration with meddlesome outsiders. The model is a good bt for societies where political
competition is polarized into two main opposing camps. Independent voters are not
explicitly modeled. No predictions can be olered on how their attitudes change. This
does not mean the model does not apply to settings where independents are a political
force. If we believe that independents decide the outcome of the election with their
vote, and if we assume that they go for the party preferred by the foreigners, this
would be consistent with the reduced form representation”’ > 0 in the model. That
would amount to one mechanism via which foreigners tip the balance of power. If
independents, out of nationalist sentiment or for some other reason, actually go for
the opposite camp when they are told of foreign backing for a ticket, then there are
two possibilities. Partisan voters may still believe that foreign support works to the
advantage of the party getting it, which would be the case where foreign intervention
enables parties to steal the election or buy their way to victory. Or partisan voters may
believe that outside support kills the ticket it is supposed to aid, a case in which we do
not expect our predictions to be born out. partisans should welcome interventions in

12



favor of their opponents. In short, while we do not specify the elect of one-sidedness on
una"liated voters, and the latterOs actual impact on the election outcome, our Pndings
may have implications about which interpretation of the role of those voters is more

likely correct.

Also, we abstract away from the strategic problem faced by the foreign power. Our
empirical strategy is to introduce random variation in the perceived foreign strategy
from the point of view of the respondent, and to assess any changes in reported atti-
tudes. As long as there is some plausible reason why voters should believe the foreign
power may go for one-sidedness or back away from it, modeling the strategic problem
of the foreign power is not required for our identibcation strategy to work. We be-
lieve the choices of the outsiders matter and should be investigated, but for reasons of
simplicity and sharper focus, we do not focus on that problem here.

Our discussion yields testable hypotheses, summarized below. We next take these
hypotheses to the record, looking at the case of the Parliamentary election in Lebanon
in 2009.

Hypotheses:

1. Partisan voters will want closer relations with a foreign power taking their side
in the elections;

2. Partisan voters will want more distant relations with a power intervening in favor
of their electoral opponent(s).

3 Background to the Parliamentary Elections

LebanonOs geopolitical position has interested foreign powers since at least the nine-
teenth century, making foreign intervention a long-standing staple of Lebanese politics.
Since independence alone, the country has played host to, and battleground for, nearly
every ideological trend in the Arab world. It has also provided one of the main venues
for the Arab-Israeli confZict and, for a time, one of the beachheads of the Iranian Rev-
olution. The peace accord that ended LebanonOs ruinous civil war came together only
after robust foreign mediation and pressure, and institutionalized the presence of the
Syrian armed forces that had been in the country since the early days of the war.
Syria, up until the dramatic events of 2005, played a central role in Lebanese domestic
politics as either mediator or overlord, depending on which political faction one asked.

13



Since its 2005 Cedar Revolution, Lebanon has, to paraphrase a supposedly ancient
Chinese curse, Olived in interesting times.O After massive anti-Syria demonstrations
following the assassination of former Prime Minister Rabk Hariri, the Syrian armed
forces withdrew from Lebanon and the summer parliamentary elections returned an
anti-Syria majority. Over the course of the next four years, Lebanon sulered through
the summer 2006 Israel-Hizballah war, a long-running opposition sit-in in downtown
Beirut, a lengthy constitutional vacuum when the opposition-aligned speaker of parlia-
ment refused to convene the legislature to elect a new president, and bnally the armed
takeover of West Beirut by HizballahOs militia and its allies in May 2008. Foreign me-
diation, headed by Qatar, produced an agreement on a national unity government, the
election of a new president, and an election law for the parliamentary elections to be
held in 2009.

The origins of the two main political coalitions, as well as one of their central recur-
ring dimensions of cleavage, is foreign policy orientation. Their namesake days, March
08 and March 14 of 2005, marked competing pro- and anti-Syria demonstrations that
respectively drew an estimated 600000 and 1 million people out of a resident popula-
tion of about 4 million to downtown Beirut. The two main Shia parties, Hizballah and
Amal, organized the former rally, whereas the dominant Sunni and Druze parties, along
with virtually all Christian factions, participated in the latter. The two main political
alliances took their names N or rather misnomers2 N from these two days, although
in the spirit of their contemporaries in the Eastern European colored revolutions they
were fractious coalitions prone to disputes and in-pghting. In terms of popular sup-
port, most Shiites supported the opposition March 08, whereas most Sunnis and Druze
supported March 14. Christians, in contrast, were much more internally competitive,
with the largest faction lined up with the March 08 opposition and numerous others
supporting March 14 and allied independents'*

13We say misnomers because the March 08 coalition comprises not only Hizballah and Amal, but also the
Free Patriotic Movement (FPM), the largest Christian party in parliament which was a major participant
in March 14 the event but which joined the Hizballah-Amal opposition after falling out with its March 14
co-revolutionaries. The FPM and its allies in the smaller Armenian Tashnaqg Party have taken great but
largely unsuccessful pains to draw distinctions between Othe opposition,O of which they consider themselves
members, and OMarch 08,0 of which they do not. With apologies to frustrated FPM activists, we adopt the
same shorthand used by the Lebanese media and simply refer to March 08 rather than the more accurate
but less concise March 08 and Opposition Christians.

