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relationships between commitment intensity in foreign policy behavior and government 

composition.  

Previous studies that focused on the effects of government-level variables on the 

international behavior of states have used pooled linear or nonlinear models depending on the 

nature of the dependent variable (Kaarbo and Beasley 2008). The preference for pooled models, 

however, carries three assumptions that could be misleading. First, using pooled models implies 

an a priori assumption about the nature of the data, such as the observations having objectively 

the same properties regardless of which country they are drawn from. Second, pooled models 

assume that the cross-sectional dataset includes roughly the same number of observations from 

each country so that the possibility of one group of observations driving the results is slim. Third, 

pooled models disregard the possibility that observations, or foreign policy events in this case, 

collected from the same country might also be correlated due to historical reasons that are 

peculiar to that context (that is, there might be high intraclass correlation), which would violate 

the OLS assumptions for linear models. These assumptions are risky as they might lead to biased 

results despite the inclusion of country-level control variables to account for upper-level factors 

such as the national material capabilities, or years of EU membership that are included in this 

study.  

In order to account for the genuine effects of countries from which the observations are 

drawn from, a possible solution is to run no-pooled analyses by adding country indicators to the 

models. This way, one can estimate the latent effects of the countries that the pooled models fail 

to account for. This approach, however, has the downside of forcing the analyst to exclude the 

country-level control variables to avoid multicollinearity.  
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Moreover, it has been argued that no-pooled analyses are erroneous when sample sizes 

vary dramatically across groups (Gelman and Hill 2007: 8), which is the case with the present 

dataset. Understandably, media reports from which the events data are generated are biased 

against smaller countries, and this bias is also reflected in the data: there are 17 events recorded 

for Iceland, and some 4000 events for Germany between 1994 and 2004, as Figure 3.5 has 

shown earlier. Scholars argue that such variation in sub-sample sizes is particularly dangerous 

when using no-pooled models: “No-pooling model overstate[s] the variation among [groups] and 

tend to make the individual [groups] look more different than they actually are" (Gelman and 

Hill 2007: 253).  

A better way to account for the effect of country differences on commitment intensity 

while accounting for the effects of country-level variables such as national capabilities is to use 

multilevel models. As opposed to complete-pooling or no-pooling models, multi-level models 

use partial pooling and work better for datasets which have variation in group sample sizes as 

well as between and within groups (Gelman and Hill 2007: 254). The advantage of the multilevel 

model is that one can check for country-level differences and use country-level variables (such as 

CINC, or years of EU membership) at the same time, without running into problems of 

multicollinearity. 

Furthermore, the multilevel estimation technique relaxes the assumption that the 

relationship between the dependent variable and the independent variables is constant across 

different contexts, “whereas in fact they are to some extent dependent [on context] because of the 

hierarchical nesting structure” (Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 227). By acknowledging the effects 

that contexts can exert on the estimated relationships, multilevel models “permit the analysis of 
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substantive contextual effects while still allowing for heterogeneity between contextual units” 

(Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 227).  

Finally, multilevel models acknowledge the possibility of “causal heterogeneity” 

(Western 1998). They facilitate cross-level interactions and help “determine whether the causal 

effect of lower-level predictors is conditioned or moderated by higher-level predictors” 

(Steenbergen and Jones 2002: 219). For instance, one could test whether policy incongruence in 

governments on the event-level also varies across countries as a result of the variation in these 

countries’ party systems and the issues represented along their left-right political spectrum. Since 

the present study focuses on European democracies where the left-right spectrum by and large 

represents the same issue positions for political parties across these regimes, such a cross-level 

approach will not be adopted in the analyses. However, future studies that go beyond Europe to 

look at how ideological differences influence international behavior in other parliamentary 

systems as diverse as India, Canada, Australia or Japan could very well benefit from the cross-

level interactions facilitated by multilevel estimation. 

In this study, random-intercept models will be used where applicable,
54

 in order to model 

the relationship between commitment intensity and government structure while taking contextual 

variation into consideration. Specifying the models in multiple levels (at the event-level as well 

as the country-level) effectively relaxes the assumption that context does not muddle the 

relationships. Multilevel models with varying intercepts will yield the same slopes for the 

independent variables (that is, fixed effects), but estimate different intercepts for each country 

                                                 
54

 Stata 11 simultaneously runs a likelihood ratio test (LR-test) alongside running a multilevel 

model to check whether the model is statistically different from a classical regression model with 

the same variable specifications (linear or nonlinear). This dissertation will report and discuss the 

results of multilevel models where the LR-test holds. In those instances where the LR-test fails to 

provide statistical significance, results from classical regression models with robust standard 

errors will be used. 
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(that is, random effects). Ultimately, the fitted lines will have a unique intercept for each country, 

but the slope of the relationship will be the same across all other countries. These intercepts will 

be critical to discern the contextual effects imposed by the countries from which the observations 

were taken. 

Random-intercept models, in this sense, assume that countries (that is, contexts) must be 

able to account for some of the variation that is left unexplained by the fixed part of the model, 

where several explanatory variables are introduced to explain the variation in the dependent 

variable. More specifically, the models specified here work on the assumption that the contexts 

in which these governments preside introduce a baseline effect on commitment intensity that is 

not accounted for by the explanatory variables. They also assume that the effect of the 

components of government composition (government type and policy incongruence) or the 

national capabilities of the state are constant across these contexts. Policy incongruence inside a 

government, for instance, is expected to have the same effect on commitment intensity across all 

countries.
55

  

A random-intercept multilevel model specification that uses the variables explained 

above looks like the following (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal, 2008: 94): 

 

                                                 
55

 This is to say that random-coefficient models, an alternative way to specify multilevel models, 

are not used in this dissertation due to the assumption that government-level variables such as 

policy incongruence or government type will have the same effect (or, the same slope) across all 

countries. For instance, the model specifications in this dissertation assume that a 2.5 point 

ideological distance between the political parties in a governing coalition means the same across 

all countries and that this value will have the same effect on commitment intensity across these 

countries. Similarly, since CINC is a standardized variable, the model specifications here also 

assume that its effect will be constant across all countries. Therefore, this variable is not included 

as a random component of the models. Instead, it is part of the fixed portion of the models.  



108 

 

                  

                                                         

                                                                

                                    

                                              

                                                                  

          

 

where the first part of the equation that includes the coefficients      to      corresponds to the 

fixed-effects. The random effects, or the effects that are not estimated but predicted, are denoted 

by the second part of the equation that are captured by the sum of error terms,       , where     

stands for the random effects, or in this case, random-intercepts, introduced by the countries, 

and     are the errors at the event-level. As hypotheses require, this model will include interaction 

terms as additional components.
56

  

Ultimately, multilevel modeling highlights the main methodological vision of the 

dissertation from a quantitative viewpoint. Even though a statistical procedure in itself whose 

objective is to capture parsimonious relationships, the random- and the fixed-effects components 

of this method respectively account for context and detail—the central objective of the multi-

method research design explained in this chapter. Using multilevel estimation in a large-N study 

of foreign policy behavior not only facilitates a systematic analysis of the relationship between 

government composition and commitment intensity as the quantitative component of this study 

intends to find out, but it undertakes this task in a two-pronged fashion where the multilevel 

                                                 
56

 The xtmixed command in Stata 11 will be used with the mle option. 
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characteristics of the procedure estimate intra-country factors alongside those at the country-

level to better explain the influence of context on commitment intensity. In fact, the country-

level findings of this analysis will be central to case selection as the qualitative research design 

component also discusses below.  

 

Zooming Out, Zooming In: A Qualitative Research Design to Study Commitments 

To explain the intensity of foreign policy commitments in parliamentary regimes in post-Cold 

War Europe, this dissertation has proposed ‘government composition,’ or more specifically the 

simultaneous study of government type and policy incongruence, as a key domestic politics 

explanation. The quantitative research design presented above has offered a nuanced, context-

conscious approach to systematically analyze the power of this explanation on commitment 

behavior. Namely, it has proposed to explicate the independent and interactive effects of the type 

and the ideological diversity of multiparty governments on their commitment intensity alongside 

a series of control variables to account for international and contextual factors. This discussion 

has also highlighted the advantages of multilevel modeling to carry out a quantitative analysis 

that can be attentive to parsimony and context at the same time.  

 It is now time to zoom out. This chapter has started with the argument that to 

comprehensively capture the explanatory power of the ‘government composition’ thesis, it is 

also important to uncover its mechanisms. How does government composition lead to a change 

in the intensity of international commitments? Furthermore, Chapter 2 has emphasized at length 

that given the breadth of the literature on foreign policy analysis and the second-image 

perspectives of International Relations theories, government type and ideological diversity are 

just two of the several factors that explain foreign policy behavior. It is important to take into 
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account the other factors at the domestic and the international level, as well as those factors 

pertaining to the leadership dynamics at the governmental level, some of which may not be 

quantifiable to incorporate in the existing datasets for statistical analysis. These explanations 

could be of great utility to uncover the mechanisms that link the composition of coalition 

governments to their foreign policy commitments, as well as help explain some of the anomalies 

in these behaviors that cannot be readily predicted by the government composition explanation.   

