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CHAPTER 4

Opinion Leaders

Until the post-Vietnam era, one of the glaring gaps in public
opinion research was the neglect of opinion leaders. Indeed, most
analysts have assumed that opinion leaders serve as a critical link
between policymakers and the general public—that is, the public
receives its cues about politics through opinion leaders (see, for
example, E. Katz and Lazarsfeld 1955; E. Katz 1957; Neuman
1986; Powlick and Katz 1998). Although this premise has recently
been challenged on the grounds that the public can and does get
its information directly from the media, only in a pure bottom-up
model of direct democracy would the distinction between the
general public and opinion leaders appear to be superfluous. All
other approaches to government—f{rom theories that view the
United States as a pluralist democracy to those that depict it as a
pseudodemocracy ruled by self-perpetuating elites who seek to
use foreign policy as an instrument of narrow class-based inter-
ests—recognize the disproportionate influence of some citizens
(Devine 1970). Moreover, at least since Almond’s seminal study,
The American People and Foreign Policy (1950), it has been cus-
tomary to distinguish between various strata of the public. With a
few exceptions, the polity has been depicted as a pyramid, with
decision makers at the apex. Typically, a further distinction has
been drawn between a small coterie of opinion leaders, a some-
what larger group comprising the informed public, and a large
base of the general or uninformed public, although the precise
terms and shape of the distribution among strata may vary from
study to study (compare Kriesberg 1949; Almond 1950; Rosenau
1961; Genco 1984; Neuman 1986). Despite a general consensus
on a stratified conception of the American polity, with a few ex-
ceptions (Rosenau 1963), until the late 1970s there was a paucity
of systematic evidence about the political beliefs of opinion lead-
ers. On occasion, the Gallup Organization has surveyed samples
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of biographees in Who's Who in America—for example, in a 1941
poll on whether the United States should join a general interna-
tional organization after the war or in a 1953 survey on tariffs—
but these have typically been one-shot studies that are of limited
value, especially for purposes of assessing trends.

Three reasons may explain the puzzling neglect of opinion
leaders in survey research. The realist perspective on interna-
tional affairs that dominated most of the period since World War
II primarily emphasizes the imperative arising from the interna-
tional system and the manner with which decision makers cope
with these systemic threats and opportunities. Other domestic
political actors, including opinion leaders, rarely enter into the
analysis except perhaps as residual categories to explain the na-
tion’s deviations from rational choices in international affairs.
From this perspective, sufficient reasons rarely exist to survey
elites with a view to uncovering how they might differ from the
general public.

The prior question of identifying “opinion leaders” is also
among the possible barriers to this type of research. There is, of
course, an extensive debate on the precise definition of who U.S.
leaders are; if a consensus on that question were a prerequisite
for elite surveys, they would never be undertaken. Those design-
ing leadership studies have typically bypassed the broader ques-
tion and selected subjects in one of two ways: (1) by identifying
key roles and then surveying a sample of the persons filling them,
or (2) by identifying groups thought to be logical sources of opin-
ion leaders and then drawing samples from directories of such
persons. The first method might survey a sample of persons hold-
ing key offices in business, government, media, or other organi-
zations. The latter approach might draw samples from Who’s Who
in America, Who’s Who in American Politics, and similar directo-
ries; subscribers to the journals International Security or Foreign
Affairs; or students at the National War College. Some studies
have combined these sampling designs.

Still another area of disagreement that might have constrained
leadership surveys centers on the ability to use a selected stratum
of the data from national probability samples for studying elites;
if one can do so validly, there is little reason to incur the very sub-
stantial costs of separate surveys. To oversimplify somewhat, the
contending views can be reduced to two positions on the ade-
quacy of respondents’ education levels as a surrogate measure of
leadership status. Considerable evidence certainly exists that in-
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ternational attitudes are strongly related to levels of education.
The affirmative view on this issue was presented in a prognosis of
how public opinion research is likely to develop during the next
half century.

The mathematics and economics of surveys make them
most cost-effective for assessing large, undifferentiated pop-
ulations, i.e., mass publics. And until you get to a handful of
individuals at the very top, you don’t learn much from
studying “elites” —they seem to be just like better educated
people in the general population. These two generalizations
suggest no major shift in our attention. The same is true in
totalitarian countries (and, I suspect, poor countries).
(Davis 1987, S178-79)

Although the question is far from settled, at this point the pro-
ponents of the opposite viewpoint would appear to have at least
an equally plausible case. A number of studies have found that, by
itself, the level of educational attainment is an inadequate yard-
stick for identifying opinion leaders (Neuman 1986). Extensive
analyses of the 1968, 1980, and 1984 National Election Studies and
the first three Chicago Council on Foreign Relations (CCFR) sur-
veys by Jon Krosnick and Catherine Carnot (1988) indicate that
education is an insufficient indicator of the attentive foreign pol-
icy public, much less of foreign policy opinion leadership. Their
findings reveal little support for the hypothesis that the “foreign-
policy-attentive public” is composed simply of highly educated
persons who are concerned with all aspects of public policy. An
earlier study also cast doubt on the sufficiency of education as a
measure of leadership (Rogers, Stuhler, and Koenig 1967).

Despite these possible impediments to survey research on lead-
ers, the past several decades have seen a substantial number of
projects directed specifically at the foreign policy beliefs of this
group. As I noted in chapter 3, the Vietnam War was a catalyst in
provoking challenges to the Almond-Lippmann consensus about
public opinion. In the same way, it is not purely coincidental that
systematic surveys on the views of opinion leaders followed on
the heels of the controversial conflict in Southeast Asia. There was
a widespread sense that the Vietnam War was a major watershed
in American foreign policy because the bitter debates on that
conflict had fractured, if not permanently shattered, the post—
World War II consensus among both leaders and the general
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public on the fundamental axioms underlying U.S. policy for a
quarter century.

Indeed, the two most extensive elite surveys originated in the
mid-1970s as a direct consequence of the post-Vietnam debates
on the proper future course of American foreign relations. As a
result of these concerns, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is re-
ported to have asked the CCFR to undertake the first of its sur-
veys, including samples of both the general public and leaders, in
1974. The CCFR subsequently has conducted similar surveys at
four-year intervals (Rielly 1975, 1979, 1983, 1987, 1991, 1995,
1999; Bouton and Page 2002). The Foreign Policy Leadership
Project (FPLP), which focuses on opinion leaders, was initiated in
1976 to explore in depth the ways in which leaders interpreted
the Vietnam experience, including diagnoses of the causes of
American failure in that costly undertaking, prescriptions about
lessons that should be learned from the conflict, and predictions
about the domestic and international consequences of the war.
FPLP surveys were also undertaken at four-year intervals (Hol-
sti and Rosenau 1984, 1990, 1993, 1998; Holsti 2001).

In addition to the CCFR and FPLP surveys, a number of one-
time studies of American elites have occurred. Some of them
have included leaders in a broad spectrum of occupations. Others
have focused on more specific groups, including business and mil-
itary leaders and general officers.! Several features of the samples
in these studies are summarized in table 4.1.2

The General Public and Leaders:
The Content of Foreign Policy Beliefs

Interest in opinion leaders arises from the hypothesis that in at
least some respects they may differ systematically from the gen-
eral public. If they do not, then there is indeed no reason to go to
the very considerable effort and expense that is required to un-
dertake surveys on their foreign policy views. The remainder of
this chapter will explore this question by comparing the general
public and opinion leaders with respect first to the content of
their foreign policy beliefs and subsequently to the ways in which
those beliefs are organized or structured. The analyses that fol-
low will compare the content of foreign policy beliefs among
leaders and the general public at the aggregate level. This ap-
proach does not assume, however, that either leaders or the pub-
lic constitute a homogeneous group. Chapter 5§ will undertake
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analyses that disaggregate data for both groups with a view to
identifying some of the background correlates of views on for-
eign policy.

U.S. Role in the World

Data presented earlier revealed that for six decades —more speci-
fically, since less than one year after the attack on Pearl Harbor
that brought the United States into World War 11 —a majority of
the general public has favored an “active role” for the United
States in world affairs; not a single survey during that period has
shown a ratio of less than three to two in favor of internationalism
(see figure 3.1). By the late 1980s, a period marked by dramatically
improving relations between Washington and Moscow, that mar-
gin had increased to more than two to one. The end of the Cold
War did not bring about a dramatic reorientation of public atti-
tudes in this respect. A 1991 National Opinion Research Center
survey revealed that almost three-fourths of the public favored an
active American role in the world. Two years later, when it had be-
come clear that the disintegration of the Soviet Union did not
necessarily mean an end to troubling conflicts abroad, support for
an internationalist American role remained quite high: 67 percent
favored that position, compared to only 28 percent who preferred
to “stay out of world affairs.” Even continuing controversies over
the appropriate American role in peacekeeping operations, such
as those in Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia, had little impact on the
strong majority (61 to 28 percent) favoring “an active part in
world affairs” during the turbulent weeks leading up to the 1998
congressional elections (Rielly 1999, 4).3 The terrorist attacks of
2001 gave rise to sharply increased public interest in foreign af-
fairs, and by June 2002, support for an active U.S. international
role increased to 71 percent, the highest figure since the period
surrounding the Gulf War in 1991.