4March 14 is more visibly fractious than March 08. Notably, March 14 did not run complete electoral
slates in several districts in the 2009 elections, especially in the Christian heartland of Mount Lebanon, where
March 14 bgures allied with independent personalities not formally associated with March 14. Moreover,
the alliance began to unravel shortly after the elections, with the main Druze party leaving the coalition and
one of the main Christian parties doing the same, albeit for dilerent reasons.
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4 Design

To examine our claims, we utilize data from a set of experiments embedded in a na-
tionally representative sample of the voting-age population of Lebanon we conducted
shortly after the conclusion of the Lebanese elections on 7 June 2009. Our= 2500
sample consists of randomly selected adults from each of the countryOs 30 administra-
tive districts ( cazas/qadag, with the sample proportional to the district population
size. Respondents were interviewed face-to-face by members of the same sex and same
sect!® As is becoming increasingly common in political science, we exploit the inter-
nal validity of the experimental manipulations N here, of the question frames N along
with the external validity of a representative sample to make causal claims about how
the Lebanese population as a whole responds to foreign intervention in their elections.

Control group respondents received an uninformative introductory prompt that
there had been considerable international interest in the recent parliamentary elections.
Treatment group respondents received the same prompt, to which we appended a
randomized intervention type attributed to a randomized country source. Hence, the
skeleton introductory prompt reads as follows, with all respondents receiving text in
the normal font, treatment groups receiving the italicized text, and the boldfaced text
indicating the two randomly varying dimensions:

There was a lot of international interest in the recent Lebanese elections
for example, Source made it clear that Type.

Our set of country source cues includes the United States and Iran, both of which fea-
tured prominently in the electoral campaigns® Our set of intervention types includes
a Party treatment, expressing support for a contestant in the elections, and &rocess
type, expressing support for the democratic process as a whole. THearty treatment
reads that the source Ostrongly preferred one side over the other,O whereas Brecess
treatment reads that the source Osupported the democratic process, whatever the out-

15Bejrut-based Information International ( http://www.information-international.com/info/index.
php) drew the sample and conducted the interviews. |l sampled residents of the main town and two randomly
selected villages in each district proportional to population size. The administrative districts formed the basis
of most of the electoral districts in the 2009 elections, except that two administrative districts were combined
into one electoral district in four cases: Minieh-Donieh, West Bekaa-Rachaya, Marjayoun-Hasbaya, and
Baalbek-Hermel. In all cases Sunnis interviewed Sunnis, Shiites interviewed Shiites, and Druze interviewed
Druze. Given the multitude of small Christian sects in Lebanon, we relaxed our requirement for same-sect
interviewers such that Christians interviewed Christians, although Armenians always interviewed Armenians.

16n the full experiment, we also have treatment groups receiving treatments about South Africa, but
exclude these groups for simplicity here.
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come of the elections.O Hence we have<2 = 4 treatment combinations in addition to
the untreated control group. To give two examples, a respondent randomly assigned
to the (United States, Party) treatment combination heard the following prompt:

There was a lot of international interest in the recent Lebanese elections,
for example, the United States made it clear that it strongly preferred one
side over the other

A respondent randomly assigned to the(lran, Process) treatment combination heard
the following prompt:

There was a lot of international interest in the recent Lebanese elections,
for example, Iran made it clear that it supported the democratic process,
whatever the outcome of the elections

After receiving their respective treatments, respondents then answered a battery of
guestions about the need to work for good relations with a variety of foreign powers,
including the United States and Iran. Respondents indicated on a 4-point scale how
hard the new government should work to protect LebanonOs relations with a number
of foreign governments and international organizationst’ We summarize the response
patterns to the United States and Iran in Figure 2. As a preliminary observation, we
can see that the Lebanese dilered considerably in their views on these two countries,
with substantial portions of the sample choosing each of the response categories. In the
aggregate, the distribution of support is very similar between the two target countries,
with just under half of respondents claiming that the new government should work at
least somewhat hard to protect LebanonOs relations with the United States and Iran.

[Figure 2 about here]

We do not, however, expect to observe much treatment-induced movement in re-
sponses at the aggregate level and, as we shall see shortly, this (non-)expectation largely
bears out. We anticipate that the political diversity of the Lebanese mass public me-
diates the elects of the treatments. We expect to observe heterogeneous treatment
elects, with dilerent subpopulations reacting in dilerent ways to the experimental
manipulations, which may easily wash out in the aggregate. For now, we focus on

1"The question wording reads, OHow hard do you think the new Lebanese government should work to
protect LebanonQs existing relations with each of the following foreign governments and organizations?O The
response categories were very hard (4), somewhat hard (3), not very hard (2), not hard at all (1).
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two key mediating variables that we anticipate will condition the treatment elect. We
examine sectarian community as one such conditioning variable given its centrality to
Lebanese politics and the composition of the two major political alliances. Concur-
rently, we also examine a"liation with these alliances. Although it is accurate to say
that Sunnis supported March 14 and Shiites March 08 preponderantly, we still see
small but not insignibcant minorities within each of these two communities that do not
follow the majority opinion. Meanwhile, Christians were much more internally com-
petitive, splitting roughly down the middle between support for March 08 and support
for March 14 and allied independents. As we shall see below, distinguishing between
supporters of the dilerent alliances within each sect provides us with useful analytic
and empirical leverage.

