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Media-driven Humanitarianism? News Media Coverage of Human Rights Abuses and the Use of Economic Sanctions1 DURSUN PEKSEN University of Memphis TIMOTHY M. PETERSON University of South Carolina AND
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Despite significant research on the role that media coverage of human suffering has on foreign policymaking, no study to date has examined the news media’s impact on the use of economic sanctions, a widely used policy tool to address humanitarian problems. This study explores whether news media coverage of human rights abuses in Newsweek and the New York Times increases the likelihood of US economic sanctions. Synthesizing insights from agenda-setting theory with recent work on the domestic origins of sanction policy, we argue that press attention to human rights violations increases the threat and imposition of sanctions by mobilizing the public to pressure leaders to take action against abusive regimes. We find support for this argument in statistical tests of US sanction cases between 1976-2000 period. The results also indicate that the media’s effect is conditioned by US strategic ties to potential targets: the effect of critical press coverage is stronger for US non-allies than allies. Further, this conditional effect occurs even though abusive allies receive more media attention than abusive non-allies. Overall, this manuscript shows that non-state actors can have an important role on foreign policy decision-making generally, and specifically that news media influence the US decision to use economic sanctions. Our analyses also suggest that leaders balance the public’s demand for action with the security imperative to maintain good relations with allies.
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Emotive media coverage of internal conflicts that preceded military interventions in northern Iraq (1991), Somalia (1992-1993), and Bosnia (1995) has generated significant research and policy debate regarding the news media’s ability to influence foreign policymaking.2 A number of studies examine the “CNN effect”: the role that press coverage of human suffering has on foreign military interventions (e.g., Bennet and Paletz 1994; Livingston 1997; Strobel 1997; Jakobsen 2000; Robinson 2000, 2002; Balabanova 2010). A related line of research explores whether disaster and development assistance decisions are affected by the extent of media attention to potential recipient countries (e.g., Van Belle 2000; Van Belle, Rioux, and Potter 2004; Drury, Olson, and Van Belle 2005). Despite significant attention to the news media and foreign policy, no study to date has systematically investigated the possible effect that news coverage has on economic sanctions. This lack of attention is surprising given the frequent use of sanctions for humanitarian and other purposes. More than 880 threatened and imposed sanction events occurred during the last three decades of the twentieth century (Morgan, Bapat, and Krustev 2009). More importantly, about 40% of those sanctions are used to address a range of humanitarian problems resulting from civil wars, genocide, and political repression. Countries on almost every continent have been targeted with economic coercion to halt humanitarian emergencies. Examples include China, the former Yugoslavia, Somalia, and Sudan, all of which have been under the spotlight of international media and public attention because of their poor human rights record. Thus, because economic coercion is an oft-used strategy to deal with human rights crises, the role of the news media on the initiation of sanctions is particularly worth examination.
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For a comprehensive review of the literature on the media and foreign policy, among others, see Gilboa (2005), Baum and Potter (2008), and Robinson (2011). 2