To address these gaps, the qualitative design component suggests that we zoom back in, 

this time by considering the alternative explanations alongside the key explanation raised in 

Chapter 2. Using a comparative case study approach, the qualitative component of the multi-

method design will therefore move beyond the quantitative analysis and contextualize two of the 

key findings of the dissertation regarding the ‘policy viability’ and ‘veto players’ hypotheses: it 

will assess the mediating effects of policy incongruence on the commitment intensities of 

minority and minimum winning coalitions in Denmark and the Netherlands, respectively. 

Specifically, the qualitative research design will evaluate the influence of government 

composition on the commitment behavior of the coalitions in these states while taking into 

account the alternative explanations that include logrolling dynamics among political parties, 

threats to national survival, public opinion and political leadership. These alternative 

explanations will be complemented with an analysis of historical foreign policy orientations and 

domestic political norms in each state so as to situate the commitment behaviors of their 

governments within the regime’s greater policy context. The section below provides a discussion 

of this qualitative effort.  
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(a) Case Selection: 

First and foremost, why are Denmark and the Netherlands chosen for qualitative analysis? 

Unlike Germany—another coalition powerhouse of parliamentary Europe—Denmark and the 

Netherlands fall into the category of small states. As Kaarbo (2012: 72) quotes from Van 

Staden’s (1989: 109) earlier work: “small powers … may be net consumers rather than producers 

of security and likewise their options may be more constrained than of major allies, it is 

nevertheless false to believe that their behavior is completely determined by the parameters of 

international power constellations or that is fully conditioned by outside pressures.” Doeser 

(2013: 583) calls this dynamic the “home-court advantage” of international-level theories.  

Put differently, small states make the ‘least-likely’ cases (Doeser 2013: 583) for studies 

such as this contribution, which focus on the role of domestic politics in determining 

international behavior. To the extent that the domestic political dynamics of small states—most 

importantly, their coalition dynamics—outweigh international systemic factors such as alliance 

structures or the distribution of power in explaining the intensity of their commitment behaviors, 

the argument raised in this dissertation will have far more leverage in explaining the 

commitments of ‘bigger states,’ for which international factors constitute even weaker causes for 

concern. Denmark and the Netherlands, two of the smaller states in Europe, were chosen 

precisely to take on this challenge.  

The second reason why these countries were chosen for this study has to do with their 

institutional consistency. Damgaard (2000: 231) explains that in Denmark “majority coalition 

governments have been the exception rather than the rule,” pointing out the frequency of 

minority coalitions in this country. Similarly, studies on Dutch politics show that minimum 

winning coalitions have been the predominant institutional outcome since the 1970s (Pennings 
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and Keman 2008: 159). These two countries, in other words, respectively provide the best 

institutional environments for studying the foreign policy behaviors of minority and minimum 

winning coalitions. Choosing the cases from the Denmark and the Netherlands thus controls for 

domestic-institutional variation and allows me to assume that the cases do not constitute unique 

instances with regards to their political systems.  

Finally, Denmark and the Netherlands are chosen to evaluate the “baseline commitment 

intensity” levels as determined by the random-intercept models which will be presented in 

Chapter 4. As discussed earlier in this chapter, the random-intercept models in multilevel 

estimation are advantageous to discern the influence of country-level factors on commitment 

intensity that cannot be captured by the independent and control variables in the analyses. As 

Chapter 4 will show, Denmark stands as an outlier country in Europe while the Netherlands 

shows a much more modest independent effect on commitment intensity, falling within the range 

of other European countries in the quantitative analysis. Especially for Denmark, the case 

analyses presented in Chapter 5 will therefore be informative to shed light on some of the latent 

factors that were not accounted for by the ‘fixed’ portion of the empirical models. It will help us 

better understand why Denmark seems to commit far more intensely than expected by the 

regression analysis at the international level, when compared to its European counterparts. This 

is precisely where the interactive relationship between diverse methodologies that multi-method 

designs ever aspire to achieve can be observed most dramatically.  

The second question on case selection concerns why these cases from Denmark and the 

Netherlands were chosen in particular. First, as discussed above, all three cases are instances of 

international cooperation towards military intervention that communicate international 

commitment, either in the form of resource allocation such as naval and human capabilities as in 
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the case of Denmark, or in the form of political support with incremental resource allocation, as 

the Dutch case reveals. In other words, the topical (issue area) similarity of these events allows 

for better comparisons.  

Furthermore, all three cases are concerned with the Iraqi regime within the context of the 

transatlantic leadership, which provides consistency with regards to the allies and the targets that 

these commitments engage in. In other words, the events also control for contextual and actor 

similarity.  

The two Danish cases were chosen to study the most significant inflection points in 

Denmark’s foreign policy, or in other words, to show that even the most dramatic foreign policy 

issues can be influenced primarily by domestic political dynamics. First, as Chapter 5 will 

discuss, sending the warship to the Gulf in 1990 signaled the end of the ‘footnote policy era’ in 

Danish foreign policy and marked the beginning of Danish activism in foreign policy (Doeser 

2013). Further, this case was also chosen to provide an ‘out-of-sample’ demonstration of the 

‘policy viability’ and ‘fragmented opposition’ explanations. 

Denmark’s 2003 decision to join the war coalition in Iraq, on the other hand, not only 

provides a within-case comparison for Denmark’s involvement in the Gulf region, but it also 

constitutes the second historical turning point for Danish foreign policy as it challenged the 

consensus-seeking nature of Danish politics, causing a split between the hawkish/pro-US and 

dovish/pro-UN supporters of an activist foreign policy in the parliament. In sum, to the extent 

that government composition in a small state such as Denmark at two different points in time—

during the final stages of the Cold War and well into the post-Cold War years—explains how 

this country decided to participate in international military operations, it will provide strong 
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support for the power of domestic-level explanations vis-à-vis those focusing on the 

international. 

The final case of the qualitative analysis, the 2003 Dutch decision to provide to provide 

‘political, but not military’ support for the war in Iraq, was chosen for two reasons. First, it 

allows for cross-country comparisons with the 2003 Danish decision to join the war coalition. 

More importantly, however, the case provides an exceptional setting where three different 

coalitions (more specifically, two governing coalitions and a third coalition in-the-making) tackle 

one foreign policy issue: support for the war in Iraq. Whereas the Danish cases take a discrete 

approach toward studying government composition and international commitment by looking at 

two different points in time, the Dutch case portrays the continuous character of international 

politics, where governments might come and go while dealing with common foreign policy 

challenges along the way. Looking at the changes in government and their effects on the 

variation in the Dutch commitment towards the Iraq war will therefore be informative to 

understand whether and how the fluidity of a state’s domestic politics influences its international 

behavior.  

 

(b) Dependent Variable:  

The dependent variable in the qualitative analysis concerns three instances of international 

commitment, namely Denmark’s 1990 decision to send the naval corvette Olfert Fischer to the 

Gulf and the 2003 decision to participate in the Iraq war coalition with “a 24-member submarine 

and a 91-member escort” (Kaarbo and Cantir 2013) respectively, as well as the 2003 Dutch 

decision to commit political support for the 2003 Iraq war. All of these cases are instances of 

international commitment to military operations in the Middle East, though they vary in the 
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extent to which they involve verbal and nonverbal forms of behavior. The Danish cases are 

examples of extending military assistance—the most intense cooperative international 

commitment (8.3) as the Goldstein (1992) commitment scale introduced earlier denotes. On the 

contrary, the Dutch case begins with political (verbal) support for the war (3.6 on the Goldstein 

scale) but as Chapter 6 will explain in detail, incremental material support was also provided by 

the Dutch along the way, therefore increasing their commitment intensity score above the 3.6 

level.  

These three instances of commitment behavior will be explained by utilizing the method 

of structured-focused comparison. The next sections introduce the method of structured-focused 

comparison as well as the independent variables, which are derived from the theoretical 

framework offered in Chapter 2. 

.  

(c) The Method: 

To assess the effects of government composition on the intensity of international commitments 

in Denmark and the Netherlands alongside the alternative explanations discussed in Chapter 2, I 

use George’s (1979) method of structured, focused comparison. This method “encourages 

analysts to ask a set of ‘standardized, general questions’ across cases” (Mahoney 2004: 1099) in 

order to evaluate the presence, absence, or the intensity of independent variables of interest on 

the observed outcome.  

The method of structured, focused comparison “deals selectively with only certain 

aspects of the historical case” (George 1979: 61) while “assur[ing] the acquisition of comparable 

data from the several cases” (George 1979: 62) through the use of standardized questions, each 

of which are tailored to measure the independent variables. The method thus cannot exhaust all 
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possible explanations of the phenomena. Nevertheless, this method allows the investigator to 

focus on their most important possible causes and provides “systematic and contextualized 

comparisons” (Mahoney 2004: 1100, emphasis added) across and within cases. In effect, the 

method further illuminates the core methodological vision emphasized throughout this chapter. 