5 Results

Before turning to the results, we prst take a moment to clarify our means of reporting
our bndings. To estimate the average experimental elect, we rely on simple dilerence-
in-means tests because they have the advantage of clarity and simplicity and do not
require us to make parametric assumptions about our data. However, we do have=5
comparison groups N 4 experimental conditions and one control group N meaning
that we have a total of ! f;lli = 10 potential comparisons to make on every outcome
variable.*® To present these comparisons as compactly as possible, we arrange them in
a dilerence-in-means matrix. The rows and columns report each of the groups, their
sample sizes, and their sample means. Each of the cells report the dilerence-in-means
between the corresponding row and column groups along with a subscripted two-tailed
p-value. A positive value means that the row group has a higher mean than the column
group, and a negative value means the row group has a lower mean. To make visual
inspection easy, positive cells that are statistically signibPcant are highlighted in green,
and statistically-signiPcant negative cells are highlighted in red'® In the main body

Moreover, in the analysis we subdivide the sample by the three sectarian communities and two broad
blocs within each of them as we examine their opinions on US and Iranian relations. All told, this amounts to
3 sectsx 2 alliancesx 10 unique pairs of experimental conditionsx 2 outcome variables = 120 comparisons
to make and report. Although we could conceivably list only those that produced statistically signibcant
dilerences, this quantity would still be unwieldy to report in tabular format and, moreover, we also believe
that those comparisons that yield no detectable dilerences are as substantively relevant as those that do.

YNote that the p-values reported are from two-tailed tests. We also denote one-tailed statistical signif-
icance (halve the reported p-values) with lighter, watery red and green. We do not advocate reading too
much into such marginal results, but rather view them as suggestive as well as helpful in guiding the eye.
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of the text, we report the dilerence between two conditions asD,, which is the same
format used in the matrix.

Do the experimental manipulations have any elects in a very simple way? Figure
3, which reports the results matrix for the full sample, answers with a resounding no.
It tells us that the average treatment elect among all Lebanese is electively zero,
meaning that opinions on foreign relations with the United States and Iran do not
change with the framing.

Our theoretical argument predicts that the frames should inBuence dilerent types of
respondents in systematically dilerent ways, meaning that we anticipate heterogeneous
treatment elects. Disaggregating the sample by sect and political bloc throws these
dilerent elects into sharp relief.

[Figure 3 about here]

5.1 Relations with the United States

We begin with Lebanese assessments of the importance of relations with the United
States which, as described previously, was the most prominent foreign power associated
with the March 14 alliance during the electoral campaign. In the aggregate, baseline
views on the United States vary considerably between the sects and alliances, which we
can demonstrate in a simple way with the sample means of the untreated control group
respondents. As expected, March 14 respondents are considerably more enthusiastic
about relations with the United States N more than a full point on the 4-point scale,

in fact N than are their March 08 competitors (3 .07 versus 200). Likewise, we also see
the expected divergence between the Shia, who form the core of March 080s popular
base, and their non-Shia counterparts. On average, Shiites (&7) are more than a
full point below Sunnis (2.80) and Christians (2.74).2° Yet we also observe tangible
variation within the sects, which we leverage below. March 08 Shiites, the lowest
scoring of all, are more than half a point below their non-March 08 counterparts (159
versus 220); March 14 Sunnis are nearly a point higher than their non-March 14
cosectarians (307 versus 222); and March 08 Christians are a third of a point lower
than their non-March 08 peers (257 versus 291). In short, we Pnd predictable baseline

20For comparability purposes, the Druze, at the time of the survey almost entirely aligned with March 14,
score the highest of all the sects at 86, which further validates the measure. We do not, however, examine
the framing dynamics within the Druze subpopulation due to its small sample size, which often yields cells
of just a couple of respondents each and from which we are reticent to draw any inferences.
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dilerences in the aggregate opinions of dilerent political constituencies. But are there
also dilerences in the malleability of these opinions when subjected to dilerent types
of foreign intervention?

5.1.1 Shiites

[Figure 4 about here]

We begin our analysis with the Shia community, the bedrock of support for the March
08 alliance as well as the sect most prominently associated with Hizballah and Iran.
As mentioned previously, Shiites in the aggregate are by far the least supportive of
foreign relations with the United States, although we also observe a divergence in
views between March 08-aligned Shiites and their non-March 08 cosectarians, whose
baseline opposition to the United States is decidedly milder. Although they begin
with a generally dim a priori view of the United States, we now examine whether
these opinions change as foreign powers intervene in the elections. Figure 4 reports the
results matrices for the two Shia constituencies.

As predicted, March 08 Shiites react negatively when the United States takes a
side N the other side N in the elections, an undesirable intervention which causes
them to devalue relations with the United States to a level below their already low
baseline (Figure 4a). In summary terms, American one-sidedness causes, on average,
a quarter-point drop in the importance of US relations. We can see this in two ways.
First, an informal visual inspection of the US Party row of Figure (4a) reveals that
the drop ranges from —0.21 to —0.27 depending on the comparison group, although
our estimates are most precise when opposite the twiran treatments. Second, and
more formally, we compare theUS Party frame to the other three treatments pooled
together and bnd an average dilerence of-0.25 o3 (Table 1a).?* Moreover, we suspect
that the observed dilerences understate the magnitude of the opprobrium caused by
American one-sidedness due to a plausible Roor ele@® Meanwhile, the rest of the

2IMoreover, this estimateOs notably smaller p-value indicates that the comparative imprecision of the

individual comparisons is due to the smaller sample sizes in each of the relevant cells.