Although comparable evidence about leaders’ preferences is
less extensive and is heavily concentrated in the post-Vietnam
era, most of it indicates that elites outstrip the general public in
supporting active involvement in international affairs. The CCFR
surveys, conducted every four years since 1974, have posed the
question directly to the general public and to a smaller sample of
elites starting in 1978. Because the surveys of the two groups
were conducted at the same time by the same polling organiza-
tion and using identically worded questions, the results provide
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an excellent basis for comparing leaders and the general public
with respect to preferred roles for the United States.

The results of these CCFR surveys reveal strong and consistent
differences between leaders and the general public. During the
twenty-eight years covered by the eight CCFR surveys, the gen-
eral public preferred an active American international role rather
than withdrawal from world affairs by margins ranging from a
high of 71 to 25 percent (2002) to a low of 53 to 35 percent (1982).
The latter figures constitute the smallest margin in favor of inter-
nationalism in any of the more than fifty surveys since 1942 in
which some variant of that question has been posed.

In contrast, leaders taking part in the 1978-2002 CCFR studies
have been virtually unanimous in judging that it is better for the
United States to “take an active part in world affairs”; that option
never failed to gain the support of fewer than g6 percent of re-
spondents. Indeed, it is hard to find any other significant question
about foreign policy that has yielded such one-sided results. How-
ever, because it reduces international involvement to only two
broad options, this question is too general to provide much insight
into how the two groups appraise U.S. policies on specific issues
and undertakings abroad. Nor does it reveal how they might react
when confronted with trade-offs or with the costs of active in-
volvement in world affairs, especially when the price is paid in the
coin of American casualties. Moreover, even those favoring an
“active role” can differ on crucial questions of implementation.
Unilateralists prefer that the United States go it alone, unbridled
by the need to consult, coordinate, and cooperate with other
countries. In contrast, multilateralists favor acting and sharing the
burdens with others, even if doing so requires some compromises.
Thus, we need to turn to appraisals of specific international threats
and then to preferences of both the general public and opinion
leaders on more specific issues such as globalization, trade and
protectionism, foreign aid, deployment of troops abroad, and for-
eign policy goals.

Threats to Vital U.S. Interests

Although the disintegration of the USSR at the end of 1991
brought the Cold War to an end, most Americans continue to
perceive a world that poses a plethora of threats to vital U.S. in-
terests. The CCFR studies asked both the general public and
leaders to assess such threats. The 1998 and 2002 surveys pre-
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sented respondents with much broader menus than had been the
case in 1990 and 1994 (table 4.2).

Compared to leaders, the public has been consistently more
apprehensive about external threats; that was the case with all
thirteen items presented in 1998 and all but two of them in the
survey four years later. Solid majorities in both groups rated ter-
rorism, chemical and biological weapons, nuclear proliferation,
the Arab-Israeli conflict, weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, Is-
lamic fundamentalism, and the conflict between India and Pak-
istan as “critical” threats. Increasing apprehension about China
was especially evident among leaders in 1998, fewer than one in
six of whom had expressed such concerns as recently as eight
years earlier, but those fears fell somewhat by 2002.

In contrast to the areas of agreement between the general
public and leaders, several of which are linked, directly or indi-
rectly, to the 9/11 attacks, wide gaps exist on appraisals of other
threats. Economic issues stand out in this respect even though
they do not rival in perceived severity such threats as terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, or regional con-
flicts that might involve countries with nuclear arsenals. Although
concern for economic competition from abroad abated some-
what in 2002 among both the public and leaders, without excep-
tion the former expressed a greater degree of concern about
threats arising from globalization, immigrants and refugees, and
financial crises abroad. Although perceived economic threats
stemming from competitors abroad have declined substantially
among leaders, especially compared to the views that they held in
1990, members of the general public are less persuaded on that
score. In 2002, the gaps between the two groups were quite large
with respect to competition from Japan (24 percent) and low-wage
countries (also 24 percent) and somewhat smaller in the case of
Europe (4 percent). In a similar vein, public concern for such so-
cial and environmental issues as global warming, AIDS and other
epidemics, and world population growth far outdistanced that of
opinion leaders. Even among the threats judged to be less critical,
including civil wars in Africa and Russian military power, the gaps
between leaders and the general public are quite wide.

Public expressions of strong concerns about terrorism, origi-
nating both at home and abroad, began long before the Septem-
ber 11, 2001, attacks (the impact of which will be discussed more
fully in chapter 6) (Kuzma 2000). Indeed, compared to leaders,
the members of the general public expressed a greater degree of
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concern about international terrorism as a threat to vital Ameri-
can interests in each of the three most recent CCFR studies. A
1997 Pew survey also revealed that leaders in all occupational
groups as well as the general public rated the danger for “foreign-
sponsored terrorists” as far greater than either the danger posed
by foreign military power or the danger posed by domestic ter-
rorists (Pew 1997, 66, 95).

“Trade and Protectionism

The Vietnam era coincided with a period of relative economic de-
cline for the United States. The most visible symptoms included
worsening trade balances and eroding confidence in the dollar.
The “Nixon economic shock” of August 1971, effectively ending
the Bretton Woods monetary regime established at the end of
World War II, symbolized the declining U.S. international eco-
nomntic position. During the preceding quarter century, polling or-
ganizations only infrequently posed questions about trade and
protectionism. Several points emerge from a half dozen Gallup
surveys taken between 1947 and 1962 that asked about trade
issues. Only one-third to half of the respondents were familiar
with such issues as the 1947 Geneva agreement to lower tariffs
and the Reciprocal Trade Agreement. Among those who knew of
these agreements, proponents of reducing tariffs outnumbered
the protectionists by substantial margins. For example, of those
who were familiar with President Kennedy’s trade program, 58
percent supported lower tariffs, whereas only g percent wanted to
raise them. The comparable figures among all respondents were
38 percent and 15 percent, respectively. The lone Gallup survey
of opinion leaders, conducted in 1953, revealed that supporters of
the Reciprocal Trade Agreement outnumbered opponents by a
margin of 67 percent to 11 percent; moreover, at least three-fifths
of the leaders in every occupational category favored that agree-
ment (G. H. Gallup 1972, 505,695, 1151, 1155, 1760). As trade and
other international economic issues took on added significance,
however, survey evidence about public and elite attitudes toward
them mounted.

The final decade of the twentieth century witnessed important
steps toward a globalized economy featuring lowered trade bar-
riers, creation of such trade organizations as the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (a controversial pact bringing
Mexico, Canada, and the United States into a free-trade zone)
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and the World Trade Organization (WTOQO) vastly expanded in-
ternational markets in currencies and securities and movement
of production facilities from high production cost to low cost
areas. With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the United
States emerged as the world’s predominant military power.
America’s position as the leading economic power is equally ev-
ident, in part because countries that earlier seemed poised to
challenge the U.S. position —notably Japan, Germany, and the So-
viet Union—suffered serious economic sctbacks during the
1990s, whereas the United States enjoyed an extended period of
high employment, low inflation, and rising stock markets (at least
until the recession that began in early 2001) and a steadily widen-
ing gap between the most and least affluent sectors of society.
When asked in the 1998 CCFR survey to assess globalization,
“especially the increasing connection of our economy with others
around the world,” 54 percent of the public judged it to be
“mostly good,” whereas only 20 percent responded “mostly bad.”
Four years later, the comparable figures were 56 percent and 27
percent. Respondents with a favorable verdict on globalization
also held internationalist views on other aspects of foreign affairs,
including an active part for the United States in world affairs,
participation in United Nations peacekeeping forces, repaying its
back dues to that organization, foreign aid, and maintenance of
the commitment to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) (Rielly 1999, 22). Support for globalization has consis-
tently been stronger among leaders who, by margins of 87 to 12
percent (1998) and 85 to 12 percent (2002), judged it favorably.
Broad support for globalization notwithstanding, there is also
evidence of public disquiet. As a result of worries about such is-
sues as the trade deficit and job losses, “concern about interna-
tional economic matters as perceived foreign policy problems
stands out in this survey over any previous study” (Rielly 1999,
19). The public has not shared leaders’ view that threats arising
from international economic competition have declined sharply
and has consistently ranked “protecting the job of American
workers” at or near the top of the foreign policy agenda (table
3.3a). The seven most recent CCFR surveys asked both the gen-
eral public and leaders whether they “sympathize more with
those who want to eliminate tariffs or those who think such tar-
iffs are necessary” (table 4.3). The results reveal a wide gap be-
tween the two groups, with a steady majority of the general pub-
lic supporting tariffs through the 1990 survey. Four years later, in
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the midst of energetic efforts by the White House and many con-
gressional leaders in both political parties to gain approval of the
treaty incorporating the Uruguay Round of the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade and creation of the WTO, support for
tariffs fell below 50 percent; however, proponents of such trade
barriers still outnumbered those who would eliminate them by 48
percent to 32 percent, and the margin in favor of tariffs remained
in double digits in 1998 (49 to 32 percent) and 2002 (50 to 38 per-
cent). Efforts to identify the sources of support for protectionism
have yielded mixed results. Contrary to the widespread belief
that protectionism is confined largely to union members and blue-
collar workers, the 1994 CCFR survey revealed that retention of
tariffs actually received slightly higher than average approval
from the college-educated and those with incomes above fifty
thousand dollars per year (Rielly 1995, 20-30). However, a more
recent study found that support for free trade rises steadily with
increasing income. Fifty-three percent of respondents with in-
comes under twenty thousand dollars supported free trade,
whereas 76 percent of those with incomes above fifty thousand
dollars did so (Kohut 2001, 8).