As it maintains the balance between systematic inquiry and context-oriented evaluation, the 

method of structured-focused comparison facilitates powerful qualitative analysis that continues 

to remain attentive to revealing comparable, succinct findings while ensuring that these findings 

are situated within their international, domestic, and even individual contexts. 

 

(d) Independent Variables: 

As described above, asking standardized questions across a small number of cases to identify the 

presence and the effects of independent variables of interest is the foundation of the method of 

structured-focused comparison. The following questions are designed to evaluate the effects of a 

series of independent variables on the commitment decisions of Denmark and the Netherlands to 

support the wars in the Gulf and in Iraq. These questions are designed to not only evaluate the 

effects of the key explanation emphasized in this study, namely government composition, but 

also the alternative explanations introduced in Chapter 2. 

 

Ideological Composition: Which parties were included in the Danish minority and the Dutch 

minimum winning coalitions at the time of these events? What were their left-right ideological 

positions in their respective political systems and what were their policy positions regarding the 

proposals to commit in the Gulf or in the Iraq war coalition?  
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Logrolling: Were there any parties inside or outside the governments in Denmark and the 

Netherlands that gave support to the decisions in 1990 or 2003 in return for future side-

payments? Was the support of these parties contingent on future policy or office payoffs? 

 

Public Opinion: Were the 1990 Gulf and the 2003 Iraq wars and the possibility of joining these 

wars publicly popular in these countries? Was public opinion influential on these regimes’ 

decisions to engage in foreign policy commitments in the Gulf War and in the war in Iraq?  

 

Threat to National Survival: Did the Danish and the Dutch governments perceive the foreign 

policy situations in the Gulf (1990) and in Iraq (2003) as threats to their national survival? Was 

there any domestic political crisis at the time that compelled the government to divert the 

public’s attention? 

 

Political Leadership: Were there any influential political leaders in the Danish and Dutch 

governments who hijacked the decision-making process and forced the government to make 

commitments in their own preferred direction? Were personal motivations involved in these 

commitment decisions? 

 

Finally, the analysis will look at two more contextual factors that could influence policy-

making. The first factor concerns the historical orientations of foreign policy in Denmark and 

the Netherlands: What are the historical foreign policy orientations of these states? Did their 

commitment decisions in Iraq and in the Gulf conform to or deviate from these orientations? The 

second factor concerns the existence of consensus-seeking norms in the policy-making 
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environments of these states: are the Danish and Dutch political systems mostly competitive or 

do policy-makers mostly seek consensus in decision-making? These questions will be discussed 

in detail throughout each analysis to provide the foreign policy and domestic political 

competition contexts in each state.  

To respond to these standardized questions, several primary and secondary sources have 

been utilized. To investigate the ideological positions and foreign policy preferences of the 

Danish and Dutch political parties, primary resources such as statements of party leaders and 

advisers are used alongside expert survey datasets on party positions such as the Chapel Hill 

Expert Survey (Hooghe et al. 2010) and the Ray-Marks-Steenbergen dataset
57

 (Ray 1999; 

Steenbergen and Marks 2007), as well as other secondary resources that provide historical 

accounts such as Damgaard (2000), Andeweg and Irwin (2005) and the Inter-Parliamentary 

Union’s PARLINE online database of national parliaments.  

Evidence for logrolling, threats to national survival and political leadership also come 

from party statements and other secondary accounts, including news articles from the 

international media, the Danish Foreign Policy Yearbooks (2012, 2013), reports from the Danish 

Institute for International Studies (Olesen 2012) and the Danish Defense Commission (1998), as 

well as scholarly books and articles. Finally, the Economist Intelligence Unit’s monthly reports 

on Denmark and the Netherlands between 2001 and 2003 have been utilized among other 

scholarly accounts to trace the changes in the public opinion ratings of parties in the parliament 

as well as other, more instantaneous developments in the country’s foreign and domestic politics.  

 

                                                 
57

 This dataset is used primarily in the discussion of the 1990 Denmark case. As discussed 

previously in this chapter, the CHES datasets methodologically echo the Ray-Steenbergen-Marks 

surveys, which facilitate its simultaneous use with CHES.  
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Conclusion 

This chapter has raised the argument that it is crucial to combine and harmonize quantitative and 

qualitative methodologies in order to comprehensively demonstrate the analytical power of the 

‘government composition’ thesis, and more generally, the ‘coalition politics framework’ 

introduced in Chapter 2. 

 The chapter has begun with the assertion that we should seek to exploit the advantages of 

both methodologies. By using qualitative and quantitative methodologies in tandem, we can 

develop systematic accounts of foreign policy behavior while at the same time uncovering the 

mechanisms that lay beneath these relationships and the contextual factors that might further 

influence them. To that end, this chapter has provided an extensive account of the multi-method 

research strategy adopted in this dissertation to explain the international commitment intensity of 

post-Cold War European parliamentary systems by focusing on their government composition as 

the key explanatory factor. Furthermore, the multi-method approach also offers a good 

methodological fit towards building multilevel and multicausal explanations of foreign policy 

while maintaining systematization and rigor on one hand and attentiveness to context and detail 

on the other, as prescribed by James Rosenau and Charles Kegley. 

 In this effort, the chapter has first introduced the major cornerstones of the empirical 

analyses, namely the operationalization and measurement of the key independent variables—

government type and policy incongruence—as well as the dependent variable, commitment 

intensity. Next, the chapter has introduced the quantitative research design by discussing the 

foreign policy events dataset and laying out the dependent, independent and control variables 

that will be employed in the regression analyses. This section concluded with a discussion of the 
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advantages of multilevel modeling, which is the estimation procedure that will be used in the 

statistical analyses.  

 The most critical point suggested throughout the quantitative research design section of 

the chapter has been that even though the large-N analysis is utilized to provide a parsimonious 

account of the relationship between government composition and commitment intensity, the 

level of detail and attentiveness to context introduced by the independent and control variables as 

well as the estimation technique nicely corresponds to the greater methodological vision of the 

dissertation—that nuance and parsimony can indeed go hand in hand, even in quantitative 

research.  

 The chapter has then moved on to discussing the need to complement the quantitative 

analysis with qualitative insights. In order to establish the explanatory power of government 

composition and the underlying mechanisms that link its influence to commitment behavior, it is 

important to empirically demonstrate how this key explanation performs on its own as well as 

against the alternative international-, domestic- or individual-level explanations. As the final 

section of Chapter 2 has highlighted, government composition is one of the several possible 

explanations of commitment behavior at the international level. Most of these alternative 

explanations work as facilitating, inhibiting or reinforcing factors that influence foreign policy 

behavior. Therefore, their effects can be best evaluated through qualitative research designs.  

 With that in mind, this chapter has offered a qualitative research design component to 

outline the methodology behind the case analyses of the Danish decisions to join the 1990 war in 

the Gulf and the 2003 war in Iraq, as well as the Dutch decision to give political support to the 

2003 war in Iraq. These cases are selected to explicate the ‘policy viability / fragmented 

opposition’ explanation regarding minority coalitions (Denmark) and the ‘veto players’ 
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explanation regarding minimum winning coalitions (the Netherlands). The discussion has 

outlined the method of structured-focused comparison for the qualitative analyses and provided 

an extensive account of the case selection strategy, independent variables and the data sources.  

 The qualitative research design has echoed its quantitative counterpart in emphasizing the 

methodological vision of the dissertation. Through the utilization of the method of structured-

focused comparison and standardized questions, the qualitative component of this dissertation, 

too, aims to maintain a systematic inquiry of commitment behavior across the minority coalitions 

in Denmark and the minimum winning coalitions in the Netherlands. While doing that, however, 

the qualitative nature of the method continues to provide greater room to include detail and 

contextual evidence in the analysis.   

 Ultimately, the multi-method approach offered in this chapter aspires to result in a 

fruitful, engaging and comprehensive empirical analysis of foreign policy behavior in post-Cold 

War European governments toward developing a coalition politics framework. The next three 

chapters present the empirical outcomes of this effort.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

COALITION GOVERNMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS: 

 

A QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
58

 

 

 

Introduction 

As part of the multi-method research design employed in this study, this chapter takes a 

quantitative approach to explain international commitments across European governments in the 

post-Cold War era, specifically the period from 1994 to 2004. The chapter seeks to uncover 

whether the composition of governments parliamentary democracies, described as the 

parliamentary arithmetic of the government and the level of policy incongruence among the 

government parties, affects the intensity of commitments in their foreign policy behavior. 

As a refresher, Table 4.1 below summarizes the hypotheses that were introduced in 

Chapter 2. 

  

                                                 
58

 Sections from this chapter are published in Oktay, S. (2014) Constraining or Enabling? The 

Effects of Government Composition on International Commitments, Journal of European Public 

Policy, 21(6): 860-884. 
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Hypothesis 1 

Due to their size vulnerability, minority 

governments will be negatively associated with 

commitment intensity. 

Hypothesis 2a 

All coalition governments will be negatively 

associated with commitment intensity (veto 

player approach). 