22In brief, the intuition behind the RBoor elect is as follows. Given that March 08 Shiites are already
a priori likely to hold dim views on the United States (control group mean of 159), there is relatively
little room for them to go lower on the 1P4 scale that we use. For example, an untreated respondent who
would score US relations at a 1 may (and likely would) become even more opposed to the United States
upon hearing about American one-sidedness, but could not express this additional opposition because s/he
already rates US relations at the lowest point on the scale. The end result is that a measurement artifact

likely depresses the observed magnitude of the true elect.
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results matrix is decidedly barren, with no other comparisons even approaching sub-
stantive or statistical signipcance (max(D|) = 0.05 min(p) = 0.75). For March 08
Shiites, then, the only observable opinion shifts occur when the United States takes a
side.

Looking closer, we see some evidence to suggest that it is the mere invocation of
American one-sidedness, rather than its specibc contradistinction to Iranian interven-
tions, that drives opinion changes toward US relations among March 08 Shiites. Against
the average quarter-point drop, we see qualitatively similar elects when we compare
the US Party frame to the Control and US Processconditions, although the estimates
are slightly more tentative due to smaller sample sizes in the relevant cells{0.25.11
and —0.21y 15). Moreover, March 08 Shiites do not distinguish at all between partisan
and process-oriented Iranian interventions (0.01)pgs). Tellingly, however, they also
do not distinguish between the US Processframe and either of the two Iran frames
(max(|D]) = 0.05 min(p) = 0.75). Substantively, members of this constituency do
not incorporate their ostensible foreign allyOs actions into their opinions of the United
States. Nor, importantly, do they respond negatively to process-oriented American
interventions, but rather react with additional disdain only when the United States
takes a side.

The evidence also suggests, meanwhile, that there is a subtle but substantively
important distinction between March 08-aligned Shiites and their non-March 08 cosec-
tarians. Whereas the former react negatively to a one-sided American intervention but
not a process-oriented one, the latter are less discriminating and simply react negatively
to American interventions of either type. Again, we can see this in two ways. Visual
inspection of the US and Iran comparisons in Figure 4b reveals substantial declines
of more than half a point due to American intervention, and pooling the intervention
types to compare country sources yields a drop 0f-0.59% g, (Table 1a). Additionally,
we cannot detect any dilerences between intervention types, regardless of whether we
compare the American frames [0.09p.77) or the Iranian frames (]|0.09|0.s1), which pro-
vides further evidence that members of this constituency incorporate only the source
of the intervention and not its type into their opinions. Finally, we see some tentative
evidence of similar patterns emerging when we compare the American frames to the
control group: the drops are comparable in magnitude (about half a point), although
they fail to attain statistical signibPcance. While the lack of precision on this estimate
obligates us to be circumspect about the inferences we draw, we believe that the most
plausible explanation for the imprecision is the very small control group size i = 10)
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rather than the non-existence of an actual relationship?3 Hence, for those Shiites who
are a priori relatively less opposed to relations with the United States, any American
intervention at all, including democracy-promoting ones, increases their opposition.

In summary, then, Shia opinions toward US relations shift in predictable ways
in response to dilerent foreign interventions. Moreover, the evidence suggests that
American activities themselves, rather than the activities of its Iranian geopolitical
rival, induce these opinion changes, which implies that the United States is at least in
charge of its own destiny. This is not, however, grounds for elusive optimism on the
part of American policymakers. The evidence also suggests that no US intervention,
even so seemingly benign a one as supporting the democratic process, improves Shia
opinions of the United States. Instead, what we see are negative reactions to American
one-sidedness among all Shiites. The Shia community already holds the American
government in low regard to begin with, and additional US activity, especially when
partisan in nature, threatens to cause even further deterioration of their opinions.

5.1.2 Sunnis

[Figure 5 about here]

We next turn our analysis to the Sunni community, which aligns preponderantly with
the March 14 alliance that the United States favors. In the aggregate, Sunnis are the
most supportive of relations with the United States, marginally surpassing even the
Christian respondents, traditionally claimed to be the most pro-Western of LebanonOs
communities. We do, however, also mark some divergence between March 14 and
non-March 14 Sunnis, with the latter signibcantly more ambivalent about the United
States. We now examine whether their opinions shift systematically when foreign
powers intervene in the elections. Figure 5 reports the results matrices for the two
Sunni constituencies.