This study offers the first systematic analysis of the role that media coverage of human rights abuses has on the use of sanctions by the United States, the world’s leading sanctioning state. Specifically, we explore whether repressive regimes receiving higher levels of negative coverage in Newsweek and the New York Times are more likely to be targeted with threats or impositions of US sanctions than similarly abusive regimes overlooked by the media. We establish a theoretical link between press coverage and sanction decisions focusing on two major agenda-setting functions of the media: increasing public awareness and the political salience of issues. We argue that news reports of human rights abuses drive sanctions by mobilizing the public to pressure decision makers to take action against the perpetrators of human rights atrocities. As a consequence, leaders are more willing to use sanctions—or threats thereof— against repressive regimes that attract negative press coverage in order to demonstrate action and avoid becoming the center of critical news coverage themselves. We also hypothesize that security considerations condition the influence of media-driven demands for action against abusive regimes. We contend that the effect of the media on the use of sanctions is likely to be stronger for US non-allies and weaker for allies. A statistical analysis of human rights news coverage and sanction onset supports our hypotheses. Offering a comprehensive analysis of the role that news media has on sanction decisions, this study complements and adds to the relevant literature on the media and foreign policy. Extant research focusing primarily on military intervention and foreign aid decisions offers mixed and sometimes contradictory results. Most studies of military intervention conclude that the mass media’s influence on humanitarian interventions is limited, conditional on factors such as the absence of decisive policy plans and the presence of major elite disagreements, which could render policymakers open to media influence (Strobel 1997; Jakobsen 2000; Robinson
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2000, 2002). Studies on news coverage and foreign aid, on the other hand, offer strong evidence of the agenda-setting role of the media in foreign policy (e.g., Van Belle 2000, 2003; Van Belle et al. 2004; Drury et al. 2005). Taken together with the results of prior studies, our findings imply that the news media’s impact on foreign policymaking is conditional on the type of policy tool under consideration. Although media influence is limited in explaining armed intervention decisions, its influence appears to be more evident in the use of non-violent, less severe foreign policies such as foreign aid and, as we demonstrate herein, economic sanctions. Further, our results offer strong empirical support for the theoretical claims made by the state-media relations literature (e.g., Cohen 1963; McCombs and Shaw 1972) that (i) the news media act as an independent actor influencing foreign policymaking and (ii) policymakers are responsive to influences from nonstate actors such as the news media. This study also speaks to the relevant body of scholarship on economic coercion. We find, consistent with prior work, that domestic politics influences the use of sanctions (Drury 2001; Whang 2011). Our results also reinforce arguments linking the use of sanctions to the political characteristics of potential targets (Lektzian and Souva 2003; Cox and Drury 2006; Goenner 2007) and to strategic considerations such as alliance status and preexisting relationships between senders and targets (Drezner 1998; Drury 2001; Lektzian and Sprecher 2007). Additionally, we add to emerging research on the role nonstate actors play in the use of economic coercion; whereas extant studies show that domestic interest groups (Kaempfer and Lowenberg 1992) and human rights organizations (Murdie and Peksen 2014) affect the use of sanctions, we find that the news media are likewise influential.
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Finally, our results contribute to the human rights literature, particularly to those studies examining the influence of nonstate actors that publicize human rights violations. Existing scholarship shows that naming and shaming tactics by human rights advocacy groups promote third-party actions such as reduced foreign direct investment (Barry, Clay, and Flynn 2013), trade and financial restrictions (Murdie and Peksen 2013), and humanitarian armed interventions (Murdie and Peksen 2014) against repressive regimes. Similarly, our study demonstrates that exposure of human rights abuses through news media increases the likelihood of US action in the form of economic sanctions. However, we find that security partnerships limit the influence of this media coverage on US foreign policy; heightened public awareness of abuse stemming from media coverage appears not to motivate the United States to sanction abusive allies. Furthermore, we find that patterns of alliance are correlated with documentation of abuse by the media; non-US allies do not receive as much coverage of human rights abuse as allies do. The remainder of the paper is as follows. First, we develop a theoretical framework that specifies how media attention to human rights abuses increases the use of economic sanctions against repressive regimes. Then, we describe the research design, in which we combine data on media attention to human rights with data on sanctions. Next, we present our analysis for the 1976-2000 period, showing that repressive regimes that receive extensive negative media attention are more likely targets of economic sanctions by the US, but that this effect is conditional on security considerations, disappearing entirely for US allies. We conclude with a discussion of the implications of the findings for foreign policymaking and scholarly research.
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News Media, Press Coverage of Repressive Regimes, and Economic Sanctions The news media serve as the main source of information for the public regarding domestic and foreign policy events. Agenda-setting theory suggests that, beyond the dissemination of information, the news media have the ability to raise public awareness and political importance of issues through extensive press coverage (Cohen 1963; McCombs and Shaw 1972; Baumgartner and Jones 1995). Frequent news reports on an issue tend to increase the issue’s visibility and hence the public’s familiarity with it (McCombs and Shaw 1972; Wanta, Golan, and Lee 2004; Semetko, Brzinski, Weaver, and Willnat 1992). Extensive media coverage also increases the perception among the public and the elite that an issue is politically more important than other issues neglected by the media (McCombs and Shaw 1972; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Baumgartner and Jones 1995). Accordingly, to the extent that policymakers turn to economic coercion when the public perceives an issue to be serious and problematic, it is logical to expect that media attention is likely to influence the use of sanctions. To illustrate a causal link between media coverage, public perception, and the use of sanctions, we examine the issue of human rights. We begin with the contention that publics pay attention to press coverage of human right abuses committed by a repressive foreign regime, becoming more aware of abuse as coverage becomes more extensive. Studies show that the visibility of a foreign country in the media is a key determinant of the extent of public knowledge of that country (McNelly and Izkara 1986; Semetko et al. 1992). There is also substantial evidence that a country’s extensive positive or negative coverage in the media influences the public attitudes towards the country and its leaders (Wanta et al. 2004; Kiousis and Wu 2008). Therefore, frequent media references to human rights abuses such as torture,
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extra-judicial killings, and political imprisonments should result in a greater negative public perception of the repressive regime while creating more empathy towards the victims of the repression. As news coverage generates more empathy towards those suffering from repression, voters, interest groups, and other influential domestic actors will appeal to leaders for more assertive foreign policy against the oppressive regime. The growing media-driven public pressure will in turn create a policy imperative for politicians to respond or, in sanction parlance, to “do something.” With the rising public demand for concrete action against the repressive regime—which was made possible by the media coverage of human rights atrocities, sender countries will increasingly consider sanctions as a viable tool. Political leaders, especially in democracies, are attentive to public opinion in formulating their policies with regard to highly publicized domestic and foreign events (Hartley and Russett 1992; Page and Shapiro 1992; Holsti 2004). When the public is well informed about a foreign event (as is more likely with highly publicized events), leaders take public opinion into account to satisfy citizens’ and interest groups’ expectations to secure their political future. Thus, leaders are more inclined to use economic sanctions in response to the media-driven public pressure to show that they are in control of the situation and responsive to the demands for action. Studies on the symbolic use of sanctions demonstrate that leaders in sender countries often opt for sanctions in response to the public demand to punish the regimes that commit human rights violations and other humanitarian atrocities (e.g., Wallensteen 1968; Lindsay 1986). Consequently, even when leaders are not willing to do something against a repressive regime, they might feel pressured to employ sanctions or some other policy to appease voters and interest groups, who have been mobilized by their reaction to critical news reports about the
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repressive regime. Although research suggests that human rights sanctions actually tend to worsen abuses in target states because leaders facing the sanctions use repression to quell dissent following from restricted economic ties (e.g., Wood 2008; Peksen 2009), a recent study illustrates that sanctions are nonetheless an attractive policy tool because they allow leaders in sender states to display “action” to a demanding public, conveying strong leadership in foreign affairs and, consequently, boosting their approval rating (Whang 2011). To better illustrate this mechanism, we briefly examine two sanction cases. Increasing abuses perpetrated by “Baby Doc” Duvalier in Haiti in the mid-1980s led to considerable media coverage in the United States. Riots and protests against the dictator and his violent reaction received extensive media coverage for three months, creating considerable public concern for the plight of the Haitian people and a growing call for action by the United States (Hufbauer, Schott, Elliott, and Oegg 2009: case 87-2). The growing media-influenced public concern on human rights violations in Haiti subsequently played a key role in the Reagan administration’s decision to impose strict sanctions cutting off $25.5 million in aid. Similarly, the media paid considerable attention to Romania and its worsening human rights situation in the later 1980s. As the stories of abuse and anti-democratic policy piled up, the US Congress pushed the Reagan administration to cut trade relations with Romania (Hufbauer et al. 2009: case 83-5). In June 1988, the US removed most-favored nation status and Ex-Im Bank loans, sanctions that were not lifted until the death of Nicolae Ceausescu. Similarly, news stories of human rights abuses in Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, and Sudan in the 1990s were instrumental in the initiation of sanctions by the Bush, Sr., and Clinton administrations aimed at coercing these states to improve their human rights.