Hypothesis 2b 

All coalition governments will be positively 

associated with commitment intensity in their 

international behavior (clarity of responsibility 

approach).   

Hypothesis 3a 

After controlling for ideological differences, 

both oversized coalitions and minimum 

winning coalitions will have a positive 

relationship with commitment intensity. 

Hypothesis 3b 

After controlling for ideological differences, 

oversized coalitions will engage in more 

committed behavior than minimum winning 

coalitions. 

Hypothesis 4a 

At increasing levels of ideological disunity 

inside the government, oversized coalitions 

will be negatively associated with commitment 

intensity compared to single-party majority 

governments.  

Hypothesis 4b 

At increasing levels of ideological disunity 

inside the government, minimum winning 

coalitions will be negatively associated with 

commitment intensity compared to single-party 

majority governments. 

Hypothesis 5a 

Minority coalitions will be negatively 

associated with commitment intensity 

regardless of the ideological differences 

among the coalition parties. 

Hypothesis 5b 

If minority coalitions can ideologically 

fragment the parliamentary opposition, they 

will be positively associated with commitment 

intensity compared to single-party majority 

governments. 

Table 4.1 Summary of Hypotheses 

  

This chapter begins by reporting the findings of three sets of multilevel regression 

analyses, where each set employs a different measure of policy incongruence, namely the 
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standard deviation of party positions from the coalition mean, ideological range, and a 

categorical variable that measures whether the government includes parties from both the 

political right and left (“center is crossed”). The chapter will conclude with an overview of the 

findings and what they mean for the existing literature on foreign policy analysis.  

A major contribution of this chapter is that through the use of multilevel modeling, the 

results demonstrate how countries—regardless of their government composition or material 

capabilities—vary in their commitment intensity. As such, the findings reported in this chapter 

call for a more nuanced study of domestic-level variables on international outcomes: variable-

based approaches to the quantitative analysis of second-image-level puzzles can be improved by 

incorporating more sophisticated statistical tools that can help account for other underlying 

effects that are not accounted for individually by variable specification.  

 

Policy Incongruence as “Standard Deviation from the Mean Coalition Position” 

Table 4.2a below presents the results of the analyses that use Standard deviation of government 

party positions to measure policy incongruence. This table includes seven models that illustrate 

how the relationship between government composition and international commitments changes 

as more nuanced conceptualizations and aspects of “government structure” are adopted along the 

way, as well as different estimation approaches.
59

 For simplicity, Table 4.2a excludes the models 

that test the effects of the additional control variables. These additional models are provided in 

Table 4.2b. 

                                                 
59

 The xtmixed, mle command in Stata 11 is used to run the multilevel regression analyses. 

Likelihood ratio tests for all models indicate that the multilevel models are statistically different 

from ordinary least squares models that include the same set of variables. It is advised that 

scholars use multilevel model specifications when they are statistically different from the OLS 

specifications. 
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Model 1 replicates previous approaches and uses ordinary least squares (OLS) regression 

with robust standard errors to test the effects of two independent variables that are used 

frequently in similar research studies—coalition and minority government.
60

 This model shows 

that when the OLS estimation is used, neither the Coalition nor the Minority government dummy 

variable has a statistically significant effect on the intensity of international commitments of 

European parliamentary democracies during the 1994-2004 period. 

Model 2 shows that the findings from Model 1 change once the characteristics of the 

dataset are considered and a multilevel model (MLM) is used to test the same set of independent 

variables. The results show that minority governments significantly decrease the intensity of 

international commitments, supporting Hypothesis 1. Moreover, the negative and significant 

coefficient for Coalition in Model 2 suggests that the veto players approach finds support in 

general, while the clarity of responsibility approach does not: having many parties in government 

decreases the intensity of international commitments. Hypothesis 2a is supported and Hypothesis 

2b is rejected. Finally, minority coalitions have the largest negative effect on commitment (~0.3 

points).

                                                 
60

 Kaarbo and Beasley (2008) use a logistic model as they explain the effects of these variables 

on a binary dependent variable. The main point here is that regardless of the nature of the 

dependent variable, the analysis used to estimate the relationship focuses only on the fixed-

effects of the independent variables rather than considering both fixed and random effects.  
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Standard errors are in parentheses.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.2a Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores 

(IV: Standard deviation of party positions from the mean Left-Right position of the coalition)

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (7) (9) 

 (OLS) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) 

        

Coalition -0.064 -0.145
*
      

 (0.034) (0.066)      

Minority Government -0.059 -0.141
*
      

 (0.042) (0.060)      

CINC -9.617
***

 -8.009
*
 -7.436

*
 -11.342

**
 -11.333

**
 -11.161

**
 -11.733

*
 

 (1.551) (3.724) (3.702) (4.133) (4.125) (4.045) (4.678) 

Democratic Target -0.321
***

 -0.319
***

 -0.320
***

 -0.321
***

 -0.321
***

 -0.320
***

 -0.320
***

 

 (0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) 

Single-party Minority   -0.082 -0.087 -0.087 -0.084 -0.107 

   (0.089) (0.091) (0.091) (0.090) (0.096) 

Minority Coalition   -0.275
**

 -0.067 -0.060 0.080 -0.216 

   (0.097) (0.150) (0.215) (0.164) (0.170) 

Minimum Winning Co.   -0.140 0.151 0.149 -0.024 0.039 

   (0.084) (0.119) (0.131) (0.144) (0.136) 

Oversized Co.   -0.046 0.323
*
 0.320

*
 0.404

**
 0.551

***
 

   (0.090) (0.132) (0.144) (0.136) (0.167) 

Pol. Incongruence (St. Dev.)    -0.192
**

 -0.190
**

 -0.291
***

 -0.110 

    (0.060) (0.071) (0.077) (0.073) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc.     -0.006   

     (0.140)   

Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.      0.228
*
  

      (0.109)  

Oversized * Pol. Inc.       -0.292
*
 

       (0.122) 

Constant 2.526
***

 2.590
***

 2.555
***

 2.586
***

 2.586
***

 2.589
***

 2.599
***

 

 (0.048) (0.072) (0.081) (0.084) (0.084) (0.083) (0.090) 

Country-Level Std. Error  0.133
***

 0.131
***

 0.137
***

 0.136
***

 0.132
***

 0.164
***

 

  (0.034) (0.035) (0.038) (0.042) (0.037) (0.045) 

Event-Level Std. Error   1.783
***

 1.783
***

 1.791
***

 1.791
***

 1.790
***

 1.790
***

 

  (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Rho  0.006 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.005 0.008 

N 11211 11211 11211 9963 9963 9963 9963 
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      (6)  (8)  (10) 

      (MLM)  (MLM)  (MLM) 

           
CINC      -13.412

**  -13.679
**  -14.282

** 

      (4.923)  (4.670)  (5.345) 

Democratic Target      -0.316
***  -0.317

***  -0.317
*** 

      (0.040)  (0.040)  (0.040) 

Single-party Minority      -0.124  -0.102  -0.133 

      (0.098)  (0.096)  (0.101) 

Minority Coalition      -0.110  0.010  -0.255 

      (0.221)  (0.172)  (0.174) 

Minimum Winning Co.      0.100  -0.054  0.012 

      (0.139)  (0.152)  (0.142) 

Oversized Co.      0.273  0.359
**  0.482

** 

      (0.150)  (0.139)  (0.175) 

Pol. Incongruence (St. Dev.)      -0.173
*  -0.273

***  -0.112 

      (0.075)  (0.080)  (0.074) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc.      -0.024     

      (0.145)     
Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.        0.215   

        (0.117)   
Oversized * Pol. Inc.          -0.252 

          (0.133) 

Years of EU Membership      0.001  0.002  0.002 

      (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.003) 

September 11, 2001      -0.035  -0.037  -0.020 

      (0.063)  (0.062)  (0.063) 

2003 Iraq Invasion      -0.125  -0.095  -0.098 

      (0.089)  (0.089)  (0.091) 

Bosnia War      -0.006  -0.022  -0.013 

      (0.063)  (0.063)  (0.063) 

Kosovo War      -0.034  -0.038  -0.025 

      (0.055)  (0.054)  (0.055) 

Constant      2.638
***  2.625

***  2.629
*** 

      (0.100)  (0.097)  (0.105) 

Country-Level Std. Error      0.144
***  0.133

***  0.161
*** 

      (0.044)  (0.038)  (0.044) 

Event-Level Std. Error      1.790
***  1.790

***  1.789
*** 

      (0.013)  (0.013)  (0.013) 

Rho      0.006  0.005  0.008 

N      9963  9963  9963 
Standard errors are in parentheses.  

      * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.2b Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores, with 

Additional Control Variables (IV: Standard deviation of party positions) 
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Model 3 and the subsequent models in Table 4.2a explicate government types so that 

single-party majority governments remain as the baseline for the analyses, captured by the 

constant term in the regressions. The negative and significant coefficient for Minority coalition 

in Model 3 suggests that minority coalitions are significantly different from all other government 

types and they engage in less intense international commitments than single-party majority 

governments. Thus, Hypothesis 5a is supported. Model 3 also suggests that it is misleading to 

consider Coalition and Minority government as homogenous categories as Model 2 does, since 

the negative and significant effects of these variables seem to come from minority coalitions 

only.  