23The dilerence against the party frame is —0.51, 55, against the process frame is-0.43 35, and against the
pooled frames is—0.46, 29. There are three reasons why we believe the small control group sample size, rather
than the lack of a relationship, accounts for this imprecision. First, these drops are very similar in magnitude
to those from the various USBIran comparisons, which ranged from—0.51 to —0.68. Second, no other
comparisons come even close in the magnitude or precision of the dilerence (mag(|) = 0.17, min(p) = 0.72),
indicating that there are no other detectable dynamics in play. Third, we draw on the substantive analogy
with March 08 Shiites, who react negatively to the mere invocation of American one-sidedness but not at all
to process-oriented American interventions. We suspect that an analogous process occurs among non-March
08 Shiites, who do the same except that they simply react negatively to American interventions, whatever
the type.
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As predicted, March 14 Sunnis react positively when the United States takes a side
N their side N in the elections, inducing them to favor even stronger relations with
the United States above their already high baseline level (Figure 5a). American one-
sidedness causes, on average, an increase of about a third of a point in the importance
of US relations. Visual inspection of theUS Party row of Figure 5a reveals substantial
increases in support for US relations, all but one of which reach conventional levels of
statistical signibcance, and a comparison of th&JS Party frame against the other three
treatments pooled together yields an average rise of.80y o2 (Table 1a). Given the high
baseline from which they start, meanwhile, this estimate may understate the magni-
tude of the increase due to a possible ceiling elect analogous to the Shia Roor elect.
Furthermore, March 14 Sunnis appear to have little use for American interventions
on behalf of the democratic process. This constituency decidedly prefers American
partisanship (0.33.0s), and sees no dilerence between process-oriented American and
Iranian interventions (|0.07|p.71). Meanwhile, the non-March 14 results matrix in Fig-
ure 5b is entirely barren, and we can detect no evidence that foreign interventions
cause opinion shifts in the importance of US relations among non-March 14 Sunnis
(min(p) = 0.35).

Hence, March 14 Sunnis resemble March 08 Shiites in that both react only to Amer-
ican one-sidedness. The key dilerence, of course, is the direction of their response, with
Shiites becoming more negative, and Sunnis more positive, about the importance of US
relations. In some respects, American policymakers could interpret this dynamic with
optimism insofar as it provides a tangible avenue through which to increase popular
support for US relations. Taken in tandem with the bnding from the Shia commu-
nity, however, one-sided interventions appear to have limited utility because increased
popular support among allied constituencies match up with decreased popular support
among opponents.

5.1.3 Christians

[Figure 6 about here]

We turn lastly to the Christian respondents, who in contrast to the Shia and Sunni
communities were much more internally competitive, with roughly half supporting
the March 08 opposition and the other half supporting March 14 Pgures and allied
independents. Figure 6 reports the results matrices for the two main Christian camps.
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The results are easy to summarize: nothing happens anywhere. Regardless of how we
slice the data N March 14 versus March 08 versus una'liated, individual treatments
versus pooled sources versus pooled intervention types N Christian opinions on the
importance of relations with the United States do not budge?*

This null bnding among Christians contrasts sharply with the dynamics evident
among both Sunnis and Shiites. The latter two communities, as anticipated, have
more malleable opinions about the United States. Both are still trying to determine
if the United States is a benign or malignant power N or else an expedient ally or
not N and are consequently more easily swayed by the intervention environment than
are their Christian compatriots. In the aggregate, Christians have apparently already
made up their minds about the importance of American relations, for better (non-
March 08 baseline 291) or mildly worse (March 08 control group mean 257). In the
much acclaimed Obattle for hearts and minds,O then, it appears that the United States
can take Christians for granted N their opinions do not seem to change N and focus
instead on the Muslim communities, whose opinions do change with American actions.

5.2 Relations with Iran

We turn now to Lebanese assessments of the importance of relations with Iran which,
as discussed previously, was the most salient foreign power associated with the March
08 alliance during the electoral campaign, largely due to the perceived links between
the Iranian government and Hizballah. As with aggregate opinions on the United
States, baseline views on Iran vary signibcantly between the sects and alliances, which
we demonstrate as before with the sample means of the untreated control group re-
spondents. Unsurprisingly given the dynamics of the geopolitical competition between
the two foreign powers and the domestic competition between the two major blocs,
aggregate opinions about the importance of relations with Iran electively mirror those
about the United States. As expected, March 08-aligned respondents are considerably
more enthusiastic about relations with Iran, and are more than a full point higher
on average than are their March 14 competitors (26 versus 179). Likewise, Shiites
are most in favor of relations with Iran (2.98), which is four-bfths of a point higher

24The only minor point to note is the series of negative estimates of some magnitude in thean Party row
of Figure 6a, which seems to suggest the possibility that a one-sided Iranian intervention could induce March
08 Christians to favor downgrading relations with the United States. None of these elects are statistically
signibcant, however, nor are we able to detect any elects when we pool the other conditions together to
increase sample size. Th&an Party BOther Treatments dilerence is —0.19, 22, and when we kitchen-sink the
comparison by including the Control condition in with the others, we only arrive at an estimate of —0.22; 5.
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than Sunnis (2.16) and two-thirds of a point higher than Christians (2.34). As with

the United States, we also observe tangible variation within sects. Although March
08 Shiites are unsurprisingly the most favorably disposed to Iranian relations (3L5),

non-March 08 Shiites are in fact the least supportive of relations with Iran (1.70),

lower than both March 14 Sunnis (181) and non-March 08 Christians (197). Their

non-March 14 Sunni and March 08 Christian counterparts, in turn, are considerably
more supportive of Iranian relations (288 and 273). We bnd, in summary, largely
predictable baseline dilerences between the dilerent political constituencies. We now
examine the malleability of these opinions in the context of foreign interventions.