8



Whereas action against a repressive regime can benefit leaders in sender states (Lindsay 1986; Whang 2011), inaction could attract media attention critical of “do-nothing” politicians. Extensive news reports on a particular issue are likely to generate more public interest and discussion among interests groups and rival political parties in order to capitalize on this apparent weakness of elected officials (McCombs and Shaw 1972; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Baumgartner and Jones 1995). Rational office holders will anticipate that inaction in the presence of extensive media coverage of an issue could result in more critical media attention on their leadership and policymaking abilities (Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Miller and Krosnick 2000; Kim and McCombs 2007). Given that this criticism could threaten leaders’ approval rates and, therefore, their tenure in office, leaders should be quick to consider sanctions as a tool signaling their willingness to “do something.” The US sanctions against South Africa in the 1980s provide a good example. The Reagan administration resisted applying sanctions against the apartheid regime, and only grudgingly initiated a series of small, toothless sanctions. Massive media attention led to a growing public demand for action (Hufbauer et al. 2009: case 85-1). Seizing on the opportunity, the Democrats in Congress passed legislation creating a comprehensive embargo against South Africa. In perhaps the culmination of the legislation, Senator Edward Kennedy challenged his Republican colleagues in the Senate and House to choose the party of Abraham Lincoln or the party of apartheid. The dramatic rhetoric succeeded in creating a veto-proof set of sanctions and damaging the Reagan administration.



The Role of Security Considerations While domestic politics—and leaders’ desire to retain power—are crucial determinants of sanctions policy, it is also important to account for strategic considerations senders face when 9



deciding whether to use economic coercion. We contend that the target’s strategic value to the sender conditions the impact of human rights coverage on sanction use. Substantial press attention to human rights violations is more likely to promote sanctions when the abusive regime does not maintain an alliance with the sender. Similarly for allies, policymakers in the sender states will balance security interests against the desire to placate the public’s demand for action against a human rights abuser.3 The use of sanctions against allies could create significant negative externalities for sender countries, such as deterioration of cooperation over key military threats and national security issues (Drezner 1998; Drury 2001). Indeed, the appearance of casual disregard for allies could invoke criticism of leaders as easily as could the appearance of inattention to human rights abuse. The consequences of President Carter's use of human rights sanctions serve as the exception that proves the rule that economic coercion is less common for allies. After campaigning on a human rights-driven foreign policy, Carter initiated a series of sanctions against regimes that were violating human rights norms, some of which were US allies. Regardless of any merit the sanctions had, Carter received significant criticism in the US and strained relations with several allied states (Kirkpatrick 1979). In a mirror example, President Ford went to great lengths to defend South Korea during the political crackdown in the mid3



An alternative plausible argument to explain why US allies might be less likely to get sanctioned is the indexing hypothesis (Bennett 1990). From an indexing perspective, it is likely that political elites in sender countries might influence the extent of media attention to human rights in allies and non-allies. Specifically, elite cues might encourage extensive media coverage of human rights violations in unfriendly regimes while limit news media’s focus on abusive allies. If so, more media attention to repressive non-allies might reflect, not drive, political decisions to use sanctions. While this alternative argument is quite plausible, in the models where we predict the determinants of media coverage we find no support that repressive nonallies receive more media attention than non-allies. On the contrary, repressive allies appear to be more extensively covered by the US media. We therefore find no significant evidence to suggest that more media attention to unfriendly repressive regimes encouraged by elite cues lead to the initiation of sanctions. 10



1970s. Considerable media attention to the violent repression in Republic of Korea led Congress to push and later enact aid restrictions against the regime (Hufbauer et al. 2009: case 73-2). Ford rejected all of these calls for action and argued publicly that sanctions were not the best way to pursue better human rights in such an important US ally. Thus, we expect security interests to have a strong conditioning effect on the pressure media creates for using sanctions to coerce states to enact better human rights. Allies will be given more license in their human rights practices even with significant media coverage of atrocities. On the contrary, countries with no major strategic value are likely to be targets of economic coercion when their poor human rights record generates significant press coverage and public attention.



The Strategic Sanctions Process It is also critical to account for the fact that targets are often afforded the opportunity to change their policy before sanctions are imposed. In fact, this opportunity for targets to acquiesce to the threat of sanctions has been advanced as a reason why imposed sanctions appear so ineffective at motivating policy change; if the target had preferred changing its policy to enduring the sanctions, it would have given during the threat stage (e.g., Drezner 2003; Noorudin 2002). Accordingly, US response to public demand for action against human rights abusers could consist of increased propensity to issue threats. Targets would then evaluate the costs and benefits of resisting or acquiescing. If the target resists, then public demand stemming from media-driven awareness of human rights abuse should correspond to increased likelihood of sanctions imposition. Based on these theoretical claims, we postulate two hypotheses: Hypothesis 1: A higher number of media reports of human rights abuse in a given state is associated with a higher likelihood that the US threatens or imposes sanctions against that state.
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Hypothesis 2: The media effect is stronger for non-allies and weaker for allies. Research Design To examine the hypothesized link between the news media and sanctions empirically, we gathered time-series cross-national data on news coverage and economic sanctions. The timeseries component of the data spans from 1976 to 2000. The time frame of the analysis is dictated by the availability of data on human rights abuses, which begin in 1976 (Gibney, Cornett, and Wood 2010), and data on the use of sanctions, which end in 2000 (Hufbauer et al. 2009;Morgan et al. 2009). The cross-section component of our data is represented by US dyads. Thus, the unit of analysis is the US dyad-year. The use of dyadic data allows us to control for characteristics of potential target countries as well as domestic conditions in the United States, allowing us to account fully for the strategic interactions between the sender and target. Our theory posits that media attention should influence the use of sanction policy— including the initial threat of sanctions, as well as the imposition thereof, against targets resisting US demands to improve human rights. Accordingly, we code three dependent variables to examine these phenomena. Our first dependent variable is sanction threat onset, a dichotomous indicator of whether the United States informs a target that a sanction could follow if the target does not change some controversial behavior (Morgan et al. 2009), under the condition that human rights comprise one of the underlying issues; that is, one of the issue 1, issue 2, or issue 3 variables in the Threat and Imposition of Economic Sanctions (TIES) version 3.5 data is equal to 8. Our second dependent variable is a dichotomous indicator of the threat or imposition of human rights sanctions, also taken from the TIES data.4 Specifically, this variable is equal to one
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We also ran models looking only at impositions of sanctions, finding very similar results. However, examining imposition of sanctions without accounting for threats potentially 12