In contrast, some increase had occurred in support for pro-
tectionism among leaders during the dozen years ending in 1990,
but that position was espoused by no more than one-third of
those taking part in any of the CCFR surveys. By 1994, only one
leader in five wanted to retain tariffs, but that figure increased to
34 percent four years later. However, wording of the CCFR ques-
tion may have affected the results because respondents were not
offered such options as “maintain tariffs at current levels” or “re-
duce but do not eliminate tariffs.” The most recent CCFR survey,
conducted in 2002, also posed another question to gauge views on
trade in somewhat greater depth. Respondents were asked
whether their views on free trade were conditioned on govern-
ment programs to assist those who lose their jobs. Interestingly,
when given that response option, the yawning gap between lead-
ers and the general public when the issue is framed more simply —
as either support for or opposition to tariffs—virtually disap-
peared. About seven out of every ten respondents in both groups
asserted, “I favor free trade and I believe that it is necessary for
the government to have programs to help workers who lose their
jobs.” In contrast, fewer than 10 percent in either group ex-
pressed outright opposition to free trade. Before concluding
that these results indicate an emerging consensus on trade and
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TABLE 4.3. Opinions on Trade, Protectionism, and Trade Organizations:

The General Public and Leaders, 1978-2002

Tariffs are necessary (%)

Date  Survey  General public  Leaders

“Generally, would you say you sympa- 1978 CCFR 57 23
thize more with those who want to 1982 CCFR 57 28
eliminate tariffs or those who think 1986 CCFR 53 29
such tariffs are necessary?” 1990 CCFR 54 33

1994  CCFR 48 20
1998 CCFR 49 34
2002 CCFR 50 —
Which of the following three options ion (9
comes closest to your %)oint of \Il)iew? 2002 CCFR Each option (%)
1 favor free trade and I believe that it
is necessary for the government to
have programs to help workers who
lose their jobs 73 70
I favor free trade and I believe that it
is not necessary for the government
to have programs to help workers
who lose their jobs 16 21
I do not favor free trade 9 8
Not sure/decline 2 1

Plea§e indicat‘e how strongly you agree ag?egée;rsgg):hgg (002)

or disagree with . . .

“Erecting trade barriers against foreign 1984 FPLP — 24
goods to protect American industries 1988 FPLP — 16
and jobs” 1992 FPLP — 21

1996 FPLP - 22

“Opening negotiations for a free-trade
zone with Mexico” 1992 FPLP — 84

“Creating a free-trade zone with
Canada” 1992 FPLP — 95

Favor NAFTA (%)
Favor or oppose the North American 1993 T-M 46 89
Free Trade Agreement 1993  Gallup? 38 —
1994 CCFR® 50 86
1996 FPLP — 80
1997 Pew 47 —

Signing the GATT trade agreement and
joining the World Trade Organization
(WTO) 1996  FPLP — 80

Note: CCFR: Chicago Council on Foreign Relations surveys; FPLP: Foreign Policy Leadership
Project surveys; T-M: Times Mirror survey, “America’s Place in the World.”
aAverage of “favor” NAFTA responses in four surveys conducted in August, September, early
November, and mid-November. The average “oppose” and “no opinion” responses in these surveys

were 43 percent and 19 percent, respectively.

bRespondents who rated NAFTA as “mostly good” for the U.S. economy.
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globalization, however, it would be necessary to probe further
the kinds of government programs that are deemed acceptable to
cope with job losses.

Opposition to protectionism also emerges from a question
posed four times between 1984 and 1996 to larger samples of
leaders in the FPLP surveys. Even though the question was
phrased in a manner that explicitly incorporates the most widely
used argument for protectionism— “erecting trade barriers
against foreign goods to protect American industries and jobs” —
fewer than one leader in four expressed either strong or moder-
ate agreement with such a policy in any of the four surveys, and
by 1996, opponents of trade barriers outnumbered proponents by
a margin of 77 to 22 percent.

Finally, assessments of NAFTA, which narrowly passed Con-
gress in December 1993, and the WTO provide further evidence
of attitudes on trade. Leaders taking part in surveys conducted
by three organizations across a three-year period expressed
overwhelming support for NAFTA. The WTO received com-
parable support in the 1996 FPLP study, but that survey was un-
dertaken well before WTO meetings in Seattle and Washington,
D.C,, that provoked sometimes violent demonstrations. These
protests against various facets of globalization at recent interna-
tional trade and finance meetings also suggest that discontent
with policies aimed at reducing, if not eliminating, various barri-
ers to the flow of goods and services is not limited to union mem-
bers and other traditional proponents of protectionism. In con-
trast, the public was much more evenly divided on NAFTA, with
opponents slightly outnumbering supporters until 1994, when the
CCFR poll found that NAFTA was judged as “mostly a good
thing for the U.S. economy.” But the latter survey was undertaken
just before the financial crisis triggered by devaluation of the
Mexican peso. Thus, the wide gap between the general public and
leaders spans general attitudes toward tariffs as well as such spe-
cific undertakings as NAFTA.

Economic and Technical Aid

Strong majorities among the general public favored such early
post—World War II foreign aid undertakings as the European Re-
covery Program (commonly known as the Marshall Plan); a No-
vember 1948 Gallup survey found that the public supported the
plan by a margin of 65 to 13 percent. During the past two decades,
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however, international economic and technical assistance pro-
grams have fallen into public disfavor. They often rank as the most
popular candidates for reduced budget allocations, although there
is also evidence that this negative view of foreign aid is grounded
in widespread misconceptions about the actval level of U.S.
spending for assistance abroad. According to the results emerging
from a survey conducted in 1995, “A strong majority says that the
United States is spending too much on foreign aid. But this atti-
tude is based on the assumption that the United States is spend-
ing vastly more than it is in fact. Asked what an ‘appropriate’
amount would be, the median level proposed is five times the
present spending level” (Kull 1995c¢, 3; Kull and Destler 1999, 125).

The eight CCFR surveys conducted between 1974 and 2002
again provide directly comparable evidence about support for
such programs among leaders and the general public. When
asked, “On the whole, do you favor or oppose our giving eco-
nomic aid to other nations for purposes of economic develop-
ment and technical assistance?” the general public was generally
quite evenly divided on the question, with support for such pro-
grams ranging between 45 percent (1990 and 1994) and 53 per-
cent (1986). In 1998, supporters of foreign aid narrowly outnum-
bered opponents by 47 percent to 45 percent. A plurality of
respondents favored keeping the same level of assistance to
Africa, Russia, Poland, Israel, and Egypt but also preferred re-
ducing rather than increasing aid to those countries. College
graduates, liberals, travelers abroad, and those with higher in-
comes have been the strongest supporters of foreign aid (Rielly
1999). One consequence of the 9/11 attacks was that public sup-
port for foreign aid as an instrument against terrorists increased
quite sharply (PIPA 2002b).

A comparison of public attitudes with those of opinion leaders
reveals a dramatic gap, as leaders have consistently expressed
strong approval of economic assistance. In none of the CCFR
surveys through 1990 did fewer than go percent of the leaders ex-
press support for foreign aid when asked the same question as
was asked of the general public. In 1998, the public-leader gap
topped 40 percent—88 percent approval among leaders and 47
percent among the general public. Among leaders, business exec-
utives (24 percent) and members of Congress (19 percent) ex-
pressed the weakest support for foreign aid (Rielly 1995, 31).

A related question asked opinion leaders taking part in the six
FPLP surveys whether they would support economic aid to
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poorer countries “even if it means higher prices at home.” After
an equal division between supporters and opponents on the
question in 1976, moderate majorities of respondents in the sub-
sequent five surveys have favored such assistance.

Military Assistance

Since the outbreak of the Korean War, a very substantial part of
American foreign aid programs has consisted of various forms of
military assistance. Of the $390 billion devoted to various U.S.
foreign assistance programs during the Cold War years between
1946 and 1991, about $146 billion consisted of military aid (U.S.
Department of Commerce 1994, 816). In comparison to the level
of support for economic development and technical aid, neither
leaders nor the general public have expressed as much enthusi-
asm for military assistance programs. The CCFR surveys asked
leaders and the general public whether they supported or op-
posed foreign military aid, providing an opportunity to compare
the sentiments of the two groups. Even though the question ex-
plicitly stated that “by military aid I mean arms and equipment
but not troops,” support among the general public for such assis-
tance was never especially strong. After reaching a peak in 1986,
when one-third of the respondents expressed approval, support
fell to less than one-fourth of the public four years later. By 1998,
military aid ranked as the favorite target of budgetary cutbacks,
a position maintained in 2002.