When policy incongruence is accounted for in Model 4, however, the empirical support 

for Hypothesis 5a disappears. Further, the negative and significant coefficient for the Policy 

Incongruence variable suggests that as coalition parties are more dispersed ideologically, the 

intensity of their international commitments decreases significantly.  

Model 4 also presents a refined approach to test the clarity of responsibility thesis. It 

shows that when all coalition types are set to a constant level of ideological dispersion, oversized 

coalitions act significantly more committed than single-party majority governments. The results 

therefore partially support Hypothesis 3a as only oversized coalitions engage in more intense 

commitments than single-party majority coalitions. In other words, the clarity of responsibility 

thesis is supported only for oversized coalitions, which command more parties than other 

majority coalitions in the dataset. As such, the results echo Vowles (2010), who shows that 

coalition governments of three or more parties in more developed democracies enjoy less 



 

129 

 

accountability.
61

 The results also reject Hypothesis 3b, since the statistical insignificance of the 

coefficient for Minimum winning coalition does not allow for the comparison of minimum 

winning and oversized coalitions regarding the size of their effects on commitment intensity.  

Model 4 assumes that the effect of policy incongruence is the same across all coalition 

types as it generates a single slope, while the effects of different coalitions on commitment 

intensity are captured by their respective intercepts. Considering the expectations of the veto 

player approach, what if policy incongruence has different effects for different coalitions? The 

next models therefore refine the veto players approach and test whether policy incongruence 

moderates the effect of different majority coalitions on commitment intensity. In Table 4.2a, 

Models 5, 7, and 9 include interaction terms constituted by coalition type and policy 

incongruence to test these effects, first without the additional control variables. Table 4.2b then 

includes these control variables in Models 6, 8, and 10 for robustness. 

First, take oversized coalitions. Model 9 in Table 4.2a shows that the interaction term 

(Oversized*Pol. Inc.) is negative and significant, indicating that as policy incongruence increases 

in an oversized coalition, its commitment intensity decreases compared to single-party majority 

governments. The results therefore support Hypothesis 4a. As more parties from divergent 

ideological positions populate an oversized coalition, it becomes harder for this government to 

engage in more intense international commitments.  

The results above, however, also suggested that having an oversized coalition enabled 

more intense commitments through diffusion. How do we reconcile these outcomes? These 

findings suggest that an oversized coalition enjoys diffusion of responsibility when compared to 

other coalitions with the same level of ideological dispersion as long as this dispersion is not 

                                                 
61

 In the present dataset, the average number of parties is 2.72 for minimum winning coalitions, 

and 3.9 for oversized coalitions.  
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disturbed. As the interaction term shows, an increase in the policy incongruence of existing 

oversized coalitions leads to a decrease in the intensity of their international commitments. In 

other words, if a party joins an oversized coalition, its left-right ideological position should not 

cause a stretch in the existing level of dispersion in the coalition in order not to decrease its 

commitment intensity.  

Figure 4.1 below explains this phenomenon graphically. Suppose a Party D joins an 

existing oversized coalition, ‘ABC,’ whose ideological dispersion is defined by the parties A, B, 

and C. If Party D’s ideological position fell anywhere between those of A and C (Scenario I), the 

new oversized coalition ABCD would be an even bigger oversized coalition with the same level 

of policy incongruence as the dispersion of the parties from the mean coalition position would 

not expand.
62

 In fact, this new coalition would act even more committed than the previous tri-

partite coalition as with more parties, increased diffusion of responsibility would allow the new 

coalition to increase the intensity of its commitments.
63

 However, if Party D’s ideological 

position fell to the right of Party C or to the left of Party A (Scenario II), then the policy 

incongruence of the new ABCD coalition would be greater than that of the ABC coalition. Thus, 

given the results of Model 9, the increased ideological dispersion would cause a decrease in the 

commitment intensity of the new coalition.  

 

 

                                                 
62

  In fact, the standard deviation value would decrease, mathematically speaking. 
63

 Simple correlations show that the strength of the positive relationship between oversized 

coalitions and commitment intensity almost doubles from .44 to .73 as the number of parties in 

the coalition goes from three to four (significant at p < 0.005).  



 

131 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Oversized Coalitions and Policy Incongruence 

 

Next, consider minimum winning coalitions. Model 7 shows that the interaction term 

Minimum Win.*Pol. Inc. has a significant coefficient, though its sign is the opposite of what was 

expected. Hypothesis 4b cannot be supported: when policy incongruence increases in minimum 

winning coalitions they engage in more—not less—intense commitments than single-party 

majority governments.  
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Figure 4.2 Marginal Effect of Minimum Winning Coalitions on Commitment Intensity,  

with 95% Confidence Intervals  

(Table 4.2a, Model 7) 

 

Figure 4.2 above suggests that a two unit increase in the dispersion of party ideologies in 

a minimum winning coalition increases its commitment intensity by about 0.5 points when 

compared to single-party governments. This corresponds to a move from issuing an informal 

complaint (-1.9) to a formal complaint (-2.4), or more dramatically, from threatening with force 

(-7.0) to actual armed force mobilization (-7.6).  

A possible explanation for this finding is that at higher levels of policy incongruence, 

minimum winning coalitions suffer from fragility and lack domestic legitimacy, to which they 

might respond by diversionary foreign policy (Smith 1996). In this vein, Hagan (1993: 30) 

argues that “even the most unstable coalition may try to act on major foreign policy issues in 
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order to demonstrate its ability to cope with policy crises and thereby achieve some legitimacy at 

home.” Second, junior parties in these coalitions have credible blackmail power that allows them 

to hijack the government toward their own policy position by threatening to defect if their 

preferences are not met (Kaarbo 1996a, 1996b, Clare 2010). Any party in a loosely connected 

minimum winning coalition might then pull the coalition toward its own position and force it to 

act more committed in its preferred direction. Clare (2010) has found, for instance, that pivotal, 

right-wing outlier parties in coalitions pull the government towards international conflict 

involvement.  

Finally, the insignificance of the interaction term for minority coalitions in Model 5 

shows that the ideological dispersion inside these governments does not moderate their 

commitment intensity. This gives support to the claim that size vulnerability is the mechanism 

that drives these governments toward lower levels of intensity when compared to their single-

party majority counterparts.  

Models 6, 8, and 10 in Table 4.2b include the crisis and the EU control variables for 

robustness, and they have no significant effect on the intensity of commitments in foreign policy 

behavior. Furthermore, they also lead to a loss of statistical significance when they are included 

in the models. For instance in Models 8 and 10, the interaction terms are no longer significant 

even though they retain the expected sign.  

It is especially interesting that the length of EU membership has no effect on the 

commitment intensity of European governments, considering the Union’s increasingly proactive 

foreign and security frameworks over the years as well as its economic interactions with other 

international actors. The other control variables, CINC and Democratic Target, are both 
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negatively associated with commitment intensity, echoing earlier findings (Kaarbo and Beasley 

2008).  

Finally, the intra-class correlation, or Rho, reports the ratio of variance explained by the 

country-level effects to the sum of variation explained by both country- and event-levels.
64

 The 

Rho values in Tables 4.2a and 4.2b range between 0.5 percent and 0.8 percent, which indicate 

low intra-class correlation: the events that come from the same country are not correlated 

strongly enough to bias the results. These values also suggest that less than one percent of the 

variation in the data is explained by the country-level factors which constitute the ‘random-

effects’ portion of the models. The rho values, in other words, provide additional statistical 

leverage for the results since they suggest that the country-level factors that are not explicitly 

accounted for in the models explain only a tiny fraction of the variance in the data.  

 

Policy Incongruence as “Ideological Range” 

To provide robustness to the results reported in Tables 4.2a and 4.2b, a second set of tests uses 

ideological range as a measure of policy incongruence. This measure uses the distance between 

the most distant parties in a coalition along the left-right political spectrum (Tsebelis 1999). As 

explained in the previous chapter, this measure of policy incongruence is very highly correlated 

with the ideological dispersion measure used earlier (Warwick 1992). Following the previous 

format, Table 4.3a below presents the results without the additional control variables  

The first three models in Table 4.3a are the same as those reported in Table 4.2a. Model 1 

uses ordinary least squares estimation to replicate earlier studies, Model 2 uses multilevel 

                                                 
64

 Mathematically, Rho can be expressed as 

  
                               

                                                              
 and it is also known as intra-class 

correlation.  
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estimation to re-test Model 1, and Model 3 looks at the individual effects of different coalition 

types on commitment intensity, respectively. The rest of the models use multilevel estimation. 