when a human rights sanction threat is initiated, as well as when a human rights sanction is imposed, regardless of whether a threat preceded the imposition of sanctions. Our third variable is coded similarly to the second, including threats and impositions of human rights sanctions; however, we supplement TIES data with additional cases of sanction onset from Hufbauer et al. (2009). Hufbauer et al. identify some human rights sanctions that Morgan et al. do not, including for example, sanctions imposed against South Africa in 1985, Haiti in 1986, and Sudan in 1990. Our primary explanatory variable captures total media coverage of human rights abuse, specifically, a count of news stories on abuse. In order to improve confidence in our results, we code two versions of this variable using data gathered from two different news outlets. First, we code the variable total Newsweek stories as the count of articles in Newsweek that cover human rights abuse (Ramos, Ron, and Thoms 2007). Our second media coverage variable is total New York Times stories, a count of news articles on human rights reported in the New York Times, taken from Nielsen (2012).5 Both of these publications are widely available and read in the



introduces a selection effect, ignoring target response to threats that precede many (although not all) impositions of sanctions. Assuming that targets acquiesce to sanction threats that are credible and hold sufficient leverage, we could fail to identify the media-induced use of sanctions policy if targets interpret the US public outcry that sparked the initial threat as a signal that the threat is credible. While one could model threats and imposition of sanctions as a multistage process, limited data on human rights sanctions preclude such a specification in our statistical models. Specifically, the TIES dataset contains 41 cases of threat onset over human rights and 47 cases of threat or imposition. We include 58 cases of threat or imposition in the models where we combine the TIES with Hufbauer et al. (2009) data. Additionally, our data on media stories are coded on a yearly basis, such that we cannot examine variation in media attention between threats and impositions of sanctions over human rights because these events typically occur in the same year. There is only one exception in the data: the US threatened sanctions against the USSR in 1978 and imposed them in 1979. 5 For both variants of total media stories, we take the natural log of the raw count (plus one) to correct for the skewness of the data. This coding decision is consistent with Nielsen (2012). We account for the logged nature of these explanatory variables in our discussion of our statistical results. Additionally, the data from Nielsen are available only for the 1980-2000 period; and his measure is coded only for 120 countries, excluding European countries, the US, and other major developed countries. 13



United States. Accordingly, reports of human rights issues could inform the US public as well as policymakers on abusive practices in potential targets.6 These variables are lagged one year to mitigate the potential for reversed causation wherein US sanction threats drive media attention. There is one major difference between these two data sources. While Ramos et al.’s measure contains only stories covering human rights violations, Nielsen’s measure includes any news stories that simply mention human rights. Specifically, Nielsen’s data account for the number of news articles in which the keyword “human rights” occurs within 25 words of a country’s name. Thus, the data from Ramos et al. that specifically isolate human rights abuses are arguably more relevant to our analysis than Nielsen’s data. However, the correlation between these two measures is 0.80, indicating that both news outlets capture similar news stories on human rights. That is, most news articles on human rights in the New York Times captured by Nielsen are about the violation of basic human rights. Given that policymakers must balance public demand for action against US security imperatives, we interact the total media coverage variable with a dichotomous indicator of dyadic alliance, taken from the Alliance Treaty Obligations and Provisions data (Leeds, Ritter, Mitchell, and Long 2002). This variable is lagged one year to mitigate reversed causation given the potential for the US to end alliances with abusive regimes (although this phenomenon appears not to occur in our data). In the interactive models, the coefficient for the media



6



Results are consistent in a number of robustness tests presented in the online appendix. First, we examined the media coverage of human rights abuses in the Economist. Ramos et al. (2007) note that the Economist has more subscribers in the US than in Europe, implying its likelihood of informing US public opinion. We also replicated the models using Wade Cole’s news coverage data on human rights collected from the New York Times and Washington Post (2010). The data are in 5-year intervals for the 1980-2000 period. Similar to Nielsen, Cole’s data include all news stories that mention the phrase “human rights” within ten words of a country’s name. Robustness tests using these alternate media sources return very similar results to those presented here (see the online appendix). 14



coverage variable reflects the association between media reports of human rights abuse and sanctions in the specific case that the US does not maintain an alliance with the potential sanction target. We must interpret the media coverage variable and the interaction term together in order to determine the influence of media attention to human rights in the presence of a dyadic alliance (e.g., Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006). We also present models excluding the interaction term in order to compare our primary results to those of an additive specification.



The Link Between Alliance and Media Attention Given that the media can more easily document abuses without fearing reprisal in the territory of US allies (Chang, Shoemaker, and Brendlinger 1987; Jones, Van Aelst, and Vliegenthart 2013), it is plausible that US allies could receive more media attention for a given level human rights abuse. If alliance with the US has a direct effect on sanction onset as well as an effect on media attention, which then affects US sanctions policy, the inclusion of variables for media coverage and US alliance in a single equation model could introduce endogeneity to our statistical models. This problem is particularly salient for our research design because we expect alliance status with the US to condition the impact of media attention to human rights abuses on the US use of sanctions. Accordingly, we specify our primary statistical analyses to ensure that tests of our hypotheses are unbiased. Specifically, we specify seemingly unrelated regression (SUR) models in which we estimate sanction onset and total media coverage of human rights abuse simultaneously, including a variable for US alliance status in both equations, and including the total media coverage variable in the sanction onset equation.7 We cluster
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We use the CMP package in Stata 12 to estimate SUR models (Roodman 2011). 15



standard errors on the potential target in all models, producing robust standard errors intended to account for non-independence by state.8 A discussion of each equation follows. In the sanction onset equation, we control for a number of factors likely to affect US propensity to threaten sanctions against a potential target as well as reporting of human rights abuse. First, we include a measure of human rights practices to account for the potential target’s pre-existing respect for personal integrity rights. This variable is lagged one year to preclude the possibility that sanction threats cause a change in the target’s repression level. We code human rights practices using the Political Terror Scale (PTS) US state department index (Gibney et al. 2010), an ordinal indicator varying from 1 (most respectful) to 5 (most abusive), providing information regarding the magnitude and severity of abuses of physical integrity rights including disappearances, torture, political imprisonment, and execution.9 We subtract one from the raw measure such that our PTS indicator ranges from 0 to 4. Furthermore, we supplement missing values with the Amnesty International PTS indicator where possible to maximize the time span and number of observations. In addition to controlling for conditions facilitating media coverage of abuse, this variable also captures other factors that could provoke conflict with the United States. For example, countries with significant human rights abuses are more likely to be involved in interstate militarized conflict (Sobek, Abouharb, and Ingram 2006), particularly against a human rights respecting state like the United States (Peterson and Graham 2011), and to experience internal violent conflicts and civilian suffering (Thoms and Ron 2007).
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In robustness check models, we specify single equation probit models to estimate the likelihood of sanction threats and impositions. All results are consistent in these models (see the online appendix). 9 This coding decision was aimed at maximizing the time span of our analysis. There was no change in the main findings when we replace the PTS score with the Physical Integrity Rights Index (Cingranelli and Richards 2010), which is available only for the post-1980 period. 16