In contrast, strong majorities of leaders supported military aid
through 1986; the gap between the general public and leaders on
this issue exceeded 30 percent in each of the CCFR surveys to that
point. Between 1986 and 1990, support for these programs also fell
sharply among leaders, no doubt reflecting such dramatic events as
the demolition of the Berlin Wall and, more generally, the end of
the Cold War. The illicit sale of arms to Iran, the receipts of which
were used to fund the Nicaraguan contra rebels, may also have
contributed to doubts about military assistance programs. By 1994
leaders and the general public were in complete agreement on
military aid; those favoring a cutback outnumbered proponents of
expanded military aid by 64 percent among both groups (Rielly
1995, 12). The comparable figures in 1998 revealed continued sup-
port for reducing military assistance, with net (decrease minus ex-
pand) scores of 47 percent and 48 percent, respectively (Rielly
1999, 9). In 2002 military aid maintained its position as the least
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favored government program, with net support for cutting back
such assistance at 36 percent among the general public and at 32
percent among opinion leaders. The six FPLP surveys posed a re-
lated question, asking leaders to assess one of the arguments used
by opponents of military aid programs—that they “will eventually
draw the United States into unnecessary wars.” That critique of
military assistance has never gained the support of a majority
among opinion leaders. Forty-two percent agreed with it in 1984,
but by 1992 the level of support had dropped to 36 percent, where
it remained four years later.

U.S. Troops Abroad

The deployment of troops abroad has been among the most con-
troversial aspects of American foreign policy almost since the be-
ginning of the republic. A public controversy was sparked during
the War of 1812 when militia units refused to invade Canada on
the grounds that fighting for the “common defense” could be
done only on American soil.4 During the Mexican-American
War, young Congressman Abraham Lincoln mercilessly hectored
the Polk administration with “spot resolutions,” demanding to
know the exact location of the bloodshed that allegedly justified
the American invasion of Mexico. Even before World War 11, nu-
merous deployments of U.S. troops abroad had occurred without
declarations of war—for example, to quell the Philippine insur-
rection after the Spanish-American War and to pursue Pancho
Villa in Mexico during the Wilson administration. The issue be-
came even more visible with the expanded American interna-
tional role after 1945. During one of his wartime meetings with
Winston Churchill, Franklin Roosevelt told the British prime
minister that the public would force the U.S. leader to withdraw
all troops from Europe within two years after the end of the con-
flict. Roosevelt’s prognosis, which did not take into account the
deterioration of East-West relations over such issues as the fate
of Poland and other Eastern European countries, the status of
Berlin, and the other disputes that contributed to the Cold War,
proved to be wrong. Nevertheless, the overseas deployment of
troops rarely has been free of controversy. Symbolizing the con-
troversy were the contentious debates about the obligations
entailed in the NATO Treaty; the constitutionality and wisdom of
the War Powers Resolution of 1973, a congressional effort to re-
strict the president’s ability unilaterally to send troops into com-
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bat or into situations that might entail combat; and the extremely
close congressional vote on authorizing the use of force to expel
Iraq from Kuwait. The most recent controversy centered on
whether the George W. Bush administration could launch a war
to topple the Saddam Hussein regime without congressional ap-
proval, which, in fact, was granted in the fall of 2002.

Each of the CCFR surveys asked leaders and the general pub-
lic to indicate whether they favored or opposed the use of U.S.
troops in various hypothetical situations, including five that in-
volved an enemy invasion of American friends or allies: Western
Europe, South Korea, Taiwan, Israel, and Saudi Arabia. A very
similar question was included in a 1993 Times Mirror survey on
“America’s Place in the World,” the Pew Research Center survey
four years later, and the most recent FPLP study. At the time of
these surveys, the results of which are presented in table 4.4, U.S.
troops were already stationed in Western Europe, Saudi Arabia,
and South Korea.5 The results have varied substantially by geo-
graphical area. The only case in which majorities among the gen-
eral public consistently approved of such action by Washington
concerned a hypothetical Soviet or Russian invasion of Western
Europe. Much of the public presumably was aware that U.S.
troops were already stationed in Germany and thus would almost
surely be involved if Western Europe were attacked. Although
Poland had recently joined NATO, in 1998 less than one-third of
the public expressed similar approval in support of the Warsaw
government. However, if the question included the phrase “as
part of a multilateral force,” a clear majority favored U.S. action
in support of Poland.6

In 1990, while American forces were being deployed in the
Persian Gulf area after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, a slight major-
ity of those surveyed also approved using U.S. troops if Iraq in-
vaded Saudi Arabia; this attitude remained little changed
through 1997, long after most of the troops that had been en-
gaged in Operations Desert Storm and Desert Shield had been
withdrawn, but by 1998 that approval fell below 50 percent,
where it remained even after a small increase in 2002. In contrast,
questions in 1982 and 1986 about protecting Saudi Arabia from a
revolutionary Islamic regime in Iran yielded minimal support,
even though few Americans had a great deal of affection for the
Tehran government. Although Israel has never asked for aid in
the form of American soldiers, Saddam Hussein’s frequent and
vocal threats, combined with Scud missile attacks against that
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TABLE 4.4. Opinions on Use and Stationing of U.S. Troops Abroad:
The General Public and Leaders, 1976-2002 (in percentages)

General
Date  Survey public Leaders
Weauld yo.. favor or op:pose the use of
U.S. troops if:
Soviet troops invaded Western Europe 1978 CCFR 54 92
1982 CCFR 65 92
1986 CCFR 68 93
1990 CCFR 58 87
Russia invaded Western Europe 1994 CCFR 54 91
1996 FPLP — 88
Russia invaded Poland 1998 CCFR 28 58
North Korea invaded South Korea 1978 CCFR 21 45
1982 CCFR 22 50
1986  CCFR 24 64
1990 CCFR 44 57
1993 T-M 31 69
1994  CCFR 39 82
1996  FPLP — 63
1997  Pew 35 77
1998  CCFR 30 74
2002 CCFR 36 82
Arab forces invaded Israel 1978 CCFR 22 31
1982 CCFR 30 47
1986  CCFR 33 57
1990 CCFR 43 70
1993 T-M 45 67
1994  CCFR 42 72
1996  FPLP - 61
1997  Pew 45 74
1998 CCFR 38 69
2002 CCFR 48 77
Iran invaded Saudi Arabia 1982 CCFR 25 54
1986 CCFR 26 —
Iraq invaded Saudi Arabia 1990 CCFR 52 89
1993 T-M 53 74
1994 CCFR 52 84
1996  FPLP - 78
1997 Pew 54 86
1998 CCFR 46 79
2002 CCFR 48 82
If the Mexican government was about to 1993 T-M 41 23
fall because of revolution or civil war 1997 Pew 43 25
China invaded Taiwan 1978 CCFR 20 18
1982 CCFR 18 15
1986  CCFR 19 —
1996 FPLP — 40
1998 CCFR 27 51
2002 CCFR 32 52
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TABLE 4.4.—Continued

General
Date  Survey public Leaders

People in Cuba attempted to overthrow 1994  CCFR 44 18
the Castro dictatorship 1996  FPLP — 15
1998 CCFR 38 18

Serbian forces killed large numbers of
ethnic Albanians in Kosovo 1998 CCFR 36 54

Agree strongly or
agree somewhat

Please indicate how strongly you agree or (%)
disagree with . . . [ S
Stationing American troops abroad en- 1976  FPLP — 60
courages other countries to let us do 1980  FPLP - 54
their fighting for them 1984  FPLP — 63
1988  FPLP — 66
1992 FPLP - 65
1996  FPLP — 58

Note: CCFR = Chicago Council on Foreign Relations surveys; FPLP = Foreign Policy
Leadership Project surveys; T-M = Times Mirror survey; Pew = Pew Research Center for the
People and the Press surveys.

country during the Persian Gulf crisis, also appear to have re-
sulted in a sharp increase among those favoring assistance to Is-
rael. That support persisted into 1997, and it rose rather sharply
between 1998 and 2002.

Finally, the United States has had several security commit-
ments in Asia, but the public generally has been less willing to use
troops in that area. Although American armed forces have long
been stationed in South Korea, at no time during the past quar-
ter century has a majority expressed support for using U.S. troops
to defend South Korea against another attack from North Korea.
The use of American forces in response to an invasion of Taiwan
by China gained even less approval. However, in the face of re-
cent Chinese threats against Taiwan, public attitudes may be un-
dergoing some changes. The 2002 CCFR study found that public
support for using U.S. troops to aid Taiwan had risen to 32 per-
cent, and a 1999 survey revealed that the general public was pre-
pared to accept quite high American casualties if required to de-
fend Taiwan (Feaver and Gelpi 1999).