 

 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.3a Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores 

(IV: Ideological range) 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (7) (9) 

 (OLS) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) 

        

Coalition -0.064 -0.145
*
      

 (0.034) (0.066)      

Minority Government -0.059 -0.141
*
      

 (0.042) (0.060)      

CINC -9.617
***

 -8.009
*
 -7.436

*
 -10.255

*
 -10.251

*
 -10.768

*
 -10.940

*
 

 (1.551) (3.724) (3.702) (4.368) (4.382) (4.340) (4.843) 

Democratic Target -0.321
***

 -0.319
***

 -0.320
***

 -0.321
***

 -0.321
***

 -0.320
***

 -0.320
***

 

 (0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) 

Single-party Minority   -0.082 -0.090 -0.091 -0.094 -0.110 

   (0.089) (0.093) (0.094) (0.093) (0.097) 

Minority Coalition   -0.275
**

 -0.093 -0.099 0.005 -0.236 

   (0.097) (0.146) (0.223) (0.154) (0.167) 

Minimum Winning Co.   -0.140 0.125 0.127 -0.024 0.018 

   (0.084) (0.113) (0.119) (0.136) (0.131) 

Oversized Co.   -0.046 0.330
*
 0.332

*
 0.399

**
 0.477

**
 

   (0.090) (0.131) (0.139) (0.136) (0.152) 

Pol. Incongruence (Range)    -0.097
***

 -0.098
**

 -0.138
***

 -0.054 

    (0.028) (0.031) (0.035) (0.037) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc.     0.003   

     (0.077)   

Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.      0.101  

      (0.053)  

Oversized * Pol. Inc.       -0.111
*
 

       (0.054) 

Constant 2.526
***

 2.590
***

 2.555
***

 2.579
***

 2.579
***

 2.589
***

 2.594
***

 

 (0.048) (0.072) (0.081) (0.087) (0.087) (0.087) (0.092) 

Country-Level Std. Error  0.133
***

 0.131
***

 0.149
***

 0.150
***

 0.148
***

 0.172
***

 

  (0.034) (0.035) (0.040) (0.045) (0.040) (0.046) 

Event-Level Std. Error  1.783
***

 1.783
***

 1.790
***

 1.790
***

 1.790
***

 1.789
***

 

  (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Rho  0.006 0.005 0.007 0.007 0.007 0.009 

N 11211 11211 11211 9963 9963 9963 9963 
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Standard errors are in parentheses.  

           * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.3b Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores, with 

Additional Control Variables (IV: Ideological range) 

 (6) (8) (10) 

 (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) 

    

CINC -12.663
*
 -13.570

**
 -13.596

*
 

 (5.160) (5.020) (5.537) 

Democratic Target -0.316
***

 -0.317
***

 -0.317
***

 

 (0.040) (0.040) (0.040) 

Single-party Minority -0.125 -0.111 -0.132 

 (0.100) (0.098) (0.102) 

Minority Coalition -0.120 -0.062 -0.268 

 (0.229) (0.161) (0.173) 

Minimum Winning Co. 0.074 -0.054 -0.004 

 (0.126) (0.144) (0.138) 

Oversized Co. 0.279 0.352
*
 0.410

**
 

 (0.144) (0.139) (0.159) 

Pol. Incongruence (Range) -0.087
**

 -0.128
***

 -0.056 

 (0.033) (0.037) (0.038) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc. -0.018   

 (0.080)   

Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.  0.095  

  (0.058)  

Oversized * Pol. Inc.   -0.091 

   (0.060) 

Years of EU Membership 0.001 0.002 0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

September 11, 2001 -0.036 -0.037 -0.025 

 (0.063) (0.062) (0.063) 

2003 Iraq Invasion -0.106 -0.081 -0.084 

 (0.089) (0.090) (0.091) 

Bosnia War 0.008 -0.012 -0.003 

 (0.064) (0.064) (0.065) 

Kosovo War -0.024 -0.034 -0.021 

 (0.056) (0.055) (0.055) 

Constant 2.623
***

 2.620
***

 2.620
***

 

 (0.103) (0.101) (0.107) 

Country-Level Std. Error 0.154
***

 0.146
***

 0.169
***

 

 (0.047) (0.041) (0.045) 

Event-Level Std. Error 1.790
***

 1.790
***

 1.789
***

 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Rho 0.007 0.007 0.009 

N    9963    9963    9963 
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The results reported in Table 4.3a show noticeable similarities to those presented in Table 

4.2a. First, when measured in terms of the ideological range of parties in government based on 

their positions along the left-right political spectrum, Policy Incongruence continues to exert a 

negative effect on commitment intensity as observed in the previous set of results. Furthermore, 

Model 4 shows that oversized coalitions continue to have a positive effect on commitment when 

ideological range is used as a measure of policy incongruence. Of all majority coalitions, only 

oversized coalitions enjoy the diffusion of responsibility, through which they find the room to act 

more committed in their foreign policy behavior. Therefore, the results continue to provide 

partial support for Hypothesis 3a and reject Hypothesis 3b. 

As for those models testing the refined veto players approach, Model 7 shows that using 

ideological range as a measure of policy incongruence does not have a significant amplifying 

effect on the commitment intensity of minimum winning coalitions. Unlike the results reported 

in Table 4.2a, here the interaction term (Minimum Win.*Pol. Inc.) remains insignificant. Once 

again, Hypothesis 4b cannot be supported. On the other hand, the results of Model 9 continue to 

support Hypothesis 4a: as the ideological range expands in existing oversized coalitions, their 

commitment intensity decreases. The mechanism presented by Figure 4.1 earlier also applies 

here to explain this relationship.  

Tables 4.3a and 4.3b show that CINC and Democratic Target are negative and 

significant, echoing the previous sets of results. The additional control variables that test the 

effects of international crises and European Union membership continue to remain insignificant 

in Table 4.3b, and they continue to affect the pre-control results. As Model 10 in Table 4.3b 

shows, the interaction term Oversized*Pol. Inc. in Model 9 is no longer significant once the 

additional control variables are included. Ultimately, the analyses reported in Tables 4.3a and 
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4.3b conclude that when compared to the tests using the ideological range measure of policy 

incongruence, the standard deviation measure not only provides more statistical leverage for the 

results but results in larger substantive effects as well. 

 

Policy Incongruence as “Center is Crossed” 

The final set of results use a third alternative measurement for the independent variable, policy 

incongruence. This measure looks at whether the government includes parties from the opposite 

sides of the political spectrum, shortly termed as “center is crossed.” The assumption here is that 

parties that come from the same side of the political spectrum—no matter how distant they might 

be—could still share similar positions on policy, whereas parties from the opposite sides might 

have more fundamental differences that could affect their commitment intensity. In other words, 

this measure of policy incongruence focuses on the quality of ideological differences rather than 

their quantity. Table 4.4a and 4.4b below present the results, first without and then with the 

additional control variables, respectively. Once again, the first three models in Table 4.4a report 

the same results as did Tables 4.2a and 4.3a. The rest of the models use the center is crossed 

measure for the policy incongruence variable and they are estimated with multilevel modeling.  
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (7) (9) 

 (OLS) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) 

        

Coalition -0.064 -0.145
*
      

 (0.034) (0.066)      

Minority Government -0.059 -0.141
*
      

 (0.042) (0.060)      

CINC -9.617
***

 -8.009
*
 -7.436

*
 -7.963

*
 -9.701

*
 -6.826 -9.152

*
 

 (1.551) (3.724) (3.702) (3.860) (3.777) (4.241) (4.075) 

Democratic Target -0.321
***

 -0.319
***

 -0.320
***

 -0.324
***

 -0.324
***

 -0.318
***

 -0.319
***

 

 (0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) 

Single-party Minority   -0.082 -0.089 -0.108 -0.096 -0.109 

   (0.089) (0.090) (0.089) (0.093) (0.092) 

Minority Coalition   -0.275
**

 -0.328
**

 -0.541
***

 -0.229 -0.418
***

 

   (0.097) (0.114) (0.147) (0.123) (0.118) 

Minimum Winning Co.   -0.140 -0.145 -0.083 -0.293
**

 -0.198
*
 

   (0.084) (0.095) (0.096) (0.108) (0.098) 

Oversized Co.   -0.046 -0.019 0.035 -0.002 0.161 

   (0.090) (0.103) (0.103) (0.108) (0.112) 

Pol. Inc. (Center Crossed)    0.027 -0.069 -0.148 0.150 

    (0.074) (0.085) (0.089) (0.079) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc.     0.403
*
   

     (0.177)   

Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.      0.414
***

  

      (0.115)  

Oversized * Pol. Inc.       -0.616
***

 

       (0.126) 

Constant 2.526
***

 2.590
***

 2.555
***

 2.562
***

 2.575
***

 2.567
***

 2.572
***

 

 (0.048) (0.072) (0.081) (0.082) (0.080) (0.087) (0.085) 

Country-Level Std. Error  0.133
***

 0.131
***

 0.133
***

 0.125
***

 0.152
***

 0.144
***

 

  (0.034) (0.035) (0.037) (0.036) (0.040) (0.040) 

Event-Level Std. Error  1.783
***

 1.783
***

 1.785
***

 1.785
***

 1.784
***

 1.783
***

 