Accordingly, irrespective of media coverage, human rights abuses could increase the likelihood that US policymakers threaten or impose sanctions to prevent or mitigate humanitarian problems. In the sanction onset equation, we include additional control variables intended to capture US economic leverage over a potential target and its likelihood of targeting a state with sanction threats, as well as domestic considerations that could affect US policymakers’ decision to threaten sanctions. First, we include measures of the potential target’s exports to the US as a share of its total exports, lagged one year given that US sanctions could reduce target exports. We code this variable using data from Gleditsch (2002). A higher export share with the US suggests that the potential target has fewer alternative markets available if trade with the US is terminated. This variable, while simple, serves as a useful measure of US leverage because many sanctions restrict the target’s exports in order to inflict maximum harm on the target while avoiding harm to the sender’s exporters (e.g., Kaempfer and Lowenberg 1992). The target’s export share to the US may also be useful to measure US leverage with regard to financial sanctions, given that US investment in the target likely complements future exports back to the US. Given that closer states tend to trade more, we also control for (logged) distance in order to isolate the influence of export share. We also include a variable for the potential target’s (logged) gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, measured in constant 2005 dollars. This variable is lagged one year given that US sanctions on average reduce the target’s income by 3 percent (Hufbauer et al. 2009). This variable should correlate negatively with US leverage over the potential target, given that larger economies can more easily withstand interrupted trade ties, a reality of which US policymakers are aware (e.g., Krustev 2010). Given that democracy level can influence the extensiveness of media coverage (Ramos et al. 2007) as well as the likelihood that a state is targeted with
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sanctions (Lektzian and Souva 2003, Cox and Drury 2006), we include that state’s 21-point, combined polity score (Marshall and Jaggers 2010). This variable is lagged one year to avoid bias where US sanctions affect democracy in the target (Peksen and Drury 2010). We also include a variable counting the years since the United States last threatened sanctions against the potential target to account for the possibility that sanction threats are more likely against states with a recent history of enduring US economic coercion. Prior studies show that economic coercion is more likely when senders expect future conflict with targets (Drezner 1998), implying the possibility that the US will threaten and impose sanctions against the same target repeatedly. To capture the degree to which US policymakers are “playing to the home crowd” (Whang 2011), we include several variables capturing US political and economic conditions. First, we include a dichotomous variable equal to 1 in presidential and congressional election years.10 Leaders may be more eager to use sanction threats in election years in order to demonstrate action in the arena of foreign affairs. Similarly, we include a variable for average (over the year) president approval, given prior evidence that higher approval rates could increase the president’s likelihood to impose sanctions (Drury 2001), taken from Gallup (2012). We also include average (over the year) of the US employment rate and inflation, taken from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (United States Department of Labor 2012). All of these variables except for election proximity are lagged one year to mitigate bias in which sanctions policy drives presidential approval or US economic conditions.11
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Results are equivalent if we exclude congressional election years in this indicator. Results are consistent if we include a series of dummy variables for US presidents (where Bill Clinton is the null category), intended to capture possible personality effects of US leaders. 11



18



In the total media stories equation, we include an interaction between the alliance variable and the human rights practices indicator described above. Accordingly, the coefficient for human rights practices signifies how higher levels of human rights abuse correlate with media attention specifically for non-US allies. The marginal effect of abuse on media attention for allies can be constructed as a linear combination of the human rights practices variable and the interaction term. Mirroring our presentation of the sanction onset equation, we also present models without this interaction. Following the earlier relevant literature on the determinants of foreign news coverage, the media coverage equation includes controls for factors associated with opportunity and willingness of the media to cover abuses. We control for the state’s GDP per capita, polity score, and distance from the United States (Chang et al. 1987; Wu 2007), which could affect US attention to human rights abuses as well as the media’s ability to document abuses. We also include the election proximity variable to account for the fact that close elections could dominate news, reducing coverage of foreign news such as human rights abuses in other countries. Furthermore, the media attention equation includes a variable for US trade dependence on the given state, coded as total dyadic trade divided by US GDP (from Gleditsch 2002). This variable is a useful instrument for media coverage because commerce could be associated with opportunity to document human rights abuses; more interaction suggests more opportunity for coverage, while higher volumes of foreign trade could also increase the willingness of domestic import competitors to draw attention to the abusive practices of their foreign competitors (Wu 2000, 2007; Jones at al. 2013). All explanatory variables, as well as the dependent variable, are lagged one year (relative to dependent variable in the sanction onset equation).
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Analysis We find strong evidence in support of our hypothesis that media attention to human rights abuse in a given state is associated with a higher likelihood that the US threatens the state with sanctions. We also find that this influence is conditional on US security interests; for US allies, this effect is not statistically significant in any of our models. Table 1 presents seemingly unrelated regression coefficients and robust standard errors for models examining sanction threat onset and media coverage with a common error term to control for possible endogeneity, using data on coverage of human rights abuses in Newsweek (Ramos et al. 2007). Table 1 presents six models. Models 1 and 2 examine the onset of sanction threats over “human rights practices,” while Models 3 and 4 examine the onset of sanction threats or the imposition of sanctions. Models 5 and 6 replicate Model 3 and 4, further incorporating imposition data from Hufbauer et al. (2009). Models 1, 3, and 5 do not include interactions, while Models 2, 4 and 6 include an interaction term for total Newsweek coverage X alliance in the sanction onset equation, and an interaction term for human rights practices X alliance in the media attention equation. [Table 1 about here] Looking at the sanction onset equation, we find in all six models that the coefficient for total media coverage is positive and statistically significant. Substantively, increasing frequency of Newsweek attention to human rights abuse has a considerable impact on the likelihood that the US initiates a sanction threat against an abusive state. For example, from Model 1, in which we do not include an interaction between Newsweek coverage and alliance with the US, the probability of human rights sanction threat onset is equal to 0.015 (p≤0.006) if there are no
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stories on human rights abuse reported in Newsweek.12 A single media report on human rights abuse is associated with an increase in this probability to 0.025 (p≤0.001), nearly 70% higher than the baseline case. With ten stories on abuse, Model 1 predicts a 0.074 probability of sanction threat onset (p≤0.036).13 The interaction term for total Newsweek stories X alliance is negative and significant in the sanction onset equations of Models 2, 4, and 6 (p≤0.098, p≤0.044, and p≤0.059, respectively). Although this result suggests that the impact of media attention to human rights abuse on sanction onset is weaker for allies, we can uncover little substance from interaction coefficients in non-linear models. Accordingly, we obtain the marginal effect of total Newsweek stories across both values of alliance using the margins command in Stata 12 (e.g., Brambor et al. 2006). The results show that in all three interactive models, the marginal effect of media stories is positive and significant for non-allies (p≤0.012 in Model 2, p≤0.018 in Model 4, and p≤0.007 in Model 6). Conversely, for allies, the marginal effect of media coverage is not statistically significant in any of Models 2, 4, and 6.14 [Figure 1 about here] Figure 1 demonstrates graphically the effect of media stories on US sanctioning behavior, from our interactive models. The left-hand column presents the probability that the US threatens
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These probabilities are calculated examining the most abusive states, and holding all other variables at their medians. We present probabilities associated with counts of media stories to make the effect of the media attention variables more intuitively understandable; however, these probabilities were calculated using the log transformation of the raw count (plus one). 13 Among the worst abusers, the mean number of Newsweek stories is approximately equal to 1.3, and the standard deviation is approximately equal to 1.6. Overall, media attention ranges between 0 and 42 Newsweek stories in a given year. 14 All control variables are held at their medians. We calculate these marginal effects using a single equation probit model because correct interaction effects are difficult to obtain using the SUR model in Stata. All single-equation models look quite similar to the sanction onset equation in our SUR models (see the online appendix). 21