Although public support for sending troops to assist South
Korea, Israeli, Saudi Arabia, and Taiwan increased marginally in
2002, in none of the hypothetical scenarios did a majority ap-
prove such deployments. In contrast, leaders have consistently



Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy, Revised Edition
Ole R. Holsti
http://lwww.press.umich.edultitleDetailDesc.do?id=6750

The University of Michigan Press, 2009

120 Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy

been more willing to use American troops in the hypothetical sit-
uations described previously, with two notable exceptions, both
involving the Western Hemisphere; whereas only 18 percent of
leaders would send American troops to Cuba if people on that is-
land attempted to overthrow the Castro dictatorship, more than
twice as many among the general public would approve a de-
ployment of U.S. forces in such circumstances. Similarly, members
of the general public expressed substantially stronger support
than did leaders for deploying armed forces in case a revolution
or civil war threatened the fall of the Mexican government. Dif-
ferences between the two groups on the uses of troops abroad
were typically quite large, ranging from g percent to more than 40
percent.

An FPLP survey item posed the issue of troops abroad in a
somewhat different and more general way. Instead of focusing on
reactions to using U.S. troops in specific hypothetical conflicts,
this question asked leaders to appraise the general critique that
“stationing American troops abroad encourages other countries
to let us do their fighting for them.” Consistent majorities of
those taking part in these six leadership surveys, reaching a peak
of 66 percent in 1996, expressed agreement with this proposition.
Thus, it appears that while leaders are generally predisposed to
come to the aid of key friends and allies under siege, they are also
wary of more general commitments, especially to countries that
may be willing to turn the conflict over to the United States be-
cause they are unable or unwilling to make a full commitment to
self-defense. No doubt these views at least in part represent a lin-
gering residue of the war in Vietnam.

Post—-Cold War United Nations and NATO peacekeeping ac-
tivities have generated controversies centering on two points:
Under what circumstances should U.S. forces be included in peace-
keeping forces, and under whose command should they be per-
mitted to serve? Former Senator Robert Dole’s proposed Peace
Powers Resolution would have restricted the president’s ability to
deploy American forces in international peacekeeping efforts,
and the 1994 Republican Contract with America would also have
limited the circumstances under which U.S. forces might serve
under foreign commanders. These controversies notwithstanding,
a multitude of surveys during the 1990s revealed broad if not un-
conditional public support, ranging between 57 percent and 91
percent, for U.S. participation in peacekeeping activities, espe-
cially if the United States votes in the Security Council to take
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part (Kull and Destler 1999, 98; Rielly 1999, 25). It is, of course,
inconceivable that the United States could be forced against its
will to join any such undertaking because it can use its veto in the
Security Council. The Program on International Policy Attitudes,
CCFR, and FPLP surveys also indicate that neither opinion lead-
ers nor the general public would balk at having American peace-
keeping forces serve under foreign commanders appointed by the
United Nations or NATO (Kull and Destler 1999, 109—11; Rielly
1995, 8).

In that climate of controversy, proposals to send troops to
Bosnia stimulated vigorous debates about the feasibility and de-
sirability of American intervention, the proper role of public opin-
ion in policy-making, and the meaning of survey data on the
Bosnia issues (Newport 1995; Saad 1995; Saad and Newport 1995;
Sobel 1995, 2001; Kull 1995—96; Rosner 1995-96; Sobel and Shi-
raev 2003). Proponents of intervention acknowledged the lack of
public enthusiasm for deploying U.S. troops but asserted that it
was imperative for the United States to assume a leadership role
in maintaining a tolerable world order (A. Schlesinger 1995). Em-
phasizing that American interests rather than values should gov-
ern foreign policy, opponents of intervention attacked President
Clinton for “applying the standards of Mother Teresa to U.S. for-
eign policy” (Mandelbaum 1996, 18). Among leaders, support for
using NATO forces, including U.S. troops, for peacekeeping in
Bosnia was exceptionally strong, ranging between 63 percent
among business leaders to well over 8o percent among foreign af-
fairs experts, security specialists, academics, union leaders, and
congressional staffers (Pew 1997, 72). Surveys of the general pub-
lic revealed persisting and stable opinions on several points: A
solid majority believed that solution of the Bosnia issue was a
“very important” or “somewhat important” foreign policy goal, an
equally large proportion of the public asserted that Congress must
approve any military involvement, and although few Americans
believed that unilateral intervention in Bosnia was either a moral
obligation or in the national interest, there was moderately strong
support for deploying U.S. troops as part of a United Nations
peacekeeping force. These opinions remained relatively stable
after President Clinton’s decisions to send American forces into
Bosnia as part of a multinational effort to enforce the 1995 Day-
ton peace accord. Whether public support for the Bosnia or the
later Kosovo War and peacekeeping undertakings would have col-
lapsed were they to have resulted in even moderate casualties—a



Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy, Revised Edition
Ole R. Holsti
http://lwww.press.umich.edultitleDetailDesc.do?id=6750

The University of Michigan Press, 2009

122 Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy

proposition that, fortunately, was not put to a test—remains un-
certain. Survey evidence on this point depends on the manner in
which the question is posed (compare Saad 1995 with Kull 1995b).
More generally, the issue of casualties lies at the heart of contro-
versies about post—Cold War undertakings.

Questions about the willingness of the public in democracies
to accept combat deaths predate the end of the Cold War. Cata-
strophic losses during World War I are often linked to French and
British unwillingness to confront Hitler’s Germany through most
of the 1930s, and some historians have faulted American military
strategy during World War 11 as excessively driven by aversion to
casualties (Kennedy 1999). A leading critic of U.S. policy in Viet-
nam, George Ball, warned in 1965 that the conflict could not be
won because the public would not accept large casualties: “Pro-
ducing a chart that correlated public opinion with American ca-
sualties in Korea, Ball predicted that the American public would
not support a long and protracted war” (Clifford 1991, 412). A
study of the Korean and Vietnam Wars indeed revealed a strong
inverse relationship between public support and combat deaths
(Mueller 1973). More broadly, Luttwak (1994) has argued that
postindustrial societies, including the United States, are afflicted
by casualty aversion arising from small families, thus preventing
such societies from effectively playing the role of great powers.
The U.S. response to the 1993 ambush of eighteen Rangers in
Mogadishu is often cited as proof that the U.S. public cannot ac-
cept the almost inevitable costs of military operations abroad. In-
deed, Somali faction leader Mohamed Farah Aideed reportedly
told U.S. Ambassador Robert Oakley, “We have studied Vietnam
and Lebanon and know how to get rid of Americans, by killing
them so that public opinion will put an end to things” (quoted in
Blechman and Wittes 1999, 5).

These episodes seemingly provide a rich base of evidence sup-
porting those who assert, whether with satisfaction or dismay, that
a long history of public casualty aversion has a powerful con-
straining grip on policy decisions. Most commentaries on the 1999
NATO air war against Yugoslavia asserted that public opinion
had created a virtually insurmountable barrier against the intro-
duction of ground troops to protect Kosovars from ethnic cleans-
ing by the Milosevic regime in Belgrade because NATO troop de-
ployments would surely entail costs—casualties—that Western
publics were unwilling to tolerate. The strategy of flying beyond
the reach of Serbian air defense systems, even if the less precise
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high-altitude bombing campaign increased collateral deaths
among civilians, was also linked to the public’s alleged unwilling-
ness to countenance the loss of pilots.

The most compelling evidence of public sensitivity to casual-
ties during the post—-Cold War era emerges from a massive study
that encompasses American threats or the use of military force
between 1992 and 2000, including responses to events in Bosnia,
Yugoslavia, North Korea, Haiti, Somalia, Rwanda, Afghanistan/
Sudan, and Serbia/Kosovo. The findings, based on 1,374 surveys,
reveal that the public is indeed very sensitive to the use of
“troops” and to any mention of civilian or military casualties
(Eichenberg 2002).

Yet some evidence also indicates that this depiction of public
casualty aversion may be overdrawn. A study covering an ex-
tended period of American history reveals that the public will ac-
cept high casualties, as during World War 11, to achieve goals that
are deemed to be both desirable and feasible (E. Larson 1996).
Even controversial post—Cold War interventions have evoked
public responses that cast some doubt on the conventional wis-
dom. The initial reaction to the Mogadishu ambush was to stay
the course and seek to punish the perpetrators rather than with-
draw. When confronted with a hypothetical scenario involving
one hundred U.S. fatalities in Bosnia, a plurality of respondents
(37 percent) wanted to “bring in reinforcement,” another 26 per-
cent preferred to “strike back,” and 10 percent wanted to “stay
the course” (Kull and Destler 1999; see also Logan 1996). Finally,
a 1999 survey of the general public, civilian leaders, and military
elites revealed that the last two groups were actually less willing
than the general public to accept casualties in a series of six hy-
pothetical scenarios, including “to prevent widespread ‘ethnic
cleansing’ in Kosovo.” According to Peter D. Feaver and Christo-
pher Gelpi, “The public can distinguish between suffering defeat
and suffering casualties” (1999, B3). Although this evidence does
not suggest that the public is indifferent to combat fatalities, es-
pecially in undertakings for which the administration is unable or
unwilling to demonstrate that U.S. participation is desirable (be-
cause of a compelling link to vital national interests) and feasible
(there is a reasonable prospect for success), it does raise ques-
tions about the alleged iron law of the post—Cold War national se-
curity policy: public insistence on casualty-free operations.