5.2.1 Shiites

[Figure 7 about here]

The Shia community forms the core of the March 08 alliance, favored by Iran through
its support of the two major Shia political parties but particularly via to the widely
perceived long-standing connections between the Iranian government and Hizballah.
In the aggregate, however, March 08 Shiites and their non-March 08 cosectarians do
not agree on the importance of relations with Iran, with the former largely in favor and
the latter considerably more skeptical. Figure 7 reports how these baseline opinions
change in the context of dilerent foreign interventions. An initial visual comparison

of opinion shifts on Iranian and American relations (Figure 4) might suggest that
Shia views on the former vary less due to foreign interventions. Only one cell for
either constituency reaches conventional levels of statistical signibcance, with several
others at more tentative levels of detectability. As we dig deeper, however, we uncover
evidence that Shia opinions on Iran do indeed shift systematically, and moreover do so
in opposition to American one-sidedness.

Unsurprisingly, March 08 Shiites react favorably to a partisan Iranian intervention
when the alternative is American one-sidedness (@5.09), the only such individual ef-
fect to attain conventional levels of statistical signiPcance within this constituency (Fig-
ure 7a). Looking more closely, however, we bnd evidence suggesting that support for
Iran derives not simply from unconditional gratibcation that Iran takes their side in the
election, but rather from antipathy toward the United States taking their opponentsO
side?® First, we bnd nearly the same elect when we compare an American process-

25Although the Iran Party BControl dilerence is positive, we are reticent to put much faith in this estimate
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oriented intervention to American one-sidedness (23y.14), and also note that the Iran
ProcessbUS Party dilerence is positive, although not especially precise. Second, the
evidence reveals that while March 08 Shiites do not distinguish between either of the
two Iranian interventions, neither do they distinguish between the Iran treatments and
the process-oriented American intervention (max(D|) = 0.09, min(p) = 0.51). Conse-
guently, we pool these latter treatments together and compare them to the partisan
American intervention, which yields a dilerence of 0.21y 19 (Table 1b). When the al-
ternative is American one-sidedness, the other interventions have an average elect of
increasing the perceived importance of Iranian relations by a Pbfth of a point. Moreover,
given that March 08 Shiites are a priori favorably disposed to Iran, we suspect that
this estimate underreports the magnitude of the true change due to a ceiling elect.

As with their March 08 peers, opinion shifts among non-March 08 Shiites are like-
wise not immediately clear-cut from a visual inspection of the results matrix (Figure
7b). Informally, we can see what appears to be a qualitatively similar pattern emerging
among this constituency when we compare thdJS Party columns of Figures 7a and
7b, with other individual treatment conditions provoking increases in the perceived
importance of Iranian relations, although not always with great precision. Ultimately,
however, when we pool these latter treatments together and compare them to the par-
tisan US intervention, we observe the same basic antipathy to American one-sidedness
we witnessed among March 08 Shiites, although here the elect is more than twice as
large: 04909 (Table 1b).?® Partisan US interventions, viewed with special oppro-
brium by this constituency, evidently enable non-March 08 Shiites to overcome their
skepticism of Iran to a considerable degree.

In summary, Shia opinions toward relations with Iran shift not in response to what
Iran itself does, but rather in response to the United States taking a side in the elections.
Any other intervention, even a process-oriented American one, increases the perceived

because it is not precise and lacks statistical signibcance (8, 19). Moreover, the US Proces€Control
di'erence has nearly the same magnitude and is only marginally less precise (07 »5), while the US Proces®
US Party dilerence is in fact greater in magnitude and more precisely estimated (23;.14), as we describe
in the main body of the text.

26Further analysis reveals an interesting secondary bnding among non-March 08 Shiites. Like their March
08 peers, these constituents make virtually no distinction between process-oriented Iranian and American
interventions (0.00y.99). Unlike them, however, they appear to place comparatively greater weight on process-
oriented interventions. When we pool on the sources to compare intervention types, we bnd that process-
oriented frames increase the perceived importance of Iranian relations against both the pooled partisan
frames (042).1¢) and the control group (0.63,.09). We interpret these bPndings as suggesting that emphasis
on benign, process-oriented interventions somewhat molliPes non-March 08 Shiites, wlzopriori are very
skeptical of Iran.
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importance of Iranian relations when the alternative is American one-sidedness. Im-
portantly, we Pnd very little evidence to suggest that Shiites respond positively to
Iranian partisanship on its own. Moreover, the fact that we bPnd qualitatively similar
patterns among March 08 Shiites and their non-March 08 peers N whoa priori are
the most skeptical of Iran N lends credence to the idea that support for Iran derives
not so much from unconditional a"nity for the country as from the hope for a viable
alternative to US partisanship. Iran, in this respect, takes on special prominence for
Shiites as a counterweight to American inf3uence.

5.2.2 Sunnis

[Figure 8 about here]

In contrast to the Shia community, which overwhelmingly back the Iran-associated
March 08 alliance, the Sunni community preponderantly backs the competing March 14
bloc. In the aggregate, March 14 Sunnis and their non-March 14 cosectarians diverge in
their perceptions of the importance of relations with Iran, with the former substantially
less supportive than the latter. Figure 8 presents the results matrices for these two
constituencies, which track how their opinions shift with dilerent interventions.
Previously, we saw that March 08-a"liated Shiites react to American one-sidedness,
and only to American one-sidedness, by increasing their support for relations with
Iran. As the US Party column of Figure 8a reveals, March 14 Sunnis react in just the
opposite way to the same intervention by decreasing support for relations with Iran.
Most prominently, support for Iran drops by about a third of a point when compared
to either of the two Iran interventions (—0.36y,97 and —0.33y p9), and the average drop
when compared to the three other treatments pooled together is-0.2% o7 (Table 1b).?’
In contrast, very little alects non-March 14 Sunni views on the importance of
Iranian relations (Figure 8b), which parallels their lack of opinion shifts on US relations
(Figure 5b). The only dynamic we can detect is that Iranian interventions induce this
constituency to reduce the importance of Iranian relations relative to the untreated
control group, a bnding that is not particularly strong but which we discuss for the
sake of completeness. Although théran Party dilerence does not achieve conventional