human rights sanctions, from Model 2. The middle column examines the threat or imposition of sanctions using TIES data, from Model 4. The right-hand column examines the probability of threat or imposition of sanctions using TIES and HSEO data, from Model 6. The top row displays the probability of sanction onset against non-US allies as media stories increase, while the bottom row presents this same relationship for US allies. In all three top-row graphs, the predicted probability of human rights sanctions against non-allies increases as the number of media stories on human rights abuse increase. Averaged across the three models (2, 4, and 6), the probability of sanction onset against a non-ally increases from nearly 0 to approximately 0.3 as Newsweek stories on human rights abuse increase from the minimum (0) to the maximum (42), holding other variables at their medians. Conversely, the bottom row graphs demonstrate that there is no significant change in the probability of sanction onset against a US ally as stories on abuse increase from the minimum to the maximum. In the equations predicting total Newsweek stories in Models 1 through 6, the coefficient for human rights practices is positive and significant in all models, suggesting that, generally, more abusive states receive more media attention for that abuse. Interestingly, however, the coefficient for alliance is positive and significant only in the non-interactive models (1, 3, and 5), providing evidence that allies receive more media attention than non-allies when not conditioning this association on the extent of human rights abuse. As noted above, this finding could result if media outlets are more easily able to enter allies’ territory to report on human rights abuse. Conversely, the borders of non-allies (and particularly rivals) may be closed to the media. Further supporting this possibility, the interaction terms are positive and significant in the media attention equations of Models 2, 4, and 6, suggesting that the human rights abuses receive more media attention when these abuses occur in allied states. Specifically, we find that the
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marginal effect of human rights abuse on media coverage is nearly double for allies, relative to non-allies. For example, in Model 1, a five-unit increase in a state’s abuse record (which represents an increase from no human rights abuse to the worst category of abuse) is associated on average with 0.46 more Newsweek stories against non-allies. Conversely, for an ally, this same increase in abusiveness is associated with an increase of 1.01 Newsweek stories.15 [Table 2 about here] Table 2 presents models 7 through 12, in which we replicate models 1 through 6 using New York Times media data from Nielsen (2012). Results from these models confirm our findings in Models 1 through 6. We find that media coverage is associated with a higher probability of sanction onset in all models, but that this effect is robust only for non-US allies. Given that results in these models are largely equivalent to those in Table 1, we exclude detailed interpretation due to space considerations. However, there are a few notable differences worth examination. Notably, the lack of significance for the interaction terms in Models 8, 10, and 12 suggests that the relationship between media coverage and the onset of sanctions is not conditional on alliance status with the potential target. However, an interpretation of marginal effects again suggests that media attention has a statistically significant impact on sanction onset only for non-allies. In the New York Times stories equations, we find again that the coefficient for human rights practices is positive and significant in all six models. The coefficient for alliance is positive and significant in all six equations as well. Conversely, the interaction term for human rights practices X alliance is not is not significant. Accordingly, unlike in Models 1 15



We used lincom in Stata to obtain the conditional coefficient for human rights record when alliance is equal to 1. Specifically, this value is equal to the coefficient for human rights record plus the coefficient for the interaction term. Furthermore, given that total Newsweek stories is coded as the log of the raw variable plus one, we calculated the effect of a 5-unit change in the human rights record as e raised to the power of the five times the conditional coefficient, then subtracting one. 23