The evidence reviewed here suggests that sensitivity to casual-
ties may depend significantly on the circumstances. U.S. casualties
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rose as a result of the successful 1944 invasion of France, but be-
cause it represented a vital step in the defeat of Hitler’s Germany,
support for the war effort did not decline. Public support for the
Korean and Vietnam Wars did fall as casualties rose, but in these
instances the passing of time also raised increasing doubts about
ultimate victory in either conflict. Although public support for
military operations in Afghanistan remained exceptionally high
during the months following the terrorist attacks in 2001, it fell
from an average of 89 percent to 68 percent when the questions
mentioned casualties. Yet even the latter figure suggests that if the
goal is perceived as desirable, the public is prepared to accept
some loss of life. Post 9/11 surveys suggest less support (71 per-
cent) for military operations against Iraq, especially if casualties
are mentioned (43 percent) (Eichenberg 2002, table 6). The low
level of U.S. and British battle deaths in the 2003 invasion of Iraq
would initially appear to rule out use of that undertaking as a cru-
cial test of the impact of casualties on public support for military
interventions abroad. But Bush administration predictions about
the postwar situation in Iraq proved to be far too optimistic. Not
only were the United Nations and International Red Cross head-
quarters in Baghdad bombed with a high loss of life, but by the end
of October 2003, postwar deaths among U.S. military personnel
exceeded those incurred in the war itself. At the same time, Gallup
polls showed steady decline in public support. By early October, a
solid majority of Americans— 58 percent—judged that things are
going “very badly” or “moderately badly” for the United States in
Iraq, and 40 percent said that America “made a mistake in send-
ing troops to Iraq” (Gallup, October 14, 2003, 1-2). These and
other postwar Gallup surveys did not ask direct questions con-
cerning casualties, but it seems reasonable to assume that almost
daily news of military deaths have contributed significantly to the
growing disaffection with U.S. policy.

The data summarized here reveal a consistent pattern of sub-
stantially higher support by leaders for various aspects of inter-
nationalism, in the form not only of stronger approval for an “ac-
tive part in world affairs” but also of greater support for liberal
trade policies, economic and military assistance, and deployment
or use of American troops abroad. The evidence also indicates
that both leaders and the general public distinguish between var-
ious types of international policies and undertakings and that
these distinctions appear to reflect events and developments in
the international arena.
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Foreign Policy Goals

Results from the CCFR and Gallup surveys presented in chapter
3 indicated that the general public has tended to give top priority
to goals that promote American economic interests (tables 3a and
3b). Protecting the jobs of American workers ranked as the num-
ber one goal in all but three of the CCFR surveys of the general
public, and it just barely missed doing so in 1974 as well; in 2002 it
ranked a close third behind only combating terrorism and pre-
venting nuclear proliferation. Energy security also has consistently
been accorded a high ranking, and the 1990 survey saw a sharp in-
crease in the number of respondents who rated “protecting the in-
terests of American business abroad” as a “very important” for-
eign policy goal, but assessments have declined since then. In
contrast, despite occasional charges that the American public has
been obsessed with Cold War concerns, such goals as “containing
communism” and “matching Soviet military power” have ranked
at the top of the foreign policy agenda in none of the CCFR sur-
veys. A more general post—-Cold War goal —“maintaining superior
military power worldwide” —ranked only tenth among respon-
dents to the 1994 CCFR survey and rose only slightly in 2002.
Moreover, another Cold War goal, “defending our allies’ security,”
did not appear among the top three until after the Cold War had
ended.

The “goals” questions also were posed to leaders in all eight
CCFR studies, although some variations occurred at times in the
specific items presented to the two groups. Many of the same ques-
tions appeared in the six FPLP questionnaires and the 1999 Trian-
gle Institute for Security Studies (TISS) survey as well. These stud-
ies thus provide assessments of a wide range of possible foreign
policy goals in fifteen surveys of leaders conducted over the
1974—2002 period. Aside from a shared judgment that energy se-
curity is “very important,” other goals accorded the highest rating
by leaders revealed a somewhat different and broader set of pri-
orities than those similarly rated by the general public. The differ-
ences are generally consistent with the proposition that leaders
are more internationally oriented. Thus, their most highly ranked
goals in the FPLP and CCFR surveys have usually included such
world-order issues as arms control; “fostering international coop-
eration to solve common problems, such as food, inflation and en-
ergy”; “improving the global environment”; and “combating worid
hunger.” Eliminating hunger also was accorded a high priority by
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the general public in surveys prior to 1990, when the question was
dropped. By 1994 it ranked only eighth among the sixteen foreign
policy goals in the general public’s judgment.” In contrast to the
views of the general public, leaders in three of the CCFR surveys
(1978, 1982, 1986) accorded high priority to “defending our allies’
security”; after declining in importance in 1990, this concern re-
bounded in leaders’ judgment to rank as the third-most-important
goal (behind only preventing nuclear proliferation and energy) in
1994 and to tie for third in 1998 (trailing only preventing nuclear
proliferation and combating international terrorism). Four years
later it ranked fourth with 55 percent “very important” ratings.

Conversely, the CCFR surveys found that the general public
consistently appraised the goals of “strengthening the United Na-
tions” as more important than leaders did; indeed, in 2002 well
over half of the general public respondents accorded this goal the
top rating, whereas only 28 percent of leaders did so. What might
at first glance appear to be an anomaly is perhaps consistent with
the rest of the data. Although the evidence does not permit the
proposition to be tested beyond all doubt, it is possible that many
among the general public view a stronger United Nations as an al-
ternative to unilateral American interventions and other interna-
tional undertakings or at least as a way of sharing the risks and
burdens of such activities. That hypothesis suggests that a pro-
United Nations attitude may in fact be consistent with a public
yearning for a less unilateral leadership role for the United States.
This question and others arising from the 2002 CCFR survey will
be examined in more detail in chapter 6. Support for the United
Nations among leaders increased sharply in the 1990 CCFR and
1992 FPLP surveys (probably as a result of Security Council ac-
tivities in the wake of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in August 1990)
before dropping in 1994, when only one-third of the leaders tak-
ing part in the CCFR survey rated “strengthening the United Na-
tions” as a “very important” foreign policy goal. That assessment
was little changed in 1998, when 32 percent of the leaders gave
that goal the top rating.

There are, finally, some broad similarities in the less highly
rated goal priorities of the general public and leaders. Such Cold
War goals as containment or “matching Soviet military power”
failed to dominate the rankings of either group. Neither leaders
nor the general public exhibited a great deal of fervor for pro-
moting U.S. values and institutions abroad. “Promoting and de-
fending human rights in other countries” as a foreign policy goal
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only once received a “very important” rating from even half of ei-
ther group; the exception was the public appraisal of that goal in
1990. Even in the wake of the collapse of many communist and
other authoritarian regimes in the late 1980s and early 1990s, few
respondents, whether among the elite or the general public,
expressed much interest in “helping to bring a democratic form
of government to other nations.” Indeed, that goal consistently
ranked among the lowest in the priorities of both leaders and the
public. Other studies offer rather compelling evidence that inter-
ventions abroad for the purpose of promoting internal political
changes have quite limited public support (Jentleson 1992; Nincic
1997; Jentleson and Britton 1998; Eichenberg 2003). Among
some leaders, especially those who describe themselves as “real-
ists,” exporting democracy and “nation building” are anathema.
As noted in chapter 3, the public also appears to appreciate the
difficulties of transplanting U.S. institutions abroad and may have
become a bit cynical about the “friendly tyrants” who have been
welcomed in Washington as supporters of democracy.?

In summary, the generalization that leaders outstrip the gen-
eral public in their support for a broad range of internationalist
policies and undertaking seems well supported by the evidence.
However, an important limitation of the findings bears repeating.
Survey data on leadership attitudes before the 1970s are at best
very sketchy and certainly are not sufficient to permit the types
of comparisons that have been possible for the period since the
end of the Vietnam War.

The General Public and Leaders:
The Structure of Foreign Policy Beliefs

As shown in chapter 3, the earlier consensus that public attitudes
lack coherence and structure has been challenged from a variety
of perspectives. A growing body of evidence suggests that some
organizing concepts and heuristics enable even a poorly informed
general public to make some sense of the blooming, buzzing con-
fusion that characterizes contemporary foreign affairs.

Debates on the structure—or lack thereof—of political atti-
tudes among the general public continue. However, there is some-
what greater consensus on the proposition that elite political be-
liefs are in fact more highly structured than those of the general
public. Whereas evidence from studies of the general public on
this point is mixed, elite studies have rarely failed to uncover some
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coherence and structure. Consequently, the debates tend to focus
on the best ways of describing the structures rather than on their
existence (compare Mandelbaum and Schneider 1979; Wittkopf
1990; Hinckley 1992; Chittick and Billingsley 1989; Chittick, Bil-
lingsley, and Travis 1995; Herrmann and Keller 2004).