  (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

Rho  0.006 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.007 0.006 

N 11211 11211 11211 10423 10423 10423 10423 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.4a Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores  

(IV: Center is Crossed) 
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 (6) (8) (10) 

 (MLM) (MLM) (MLM) 

    

CINC -12.184
**

 -9.286 -11.683
*
 

 (4.656) (5.031) (4.877) 

Democratic Target -0.320
***

 -0.318
***

 -0.319
***

 

 (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) 

Single-party Minority -0.121 -0.092 -0.117 

 (0.094) (0.098) (0.096) 

Minority Coalition -0.547
***

 -0.261
*
 -0.450

***
 

 (0.151) (0.127) (0.121) 

Minimum Winning Co. -0.103 -0.278
*
 -0.213

*
 

 (0.102) (0.111) (0.103) 

Oversized Co. 0.017 -0.004 0.150 

 (0.106) (0.109) (0.114) 

Pol. Inc. (Center is Crossed) -0.061 -0.138 0.138 

 (0.088) (0.094) (0.081) 

Minority Co. * Pol. Inc. 0.346   

 (0.181)   

Minimum Win. * Pol. Inc.  0.373
**

  

  (0.125)  

Oversized * Pol. Inc.   -0.605
***

 

   (0.136) 

Years of EU Membership 0.002 0.002 0.002 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

September 11, 2001 -0.065 -0.061 -0.029 

 (0.061) (0.061) (0.062) 

2003 Iraq Invasion -0.093 -0.049 -0.065 

 (0.086) (0.089) (0.087) 

Bosnia War -0.027 -0.048 -0.040 

 (0.060) (0.061) (0.060) 

Kosovo War -0.041 -0.033 -0.012 

 (0.052) (0.053) (0.053) 

Constant 2.623
***

 2.603
***

 2.597
***

 

 (0.095) (0.100) (0.098) 

Country-Level Std. Error 0.129
***

 0.147
***

 0.141
***

 

 (0.037) (0.040) (0.040) 

Event-Level Std. Error 1.785
***

 1.784
***

 1.783
***

 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

Rho 0.005 0.007 0.006 

N 10423 10423 10423 
Standard errors are in parentheses.  

      * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 4.4b Commitment Intensity in Foreign Policy Behavior, Folded Goldstein Scores, with 

Additional Control Variables (IV: Center is Crossed) 

 



 

141 

 

Unlike the previous results, it is first and foremost observed in Model 4 of Table 4.4a that 

Policy Incongruence has no independent effect on commitment intensity when it measures the 

presence of both left and right-wing political parties in a coalition. In fact, Model 4 also defeats 

the earlier finding on the positive and significant effect of oversized coalitions. Therefore, 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b cannot be supported: when policy incongruence is accounted for in the 

form of a categorical variable such as center is crossed, majority coalitions have no positive, 

significant relationship with commitment intensity. Incidentally, the lack of statistical 

significance for the policy incongruence variable provides support for Hypothesis 5a: the 

negative and significant effect of minority coalitions on commitment intensity is consistent 

across all models in Table 4.4a and 4.4b except in Model 7.  

The interaction terms in Table 4.4a, however, clearly show that having ideologically 

opposing parties in government alters the effects of each coalition type on their commitment 

intensity, supporting the previous results. Model 9 demonstrates that oversized coalitions show 

less commitment once they include parties from opposing ideological camps. The finding echoes 

what was presented in Tables 4.2a and 4.3a: when a left-wing (right-wing) party enters an 

existing oversized coalition that exclusively includes right wing (left-wing) parties, it decreases 

the intensity of the government’s international commitments. Notice that the shift from a 

homogenously right-wing or left-wing oversized coalition to an ideologically heterogeneous 

oversized coalition also leads to an expansion of its ideological range, as well as to an increase in 

the standard deviation of the mean ideological position of the coalition. Hypothesis 4a is 

supported for oversized coalitions, as earlier. 

In Model 7, the negative and significant coefficient for the interaction term Minimum 

Win.*Pol. Inc. shows that minimum winning coalitions with ideologically opposing parties 
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continue to act more committed than single-party majority governments, once again rejecting 

Hypothesis 4b. In addition to the alternative explanations presented above, one can also argue 

that minimalist coalitions that include left and right parties are often grand coalitions (Lijphart 

1999), such as the Christian Democrat-Social Democrat governments in Germany or the Labor-

Likud governments in Israel, which bring together the largest opposing parties to address the 

pressing policy issues that may force these governments to act more decisively and thus, more 

committed. Ultimately, then, further research is needed to explicate the exact causal mechanism 

that reflects the foreign policymaking dynamics inside minimum winning coalitions, given their 

ideological composition. In Chapter 6, the Dutch decision to provide support for the 2003 Iraq 

war will be discussed at length to answer this puzzle.  

Finally, the positive and significant coefficient for the interaction term Minority Co.*Pol. 

Inc. in Model 5 suggests that minority coalitions engage in more intense international 

commitments when they include both left and right-wing parties than when they include only 

right-wing or only left-wing parties. Here is why: suppose there is a parliament with 100 seats, 

distributed roughly equally among five political parties. Party A gets 18 seats, B gets 21, C gets 

20, D gets 23, and E gets 18 seats. Suppose also that Party A is located at the far-left of the 

political spectrum, C is at the center, and E is located at the far-right. A government that includes 

parties B and D would result in a center-left/center-right minority coalition that held 44 percent 

of total parliamentary seats.  

As explained earlier in Chapter 2, minority coalitions are assumed to be vulnerable to the 

parliamentary opposition due to their size. The BD coalition, however, is difficult to defeat as 

Party C has to convince both Party A and Party E—which are already at opposing ideological 

extremes—in order to enact a vote of no confidence against the incumbent coalition. Going back 
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to Hagan’s (1993) expectations, the ACE opposition is composed of ‘different parties’. As a 

result of their ideological diversity, the ACE opposition is unlikely to challenge the BD 

government, and therefore gives the BD coalition “policy viability” (Laver and Budge 1992: 5-

8), suggesting that the government enjoys the room to make policy simply because the 

parliamentary opposition is now ideologically fragmented. Thus, the fragmented nature of the 

parliamentary opposition enables the BD coalition to make more intense international 

commitments. Hypothesis 5b is supported: when the ideological setup of a minority coalition 

divides the parliamentary opposition, its commitment intensity increases. Incorporating the 

alternative conceptualizations of policy incongruence and utilizing their relevant measures to 

build interaction terms in each set of tests were crucial in revealing this insight.
65

  

Figure 4.3 below further illustrates this example.
66

 Notice that the distance from Party C 

to any of the two incumbent parties is much smaller than to either of the opposition parties A and 

E, which facilitates the alternative scenario where C would even give outside support to the BD 

                                                 
65

 An alternative measure for capturing the ideological diversity of the opposition parties would 

be measuring how fragmented the opposition is, or ‘opposition fragmentation,’ since “the 

number of parties and the ideological distances between parties are correlated” (Maeda 2009: 

422, see also Sartori 1976, Ware 1996). Maeda (2009: 423) introduces a measure of opposition 

fragmentation by calculating the effective number of opposition parties (ENOP) similar to 

Laakso and Taagepera’s (1979) measure of the effective number of parties (ENP). The 

expectation is that as ENOP increases the ideological diversity among opposition parties also 

increases and therefore the minority coalition finds greater room to intensify its foreign policy 

commitments. I do not choose to use this alternative measure for practical reasons. First, as 

Maeda (2009: 423) also admits, most sources “usually lump small parties into an ‘other’ 

category” which stops us from identifying the individual seat shares of each opposition party—a 

necessary component to calculate ENOP. As a result, severe data limitations prevent me from 

measuring opposition fragmentation for the countries in my dataset. Maeda’s (2009) dataset only 

includes 17 parliamentary democracies across the world (including Japan, New Zealand, 

Australia and Canada) for the 1965-1997 period, which is why I cannot use his data for my 

study. Furthermore, my definition of ‘government’ goes beyond elected governments and also 

includes those cases where parties join or leave coalitions during an elected term, which 

complicates the calculation of ENOP for every change in government composition.  
66

 The figure is for illustration purposes only and does not imply that parties are located at 

regular intervals along the political spectrum. 
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incumbency (say, on an ad hoc basis) as opposed to taking the more difficult road which requires 

collaborating with the rest of the parliamentary opposition parties to defeat it. As a matter of fact, 

crossing the political center implies that the preferences of those parties which end up within the 

ideological range that is created by the left-right crossover would, by definition, fall within the 

preference range of the government to begin with. In other words, the center party or parties that 

fall within the left-right crossover would not only have ideological difficulties to collaborate with 

the opposition, but may find the government a much closer partner ideologically to work with, 

especially when the government holds the minority and thus needs the help of other 

parliamentary parties to make policy.  

 
 

Figure 4.3 Minority Coalition and Fragmented Parliamentary Opposition 

 

 

In sum, in any alternative setup where the minority coalition would include a left-wing 

and a right-wing political party, this coalition would hinder the chances of the parliamentary 

opposition parties to collaborate against the government due to ideological disparities. 