through 6, we find no statistically significant difference in the marginal effect of human rights practices for allies relative to non-allies; however, we retain the finding that allies generally receive a higher number of stories on human rights abuse than non-allies. Control variables look consistent across models. Importantly, in the sanction onset equations, we find that the coefficient for human rights practices is not statistically significant. While worse abuses do lead to a higher number of media reports, these abuses themselves appear not to have a direct effect on US sanctions policy. This result could follow if sanction decisions by the US are affected more by other important factors (e.g., alliance ties, trade relations, and geographic proximity) rather than the extent of human rights violations. This finding does not imply that abusive regimes do not face sanctions; it indicates only that a poor human rights record of a country does not itself invoke external pressure. Indeed, this result suggests that the media has an important agenda setting role, as human rights abuses spur media coverage, which in turn has a strong impact on US sanctions policy. We find some evidence that a higher target export share with the United States is associated with a higher likelihood of sanction onset, but only in models using New York Times data. Confirming the finding of Ramos et al. (2007), we find evidence that higher GDP per capita is associated with a higher number of media stories on human rights abuse. We also find that it is associated with a lower likelihood of a sanction threat or imposition. This latter finding could follow because the US judges sanctions to be less effective against wealthier states that can more easily withstand restricted economic ties (e.g., Krustev 2010). We find that US trade dependence on a state is associated with a higher number of media stories on human rights abuse, but only in the New York Times models. This result could follow because higher trade ties signify increased opportunity to observe and document abuse, similar to the effect of alliance. It could also result if
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domestic US interests bring attention to abuse in states with which they compete for US market share. Finally, we find that sanctions become less likely as the time since last sanction increases.



Conclusion In this study, we examine the influence of the news media on US foreign policy through its effect on public opinion and political elites. To do so, we examine US threats and impositions of economic sanctions, a policy tool shown to be used as a means to satisfy public demand for action. The results from the data analysis confirm our expectation that media coverage of human rights abuses lead to a higher probability that the US resorts to economic sanctions against the abusive states. There are a number of factors that US policymakers consider when deciding whether to use sanctions in an attempt to coerce abusive states to improve their human rights practices. Our analyses suggest that leaders balance the public’s demand for action with the security imperative to maintain good relations with allies. While human rights violations, when covered extensively by the media, create powerful incentives for policymakers to take action and threaten the use of economic coercion, those incentives are blunted when the violating state is a US ally. This diminished effect occurs despite the fact that abusive allies actually receive more media attention than abusive non-allies. Our findings complement and add to the literature on news media and foreign policy. While much research has been devoted to whether media coverage of humanitarian issues affects foreign aid and armed intervention decisions, our study is the first systematic analysis of the extent to which media attention to repressive regimes triggers external sanctions. This study also speaks to the sanctions research detailing how domestic politics in sender countries influences
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the use of sanctions. It also highlights the role that nonstate actors play in the use of economic coercion. Our results have significant implications for the research on the use and effectiveness of sanctions. One implication of this study is that the public opinion is likely to play a significant role on the use of economic sanctions when citizens are well-informed about salient, even visceral, foreign policy issues through extensive media coverage. It is widely accepted in the policy and research circles that sanctions rarely succeed in inducing a behavioral change in the target. They are also considered counterproductive tools, at least in the case of human rights sanctions, by inadvertently deteriorating humanitarian circumstances in the targeted countries (Wood 2008; Peksen 2009). Despite the low success rate and possible unintended humanitarian costs of sanctions, our findings suggest that policymakers might still use them to respond to the media-driven public pressure without expecting that they would actually work, possibly explaining in part why sanctions remain popular policy tools in foreign policy (Whang 2011). Ultimately, this analysis shows the importance that nonstate actors can have on foreign policy decision-making in general, and specifically, how the media can influence the US decision to use economic sanctions. Although the news media is unlikely to influence foreign policy decisions on all issues, we conclude that the media can create incentives that pressure leaders to take action against states that violate human rights norms.
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TABLE 1. Seemingly unrelated regression models, using Newsweek media data



Sanction Equation Newsweek stories t-1



TIES data: DV = Threat 1 2



TIES data: DV = Threat/Imposition 3 4



2.314** (0.973) 0.007 (0.226)



TIES and HSEO data: DV = Threat/Imposition 5 6



2.038*** 2.410*** 1.705* 2.327** 2.151*** (0.764) (0.902) (1.024) (0.961) (0.671) Alliance t-1 0.131 0.001 0.255 -0.024 0.039 (0.283) (0.238) (0.320) (0.220) (0.191) Newsweek X Alliance -0.329* -0.418** -0.222* (0.199) (0.208) (0.118) PTS t-1 -0.096 -0.039 -0.128 -0.009 -0.130 -0.094 (0.135) (0.129) (0.127) (0.156) (0.126) (0.090) Target export share t-1 0.271 0.275 0.232 0.278 0.166 0.156 (0.201) (0.181) (0.194) (0.191) (0.162) (0.146) ln Target GDP PC t-1 -0.134*** -0.133*** -0.156*** -0.148** -0.186*** -0.190*** (0.043) (0.049) (0.045) (0.058) (0.049) (0.052) Target polity score t-1 0.003 -0.000 0.009 0.005 0.005 0.003 (0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.011) (0.008) (0.008) ln Distance 0.074 0.084 0.086 0.121 0.073 0.079 (0.048) (0.065) (0.057) (0.092) (0.049) (0.058) Years since threat/sanction -0.033* -0.036*** -0.033* -0.041*** -0.019 -0.020** (0.018) (0.010) (0.018) (0.012) (0.012) (0.009) Election proximity -0.071 -0.072 -0.082 -0.090 0.011 0.022 (0.094) (0.110) (0.085) (0.108) (0.088) (0.099) Av. President approval t-1 0.008 0.009 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.004 (0.008) (0.008) (0.006) (0.008) (0.005) (0.005) Av. Unemployment t-1 -0.021 -0.015 -0.019 -0.012 -0.010 -0.008 (0.036) (0.042) (0.034) (0.046) (0.028) (0.032) Av. Inflation t-1 -0.039 -0.041** -0.024 -0.028 -0.026 -0.028* (0.029) (0.020) (0.022) (0.018) (0.021) (0.016) Constant -1.160 -1.671 -0.804 -1.912 -0.570 -0.835 (1.323) (1.492) (1.297) (1.717) (1.086) (1.032) Observations 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 Rho -0.896 -0.646 -0.976 -0.471 -0.877 -0.705* Chi2 198.1*** 104.2*** 196.9*** 92.42*** 129.3*** 86.41*** log likelihood -1215 -1197 -1234 -1216 -1310 -1292 Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering over country appear in parentheses. *** p≤0.01, ** p≤0.05, * p≤0.1; two-tailed tests
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TABLE 1 continued. Seemingly unrelated regression models, using Newsweek media data Media Coverage Equation