Perhaps more importantly, comparative studies generally have
found a higher degree of belief structure among leaders. Philip E.
Converse’s (1964) widely cited study found that the political be-
liefs of congressional candidates had a much higher degree of co-
herence or “constraint” than those of the general public as meas-
ured by higher correlations—o0.25 versus 0.10—among items. A
parallel analysis of panelists in the National Election Studies and
National Convention Delegate Studies provided additional
strong evidence on this score.

Overall, political party elites have a vastly more constrained
and stable set of political preferences—in terms of the tra-
ditional liberal-conservative dimension—than does the
mass public, a conclusion that applies whether the test is a
demanding one based on opinions about policy issues or a
less stringent one based on appraisals of socio-political
groups and prominent political actors. (Jennings 1992, 419)

This section addresses two related questions about the struc-
ture of elite foreign policy beliefs. First, to what extent do they re-
semble those of the general public? More specifically, a scheme
based on a distinction between militant internationalism and co-
operative internationalism was found to have provided a power-
ful means of describing the structure of public attitudes (Wittkopf
1990, 1995). Are the attitudes of leaders similarly organized?

The dramatic events since the late 1980s, marking the end of
the Cold War, have given rise to a second and related question to
be addressed here. Inasmuch as a preponderance of the evidence
on public opinion and international affairs was generated by re-
search during the period between the end of World War II and
the demolition of the Berlin Wall—that is, the Cold War era—
how can we be sure that our findings are not severely time and
context bound? For example, is it possible that the saliénce, in-
tensity, and endurance of the Cold War gave rise to only tempo-
rary organizing devices or heuristics for structuring beliefs about
international affairs? Were the threats posed by the Soviet Union
and the possibility of a Soviet-American nuclear war of such sig-
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nificance that they provided a powerful but evanescent degree of
coherence and structure to attitudes on foreign affairs? Stated
differently, are research findings that drew almost exclusively on
more than four decades of the Cold War sufficiently robust to
survive a period of unprecedented international change? Be-
cause attitudes toward the Soviet Union and the possibility of
nuclear war with that nation played a central role in structuring
U.S. foreign policy beliefs during the Cold War, what are the con-
sequences of Soviet disintegration and a dramatic transformation
of relations between the United States and the successor states of
the former USSR?79

According to one line of reasoning, the end of the Cold War
should result in fundamental changes in the structure of foreign
policy belief systems. Evidence summarized in the first three chap-
ters indicates that major events—notably World War I, World War
II, and the Vietnam War—have not only had a significant impact
on public opinion but have even affected the ways in which pub-
lic opinion analysts have approached the subject of public opinion
and foreign policy. One can make a reasonable argument that,
taken together, the monumental events of the past decade and a
half—including but not limited to the USSR’s liberalization and
subsequent disintegration, vast political change in Eastern Eu-
rope, the two wars against Iraq, the Russian and Japanese eco-
nomic crises, China’s increasing importance in the world economy,
major steps toward the economic unification of Western Europe,
and the 2001 terrorist attacks—represent international changes
of a magnitude that could be expected to effect fundamental
changes in ways of thinking about international affairs.

An alternative line of reasoning suggests that the end of the
Cold War may have changed opinions about specific countries
and issues but that the fundamental structure of opinions has re-
mained intact. This view is grounded in the assumption that basic
orientations toward international affairs, reflected, for example,
in the persisting debates between realists and liberals, preceded
the Cold War, transcended the specific issues of that era, and will
survive its demise. Hence, although it would scarcely be surpris-
ing to find that opinions about onetime adversaries or specific is-
sues may have changed, it does not automatically follow that
more fundamental ways of thinking about the nature of interna-
tional politics have also done so.

These questions will be addressed by analyzing data from a se-
ries of nationwide surveys of American opinion leaders. The
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FPLP has conducted such surveys by means of a mailed ques-
tionnaire in March of every fourth year between 1976 and 1996.
The sample for each survey, representing leaders in a wide range
of occupations—including politics, business, the military, the
media, the State Department and Foreign Service, labor unions,
churches, academia, law and health care —was drawn in part from
such standard sources as Who's Who in America, Who’s Who of
American Women, Who's Who in American Politics, and the State
Department Directory. Others were included by virtue of their
positions in specific institutions—for example, membership in the
current class at the National War College, chief editorial writers
of newspapers with circulations of one hundred thousand or
more, and labor union officers. (For a more precise description of
the FPLP samples, see table 4.1.) Each of the six surveys brought
forth completed questionnaires from more than twenty-one hun-
dred opinion leaders. The most recent survey, undertaken in
March 1996, yielded responses to a sixteen-page questionnaire
on domestic and foreign policy issues from 2,141 opinion leaders
for a return rate of 54 percent. The analyses that follow will focus
on the 1992 and 1996 data because they are the first generated
since the end of the Cold War.

A series of studies of public opinion on foreign affairs by Witt-
kopf (1990), described briefly in chapter 3, has demonstrated that
attitudes toward two dimensions—support or oppose militant in-
ternationalism (MI) and cooperative internationalism (CI)—pro-
vide an effective way of describing the belief structures of both
elites and the mass publics. Dichotomizing and crossing these two
dimensions yields four types, with quadrants labeled hard-liners
(support MI, oppose Cl), accommodationists (oppose MI, support
C1), internationalists (support both MI and CI), and isolationists
(oppose both MI and CI). Analyses of the 1976, 1980, 1984, and
1988 FPLP surveys revealed that the MI/CI scheme effectively de-
scribes core elements of leaders’ beliefs about international af-
fairs. Respondents’ placements in the four quadrants defined by
the MI and CI dimensions provided a powerful predictor of atti-
tudes toward a broad array of international issues (Holsti and
Rosenau 1990, 1993).

In the first four FPLP surveys, the militant internationalism
scale focused on two core elements: attitudes toward the USSR
or communism and the use of force. Responses to seven ques-
tions from the 1976-88 FPLP surveys represent various dimen-
sions of an MI orientation, with an emphasis on a conflictual
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world in which the USSR and its expansionist policies represent
a major threat to the United States; the necessity of being pre-
pared to use force, including by the Central Intelligence Agency,
to cope with the threats; the dangerous consequences, as postu-
lated by the domino theory, of failing to meet international chal-
lenges; and a zero-sum view of the Cold War conflict.

Although the validity of longitudinal analyses is materially
enhanced by using precisely the same wording each time a ques-
tion is posed, altered global realities required four changes in the
1992 and 1996 versions of the militant internationalism scale.
Russia replaced Soviet Union in one question. The wording in
two questions on the domino theory and on U.S. obligations to
cope with aggression was altered by using the terms aggressor
nations and expansionist power in lieu of communism. Finally,
a proposition that seems quite central to a MI perspective —
“Rather than simply countering our opponent’s thrusts, it is
necessary to strike at the heart of the opponent’s power” (J.
Schlesinger 1975, 25)—replaced an item opposing better rela-
tions with the USSR. Owing to these changes, any direct com-
parison of overall support for an MI perspective in 1992 and
1996 relative to the four previous FPLP surveys may be some-
what problematical. The specific questionnaire items that consti-
tuted the MI scale are as follows.

There is considerable validity in the “domino theory” that
when one nation falls to communism, others nearby will
soon follow a similar path. (1976-88 surveys)

There is considerable validity in the “domino theory” that
when one nation falls to aggressor nations, others nearby
will soon follow a similar path. (1992 and 1996 surveys)

Any communist victory is a defeat for America’s national
interest. (All surveys)

The Soviet Union is generally expansionist rather than de-
fensive in its foreign policy goals. (1976-88 surveys)

Russia is generally expansionist rather than defensive in its
foreign policy goals. (1992 and 1996 surveys)

There is nothing wrong with using the CIA to try to under-
mine hostile governments. (All surveys)

The United States should take all steps including the use of
force to prevent the spread of communism. (1976-88
surveys)

The United States should take all steps including the use of
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force to prevent aggression by any expansionist power.
(1992 and 1996 surveys)

Containing communism (as a foreign policy goal). (All sur-
veys)

It is not in our interest to have better relations with the So-
viet Union because we are getting less than we are giving
to them. (197688 surveys)

Rather than simply countering our opponent’s thrusts, it is
necessary to strike at the heart of the opponent’s power.
(1992 and 1996 surveys)

Leaders taking part in the six FPLP leadership studies generally
have been almost evenly divided in their support for militant in-
ternationalism, although there have been some sharp changes in
responses to specific items. Not surprisingly, varying majorities at-
tributed expansionist motives to Soviet foreign policy in the 1976,
1980, 1984, and 1988 surveys, whereas by 1992 and 1996, strong
majorities exceeding 60 percent of the leaders denied that Russian
foreign policy goals were thus motivated. Another notable shift
took place in response to the proposition that “the United States
should take all steps including the use of force to prevent the
spread of communism.” A majority of leaders taking part in the
first four surveys (1976-88) expressed their disagreement with that
policy prescription. However, when the item was reworded in 1992
to reflect the end of the Cold War—“The United States should
take all steps including the use of force to prevent aggression by
any expansionist power” —support increased sharply, as more than
70 percent of the respondents agreed. Although those responses
no doubt reflected reactions to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, even
four years later that proposition gained approval from a still-
strong majority of 59 percent. Thus, the respondents’ willingness to
accept international security undertakings rose when such com-
mitments were broader than containing communism. This evi-
dence would appear to provide another challenge to the thesis, dis-
cussed in chapter 3, that Americans have been imbued with an
unalterable anticommunism that borders on the obsessive.