Furthermore, Party C or any other parties that end up within the ideological range of the minority 

coalition would likely be cooperating with the government parties vis-à-vis the rest of the 
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parliamentary opposition and therefore increase the commitment intensity of the incumbent 

minority coalition.  

Notice that the operationalization of policy viability introduced in this study is 

fundamentally different than the initial formulation presented by Laver and Budge (1992). In the 

book, the authors focus on the core party in the legislature, i.e. the party that captures the median 

voter that is not necessarily located at the center of the left-right ideological spectrum, and argue 

that the core party must be in the government to achieve policy viability. Specifically, they argue 

that “in our [sic] terms, a minority government comprising only the core party would be ‘viable’” 

(Laver and Budge 1992: 5). 

This argument is discussed at greater length in Laver and Schofield (1998: 79-80), who 

reiterate the critical importance of the core party
67

 in achieving viability in a three-party 

legislature, arguing that the core party can singlehandedly maintain incumbency even though it 

enjoys a minority of parliamentary seats. They argue that to the extent that governments “divide 

the opposition by putting forward policy packages at the ‘centre’ of the policy space,” they are 

“making it impossible for the opposition to agree on an alternative and thereby allowing the 

government to manage with much less than a majority” (Laver and Schofield 1998: 81). In other 

words, policy viability explanation originally intends to focus on the policy position of the core 

party in the system vis-à-vis the other parties.  

The argument introduced in this dissertation and the results presented in this chapter, 

however, look at those cases where the center party—which might very well be the core party in 

the legislature as far as Laver and Schofield’s (1998) formulation is concerned—is left outside a 

minority coalition government that includes parties located both at the left and the right of the 

                                                 
67

 To be sure, in their illustration in the book (Laver and Schofield 1998: 80), the core party does 

seem like the center party.  
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political spectrum, regardless of where the core party is located. In other words, my finding and 

Figure 4.3 above suggest that even a minority coalition that does not include the center party can 

achieve policy viability and therefore commit more intensely than single-party majority 

governments at the international level.
68

  

Moving on to the additional control variables reported in Table 4.4b, they remain 

insignificant as the case was in the previous sets of tests, though this time they hardly challenge 

the significance of the pre-control results. Similarly, the main control variables CINC and 

Democratic Target remain with the same substantive and statistical effects on commitment 

intensity. The Rho values, once again, continue to indicate very low intra-country variation, 

which increases confidence in the results by showing that the observations, that is, foreign policy 

events, are not correlated with each other in each country.  

As explained in Chapter 3, the nature of the data makes it necessary to account for the 

latent effects of the countries from which the events are drawn, which is facilitated by the use of 

multilevel modeling. The Rho values in each set of results presented in this chapter show that 

between 0.5 and 0.9 per cent of the variation in commitment intensity across these models is due 

to country-level factors. Even though this is a very small effect substantively, using multilevel 

modeling and generating random effects allow us to calculate the baseline commitment intensity 

value for each country, regardless of the effects of the independent variables accounted for in the 

models. 

                                                 
68

 It is important to remind that the coding of my variable is such that center is crossed also 

assumes a value of 1 if the government does not include parties from both the left and the right 

of the political spectrum but instead includes the center party (i.e. the party that scores 5 on the 

left-right spectrum). However, of the 12 minority coalitions that are coded 1 for crossing the 

center in the dataset, only three governments satisfy this condition. 77 events belong to these 

governments in my dataset of 17149 events, which correspond to 0.45 per cent of the entire 

sample. As such, those three minority coalitions are not expected to bias the results. 
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Statistical packages allow me to predict the random-effects generated by each country in 

the dataset.
69

 Since ‘random-intercept’ models are utilized for the multilevel analyses in this 

chapter, these predicted random-effects are practically the random intercepts for each country. 

Adding these to the Constant term in the models, that is, the intercept that is estimated for the 

overall regression model, one can calculate the estimated intercepts for each country. Figure 4.4 

illustrates these intercepts, based on Model 4 in Table 4.2a, where the models include the 

Standard deviation measure of Policy Incongruence. 

 

 

Figure 4.4 Estimated Country Intercepts based on Model 4 from Table 4.2a 

 

                                                 
69

 To do this, Stata 11’s predict u*, reffects procedure is used. 
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Figure 4.4 suggests that leaving all the independent variables concerning government 

composition, material capabilities, democratic targets, international crises and years of European 

Union membership aside, most European countries have a baseline commitment range between 

2.45 and 2.65 on the folded Goldstein scale. This range corresponds to somewhere around formal 

complaint or protest (-2.4) in terms of conflict behavior, or give state invitation (2.5), from a 

cooperative standpoint. In other words, Figure 4.4 shows that the country-level factors that are 

not accounted for explicitly in the models but still estimated through random-effects in my 

analyses exert an average baseline effect of 2.53 on commitment intensity.  

Figure 4.4 also shows, however, that some countries still deviate considerably from the 

mean value denoted by the red line. While most countries remain within the 2.45 – 2.65 range; 

countries like Norway, Hungary, and Lithuania show notably lower levels of commitment 

intensity. On the contrary, Denmark has the second highest level of commitment intensity, 

leaving the effects of all other independent variables aside. The figure shows that as one of the 

few countries ruled exclusively by single-party governments, Spain has the highest level of 

commitment intensity in the period between 1994 and 2004.  

Figure 4.4 provides an important visual leverage to argue for the need to support the 

quantitative findings with more detailed case insights in order to understand how countries could 

have a differentiating effect on commitment intensity. As it will be explained in Chapter 5 in 

detail, for instance, qualitative accounts of Danish foreign policy argue that “all Danish 

governments since the end of the Cold War have declared that they have conducted an ‘active’ 

foreign policy” (Larsen 2009: 219). This trend was called “active internationalism” (Petersen 

2004) during the first decade of the post-Cold War period. Further, the country became even 

more proactive in the period that followed September 11, 2001, which was referred to as 
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“offensive Danish foreign policy” (Larsen 2009: 220). Clearly, these assessments of Danish 

foreign policy attest to the increase in the commitment intensity of Denmark in this post-Cold 

War period as a foreign policy vision, regardless of the composition of its executive branch. As 

such, in-depth qualitative analyses not only contextualize the results of statistical tests but lend 

confidence in the quantitative findings, as illustrated in Figure 4.4. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided a quantitative analysis to investigate the differential effects of 

government composition on the intensity of international commitments across parliamentary 

regimes in Europe during the post-Cold War era, specifically between 1994 and 2004.  

The major conclusion of this chapter is that there is no single path that explains the 

relationship between the governments and their international commitments: it is impossible to 

generalize on the intensity of commitments simply by looking at whether the government 

includes one or many parties, or whether or not it enjoys a parliamentary majority. Instead, 

coalition types, and the extent of policy incongruence inside these coalitions do much of the 

explanation, even when state-level characteristics such as the national capabilities that these 

governments command or the regime characteristics of the target states are taken into account. 

This chapter therefore concludes that a more nuanced specification of government composition is 

necessary to explicate the particular mechanisms through which these governments decide how 

much to commit.  

A number of findings help illuminate this conclusion further. For instance, even though 

the initial set of findings show that the ‘veto players’ mechanism explains the commitment 

intensity of coalitions in general, this explanation cannot be sustained once the ideological 
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differences among the coalition partners are accounted for. In fact, once the policy incongruence 

inside the coalition is accounted for, the empirical analyses reveal that an alternative 

mechanism—clarity of responsibility—is at work, specifically for oversized coalitions.   

Indeed, the results presented in this chapter demonstrate that only oversized coalitions, 

that is, those coalitions that include more parties than necessary to maintain a parliamentary 

majority, are associated with more intense commitments in their foreign policy behavior 

compared to single-party governments. This relationship is revealed, however, only when the 

policy incongruence between coalition parties are controlled for. This result is robust against the 

different specifications of this key independent variable, such as the standard deviation of party 

positions from the mean position of the coalition (Warwick 1992) and the ideological range 

(Tsebelis 1995, 1999) measures.  

This finding on oversized coalitions challenges the earlier analysis by Kaarbo and 

Beasley (2008). In their study, the authors find that coalitions act more “extreme” as the number 

of parties in government increases. However, contrary to their expectations, their findings also 

indicate that stronger coalitions engage in more nonverbal (i.e. high-intensity) behavior than 

verbal (i.e. low-intensity) behavior. Together, their conclusions clearly indicate that more 

committed behavior is a result of having more parties in government, which also commands 

higher seat shares. This is an obvious characteristic of oversized coalitions, indeed a conclusion 

of this project. In other words, this study illustrates the merits of implementing a more succinct 

conceptualization of coalitions to study foreign policy behavior, so that we can capture the 

specific mechanisms through which they behave differently than single-party majority coalitions. 

Another key finding of this chapter is that even though oversized coalitions engage in 

more intense international commitments than other majority coalitions ceteris paribus, their 