DV=total human rights stories in Newsweek, t-1 TIES data: TIES data: TIES and HSEO data: Threat-only models Threat and imposition Threat and imposition 1 2 3 4 5 6



0.076*** 0.099*** 0.076*** 0.099*** 0.076*** (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 0.005 0.101** 0.006 0.101** 0.006 Alliance t-1 (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (0.043) 0.063** 0.063** 0.063** PTS X Alliance (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) 0.033** 0.036*** 0.033** 0.036*** 0.033** 0.036*** ln Target GDP PC t-1 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 Target polity score t-1 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) US trade dependence t-1 9.937 12.310 9.937 12.386 9.937 12.346 (11.264) (11.096) (11.264) (11.207) (11.262) (11.002) 0.012 0.017 0.012 0.017 0.012 0.017 ln Distance t-1 (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 -0.010 Election proximity t-1 (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) Constant -0.452** -0.480** -0.452** -0.481** -0.452** -0.481** (0.195) (0.193) (0.195) (0.194) (0.195) (0.192) Observations 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 Rho -0.896 -0.646 -0.976 -0.471 -0.877 -0.705* Chi2 198.1*** 104.2*** 196.9*** 92.42*** 129.3*** 86.41*** log likelihood -1215 -1197 -1234 -1216 -1310 -1292 Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering over country appear in parentheses. *** p≤0.01, ** p≤0.05, * p≤0.1; two-tailed tests PTS t-1



0.099*** (0.014) 0.101** (0.044)
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FIG 1. Media attention to human rights abuse and the predicted probability of sanction onset, with 95% confidence intervals
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TABLE 2. Seemingly unrelated regression models, using New York Times media data Sanction Equation



TIES data: DV = Threat 7 8



TIES and HSEO data: DV = Threat/Imposition 11 12



0.501*** 0.489*** 0.490*** 0.501*** 0.477*** (0.101) (0.093) (0.094) (0.114) (0.117) 0.370 0.156 0.262 0.011 -0.074 Alliance t-1 (0.513) (0.271) (0.498) (0.255) (0.416) -0.037 -0.040 0.043 NYT X Alliance (0.179) (0.171) (0.136) -0.080 -0.072 -0.073 -0.064 -0.122 -0.117 PTS t-1 (0.082) (0.081) (0.079) (0.078) (0.097) (0.100) 0.640*** 0.642*** 0.591*** 0.593*** 0.434* 0.447** Target export share t-1 (0.225) (0.229) (0.221) (0.224) (0.227) (0.228) -0.228** -0.227** -0.202** -0.200** -0.278*** -0.273*** ln Target GDP PC t-1 (0.101) (0.107) (0.096) (0.101) (0.104) (0.105) -0.009 -0.009 -0.001 -0.001 0.001 0.001 Target polity score t-1 (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.014) (0.014) 0.405* 0.399* 0.408* 0.403* 0.272 0.277 ln Distance (0.231) (0.230) (0.239) (0.238) (0.203) (0.202) -0.017 -0.016 -0.017 -0.016 -0.003 -0.003 Years since threat (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) 0.324** 0.324** 0.249* 0.250* 0.362** 0.362** Election proximity (0.149) (0.148) (0.148) (0.147) (0.147) (0.147) 0.017 0.017 0.015 0.016 0.009 0.009 Av. President approval t-1 (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.008) (0.008) -0.008 -0.003 0.038 0.043 0.041 0.038 Av. Unemployment t-1 (0.064) (0.067) (0.069) (0.072) (0.051) (0.051) -0.031 -0.031 -0.024 -0.024 -0.023 -0.024 Av. Inflation t-1 (0.033) (0.036) (0.027) (0.030) (0.026) (0.027) Constant -5.586** -5.633** -5.893** -5.957** -3.673* -3.717* (2.617) (2.724) (2.650) (2.768) (2.213) (2.210) Observations 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 Rho -0.268 -0.255 -0.266* -0.250 -0.204 -0.188 Chi2 205.5*** 202.3*** 174.6*** 173.8*** 100.9*** 100.9*** log likelihood -2856 -2854 -2863 -2861 -2927 -2925 Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering over country appear in parentheses. *** p≤0.01, ** p≤0.05, * p≤0.1; two-tailed tests. NYT stories t-1



0.498*** (0.101) 0.269 (0.260)



TIES data: DV = Threat/Imposition 9 10
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TABLE 2 continued. Seemingly unrelated regression models, using New York Times media data Media Coverage Equation



DV=total human rights stories in the New York Times TIES data: TIES data: TIES and HSEO data: Threat-only models Threat and imposition Threat and imposition 7 8 9 10 11 12



0.557*** 0.532*** 0.557*** 0.532*** 0.556*** (0.053) (0.063) (0.053) (0.063) (0.053) 0.569* 0.406* 0.568* 0.406* 0.563* Alliance t-1 (0.320) (0.211) (0.320) (0.211) (0.321) -0.091 -0.091 -0.088 PTS X Alliance (0.155) (0.155) (0.156) 0.215*** 0.213*** 0.215*** 0.213*** 0.215*** 0.213*** ln Target GDP PC t-1 (0.076) (0.075) (0.076) (0.075) (0.076) (0.075) -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 Target polity score t-1 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) US trade dependence t-1 314.41*** 316.74*** 314.41*** 316.77*** 314.41*** 316.98*** (99.408) (98.598) (99.408) (98.569) (99.408) (98.340) -0.204 -0.206 -0.204 -0.206 -0.204 -0.206 ln Distance t-1 (0.249) (0.250) (0.249) (0.250) (0.249) (0.249) -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 Election proximity t-1 (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021) Constant 0.094 0.074 0.094 0.074 0.094 -0.088 (2.149) (2.163) (2.149) (2.163) (2.149) (0.156) Observations 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 1,982 Rho -0.268 -0.255 -0.266* -0.250 -0.204 -0.188 Chi2 205.5*** 202.3*** 174.6*** 173.8*** 100.9*** 100.9*** log likelihood -2856 -2854 -2863 -2861 -2927 -2925 Robust standard errors adjusted for clustering over country appear in parentheses. *** p≤0.01, ** p≤0.05, * p≤0.1; two-tailed tests. PTS t-1



0.532*** (0.063) 0.406* (0.211)
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