2"The US Proces€US Party dilerence bears the same negative sign, although it is only about half the
magnitude and falls short of statistical signibPcance on its own {0.17,.39). We believe that this reRects
an underlying preference for an American intervention on behalf of their side (the negative sign) that is,
nonetheless, less easily detected when the alternative is a dilerent kind of American intervention.
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levels of statistical signibcance, the estimate is similar in magnitude to thdran Process
di'erence (—0.40y.17 and —0.47; g, respectively). Pooling the two and comparing them
to the control group yields a dilerence of —0.445 ¢7. We are disinclined to place much
emphasis on this bnding N we werea priori agnostic about the expected direction of
the elect, if any, and can think of no immediately obvious reason why it should be
observable only in comparison to the control group.

In summary, non-March 14 Sunnis do not react substantially to these foreign inter-
ventions when assessing the importance of Iranian relations. Their March 14 cosectar-
ians, in contrast, react in a systematically important way. As with March 08 Shiites,
they do not assess Iranian relations based on what Iran itself does, but according to
what the United States does. In predictably sharp contrast, however, March 14 Sunnis
downgrade the importance of Iranian relations when the United States takes a side in
the elections, which is the opposite direction of the March 08 Shia reaction.

5.2.3 Christians

[Figure 9 about here]

We turn lastly to Christian respondents, who are much more evenly divided between the
major political alliances. We see stark dilerences between Christian opinion shifts on
US relations and Iranian relations as they react to foreign interventions. For the former,
we simply observe no treatment elects: Christian opinions about the importance of US
relations do not vary regardless of the frame. In contrast, their opinions on relations
with Iran vary in predictable and important ways as the frame changes. As with
Sunnis and Shiites, Christians respond more to what the United States does than
what Iran does in assessing the importance of Iranian relations. Whereas Sunnis and
Shiites focus on American one-sidedness, however, Christians react most to process-
oriented interventions by the United States. More importantly, March 08 and non-
March 08 Christians react in opposite ways that parallel the March 08 Shia/March 14
Sunni divide: the former increase their support for relations with Iran, while the latter
decrease it (Figure 9).

A brief visual inspection of Figure 9a reveals that March 08 Christians respond
systematically only when the United States intervenes on behalf of the democratic
process. In summary terms, process-oriented American interventions induce, on aver-
age, an increase of a third of a point in the importance of relations with Iran. Visual
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inspection of the US Processrow of Figure 9a reveals that an upgrade ranging from
0.30 and 034 compared to the other treatments. In contrast, they draw no distinctions
between Iranian and American partisan appeals, or between a process-oriented Iranian
intervention and the two partisan frames (max(|D|) = 0.05 min(p) = 0.82). When
we pool the three other treatments together and compare them to theUS Process
condition, we estimate an average elect of 822 (Table 1b).

We bnd precisely the opposite pattern when we examine non-March 08 Christians
(Figure 9b). This constituency, like their March 08 cosectarians, draws no distinction
between the other three treatments (max(D|) = 0.09, min(p) = 0.65), with opinion
shifts concentrating instead on the process-oriented American intervention. In contrast
to their March 08 peers, however, this intervention causes a drop of a third of a point
in the perceived importance of Iranian relations. Visual inspection of theUS Process
row reveals that only one individual di'lerence achieves conventional levels of statistical
signibcant, but the other two are close (maxf) = 0.14) and are similar in magnitude.
When we compare theUS Processframe to the other three pooled, we estimate an
average elect of —0.3203 N virtually the same result as we found with March 08
Christians, but with the sign Ripped (Table 1b).

In summary, Christian respondents sound a familiar theme in how they assess the
importance of Iranian relations: their opinions do not shift on the basis of what Iran
does, but rather on the basis of what the United States does. They do, however,
provide a variation on this theme. Whereas Sunnis and Shiites react to American one-
sidedness, Christians respond instead to process-oriented interventions by the United
States. Yet the direction of their reactions is consistent with that of their political
allies. March 08 Christians, like March 08 Shiites, respond to American intervention
by increasing the importance of relations with Iran, while non-March 08 Christians,
like March 14 Sunnis, respond by decreasing it.

6 Conclusion

Should the U.S. take sides in othersO elections? Despite the importance of the question,
we are not aware of any prior work, theoretical or empirical, on this issue. We hope
to open a debate on the issues involved by looking at one specibc form of intervention,
endorsing publicly a particular partisan slate, and by olering evidence on its elect on
voter attitudes. Our bPndings indicate that there may be some benebts to taking sides,
but there are also identibable risks.
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Our experimental evidence reveals some noteworthy dynamics at work within the
Lebanese electorate. Unsurprisingly, we Pnd that dilerent types of people react to
dilerent types of electoral incursions, which argues against a Oone size bts allO approach
to foreign intervention. Interestingly, taking sides usually helps with allies and hurts
with opponents, while supporting the democratic process appears to have minimal
direct impact on public opinion in the target electorate. More intriguingly still, we
trace all opinion shifts back to actions taken by the United States rather than those of
Iran, its geopolitical rival.

In broad terms, we expected to bPnd heterogeneous treatment elects N dilerent
constituencies reacting in dilerent ways to dilerent interventions N and these were
indeed what we found. Interventions of a given type systematically rubbed only certain
people the right (or the wrong) way while leaving other peopleOs opinions untouched.
Laying aside the content of those intercessions for the moment, this Pnding alone
has considerable substantive importance. It provides strong evidence that electoral
interventions come with trade-ols when it comes to popular support in the target
electorate. When bghting the much ballyhooed Obattle for hearts and mindsO in this
manner, these bPndings suggest that winning some hearts comes at the expense of losing
others.

Foreign partisanship largely works in predictable ways, boosting popular support
among local allies and depressing it among opponents. For the United States in
Lebanon, taking a side translates to greater approval among most Sunnis and greater
antipathy among most Shiites. Interestingly, it does not appear to infBuence Chris-
tians, traditionally regarded as the most pro-Western community in the country. We
can only speculate as to the reason for this anomaly N at any rate, our data have yet
to provide an explanation N but we suspect that the larger opinion shifts in the two
Muslim communities ref3ect their attempts to decide whether the United States is a
benign or malignant foreign power that is sympathetic or hostile to their interests. In
this interpretation, Christians have already settled on what they think while Sunnis
and Shiites have not, meaning that Muslim public opinion is the real theater for the
battle for hearts and minds. Although we admit surprise at the Christian non-result,
we doubt that most readers will bnd much controversy in this latter claim.

Arguably the most intriguing Pnding, however, is that the dynamics of one-sidedness
are themselves one-sided. To wit: American interventions shift opinions, while Iranian
ones do not. In particular, American partisanship in favor of the March 14 coalition
induces March 14 Sunnis to upgrade their support for relations with the United States
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and downgrade support for relations with Iran, while causing precisely the opposite
movement among March 08 Shiites. Importantly, we can detect no analogous shifts
for partisan Iranian interventions: neither Sunnis nor Shiites (nor Christians, for that
matter) update their opinions about either the United States or Iran when exposed
to this treatment. Moreover, in a curious variation on a theme, Christians opinions
on Iran respond to process-oriented American intercessions but not Iranian ones, with
March 08 Christians becoming more supportive of Iranian relations and their opponents
less. We again acknowledge surprise at the Christian result, but speculate that they
are engaging in a process analogous to the Muslim assessment of the United States, and
are still deciding if Iran is a benign or malignant power. Taken together, these Pndings
suggest that it is not raw a"nity (Shiites) or antipathy (Sunnis and Christians) that
drives attitudes toward Iran, but merely that Iran represents a useful counterweight to
American infBuence. In more folksy language, Iran is neither the good guy nor the bad
guy, but simply the other guy.

Our bndings lend an important empirical check N to our knowledge, the brst of
its kind N to the aspirations of democracy promoters on both the right and the left.
While those on the right may take the stylized view that Owe win when the democrats
winO and consequently promote particular parties that make the cut, we Pnd that
taking sides stimulates both support and opposition within the electorate. Moreover,
when these proponents and detractors are comparable in demographic weight N as
they are likely to be in a close election N then the elect of side-taking washes out in
the aggregate even as it polarizes the electorate. If the gamble pays o! and the favored
party wins, the foreign power gets a one-term ally and a potentially disillusioned,
possibly vengeful, and almost certainly embittered opposition they must face again the
next time around. As far as the battle for hearts and minds goes, this strikes us as a
pyrrhic victory.

Those on the left, meanwhile, may take the similarly stylized view that Owe win
when democracy doesO and consequently promote the democratic process as a means
to cultivate potential protractors and detractors alike with principled even-handedness.
As plausible and normatively-attractive as this view may be, we bnd little evidence
to support it in our experiments. The best we can say is that it often, but not even
always, does not hurt. Such a dynamic may, of course, be welcome if process-oriented
interventions demonstrably improve the administration of the process and indirectly
contribute to more democratically-oriented parties winning fairer elections N at least
the intervening power need not face a dramatic decline in popular support for meddling
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in the election. The direct elects of such interventions on voter opinions, however, are
minimal.

To mix a few colorful metaphors, we are sailing into largely uncharted waters with
this paper and are using a unique paddle to do so. Our data are experimental snapshots
of a moment in time and thus cannot speak more than obliquely to whether either par-
tisan or process-oriented interventions promote democracy or amicable state-to-state
relations over the long run. Our manipulations were fairly mild N the unveribed say-
so of a stranger, albeit one with thegravitas of a survey interviewer N especially in
relation to the interventions that states actually, or at least allegedly, employ. Con-
sequently, we acknowledge that we may have failed to detect important dynamics not
because they are not there, but because we failed to hit our subjects over the head
either hard enough or realistically enough. As such, we think it healthier to regard
our bndings not as the Pnal, debnitive word on the subject, but rather as the brst few
inquisitive words. We hope that others will fashion better paddles and take up the
conversation.
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