The seven items on the CI scale emphasize international co-
operation and institutions; world-order and “North-South” is-
sues, including hunger and the standard of living in less devel-
oped nations; arms control; and foreign aid. The specific
questions that constituted the cooperative internationalism scale
in all six FPLP surveys are as follows,
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It is vital to enlist the cooperation of the United Nations in
settling international disputes.

The United States should give economic aid to poorer coun-
tries even if it means higher prices at home.

Helping to improve the standard of living in less developed
countries (as a foreign policy goal).

Worldwide arms control (as a foreign policy goal).

Combating world hunger (as a foreign policy goal).

Strengthening the United Nations (as a foreign policy goal).

Fostering international cooperation to solve common prob-
lems, such as food, inflation, and energy (as a foreign pol-
icy goal).

Whereas changed international realities seemed to mandate al-
terations in the wording of some MI items, this was not true of
those in the CI scale; the items and their wording have remained
precisely the same in all six FPLP surveys. Responses to these
items have shown a very modest trend toward greater support of
CI during the twelve-year period covered by the first four FPLP
surveys and a somewhat sharper increase in this respect in 1992.
The latter change was entirely the consequence of a striking shift
toward more favorable attitudes regarding the United Nations.
The direction and magnitude of these opinion changes no doubt
reflect the events surrounding the Persian Gulf War and the abil-
ity of the United States, with the cooperation of the Soviet Union
and the acquiescence of China, to lead the Security Council to-
ward action to force Iraq out of Kuwait. Responses to questions
on the United Nations offset moderately declining support,
sometimes labeled “compassion fatigue,” for three items that
have a significant Third World focus: global hunger, foreign aid,
and the standard of living in less developed countries. In 1996,
support for the CI items fell somewhat, to the pre-1992 levels.
Majorities ranging between 58 percent and 88 percent supported
six of the seven items; the lone exception, economic aid, garnered
approval from 40 percent of the respondents.

Despite these changes, correlations among responses to the
seven questions on the 1992 MI scale are uniformly positive, as
they have been in all of the leadership surveys. The correlation
coefficients across the six FPLP surveys averaged .37 and ranged
from a low of .10 to a high of .66. Although the average interitem
correlation declined in 1992 and 1996, Cronbach’s alpha, a meas-
ure of the reliability of a scale, remained above the conventional
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requirement that it reach the .70 level. The interitem correlations
for the CI scale have also been uniformly positive, ranging from
.12 to .67, and have scaled well. In the six FPLP surveys, Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficients have never fallen below .77. The prem-
ise that the two scales are measuring different dimensions of in-
ternationalism is supported by the fact that correlations of
responses to the items on the MI scale versus those on the CI
scale were negative in each of the six FPLP studies.

To classify respondents into four groups, a score of 0.00 was
used as the cutting point on both scales for each of the six sur-
veys.’”® Whereas those opposing MI have slightly outnumbered
the supporters since 1984, there has been a moderate trend to-
ward increasing support for cooperative internationalism. Table
4.5, depicting the distribution of hard-liners, isolationists, interna-
tionalists, and accommodationists, confirms that the latter two

TABLE 4.5. The Distribution of Hard-Liners, Internationalists,
Isolationists, and Accommedationists in the 1976-96 FPLP Surveys

Cooperative Internationalism

Militant
Internationalism Oppose (%) Support (%)
Hard-liners Internationalists
Support 1976 20 1976 30
1980 20 1980 33
1984 17 1984 25
1988 16 1988 25
1992 9 1992 33
1996 13 1996 29
Isolationists Accommodationists
Oppose 1976 8 1976 42
1980 7 1980 41
1984 7 1984 51
1988 8 1988 52
1992 5 1992 53
1996 10 1996 48
Reliability:
Militant Internationalism Cooperative Internationalism
Mean Mean
Year correlation alpha correlation alpha
1976 41 .83 .35 .79
1980 41 .83 35 .79
1984 43 .84 35 .19
1988 45 .86 .36 .80
1992 .28 73 33 a7

1996 .26 71 40 .81
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groups—leaders with a favorable stance toward CI—outnumber
the other two. In the 1984, 1988, and 1992 studies, accommoda-
tionists constituted a slight majority of the entire sample, but they
fell to 48 percent in the most recent survey. The most discernible
change in 1992 was the increased number of internationalists,
mostly at the expense of the hard-liners and, to a lesser degree,
the isolationists. The 1992 results were probably affected by the
recently concluded and successful Gulf War, and by 1996 the dis-
tribution of respondents very closely resembled that of eight years
earlier. Moreover, changes in the items constituting the MI scale
in the post—Cold War era—the 1992 and 1996 surveys—may also
have affected these results. In any case, neither the distribution of
leaders in the MI/CI classification scheme for 1992 and 1996 nor a
comparison of that distribution with those of earlier surveys will
suffice to establish its adequacy for depicting the structure of atti-
tudes toward international affairs. Although analyses of earlier
FPLP surveys revealed that leaders in the four groups consistently
and systematically varied in their responses to other issues, for
reasons discussed previously it remains to be demonstrated that
patterns and relationships that existed during the Cold War era
have survived its demise.

The durability of the MI/CI classification scheme can be tested
by exploring how leaders taking part in the two post—Cold War
surveys responded to a broad range of questions about interna-
tional affairs, including beliefs about the current structure of the
international system, approaches to peace, future threats to U.S.
national security, U.S. roles and interests, the Persian Gulf War,
and perceived sources of change in the USSR and Eastern Eu-
rope. Some of these issues were included in either the 1992 or
1996 surveys but not both.™

The Structure of the Post-Cold War International System

The military preponderance of American- and Soviet-led blocs —
that is, a bipolar international system at the strategic level—was
a dominating feature of the Cold War era. When asked to de-
scribe the contemporary international system, almost go percent
of respondents to the 1992 leadership survey agreed that it was
multipolar. A 10 percent range of responses across the four
groups defined by the MI/CI classification scheme is statistically
significant, but that difference pales in comparison to the striking
convergence of views on the structure of the system. Although
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Russia remains a highly armed nuclear power, the sea change in
attitudes is reflected in the fact that fewer than 3 percent of the
opinion leaders viewed the system as bipolar. Nor did the thesis
that the disintegration of the USSR has created a “unipolar mo-
ment” in which only the United States has the means and, there-
fore, the responsibility to create and maintain international sta-
bility gain much support among leaders taking part in the 1992
survey (Krauthammer 1990-91); only 8 percent of the respon-
dents asserted that “unipolar” best describes the post—Cold War
international system.

Approaches to Peace

Opinion leaders were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of a
broad array of approaches to peace (table 4.6). Responses to
these questions in both the 1992 and 1996 surveys reveal a sharp
increase in the number of those who rated “military superiority of
the United States” as a “very effective” approach to peace. Nev-
ertheless, striking and consistent differences also occurred among
leaders in the four groups. More importantly, the differences offer
very substantial support for the MI/CI classification scheme. “Mil-
itary superiority of the United States” was the only approach to
peace that generated strong support from the hard-liners, and
leaders in this group offered very negative assessments of three
approaches strongly identified with their opposites (accommoda-
tionists): arms control, narrowing the gap between rich and poor
nations, and strengthening the United Nations and other interna-
tional organizations. The internationalists favored prescriptions
that are consistent with a group defined as supporting both MI
and CI. Specifically, they awarded high effectiveness ratings to two
approaches that fit well with MI: U.S. military superiority and col-
lective security through alliances. The internationalists were also
inclined to support approaches to peace that are associated with
cooperative internationalism: trade, technical cooperation, and
economic interdependence and better international communica-
tion and understanding,

The isolationists, defined as those opposing both MI and CI,
would not be expected to express a great deal of support for any
of the prescriptions listed in table 4.6. The data are fully consistent
with that expectation. None of the four varied approaches favored
by their opposites —the internationalists —elicited much enthusi-
asm among the isolationists, although in 1996 half of them rated
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“military superiority of the United States” as very effective, and
they were even more skeptical of the other three approaches fa-
vored by the internationalists. Finally, the MI/CI classification
scheme suggests that the accommodationists’ responses should be
the mirror image of those elicited from the hard-liners. That is pre-
cisely the case. The latter emphasized the effectiveness of military
superiority while scorning the value of arms control, a narrowing
of the rich nation/poor nation gap, and international organiza-
tions. In contrast, among the four groups, the accommodationists
were the least enthusiastic about the efficacy of military superior-
ity, and by a very substantial margin they accorded the highest rat-
ing to four approaches to peace that incorporate a strong element
of international cooperation: economic interdependence, arms
control, narrowing the economic gap between nations, and inter-
national organization. A fifth cooperative approach, better inter-
national communication, drew equally high ratings from the in-
ternationalists and accommodationists. In summary, in both 1992
and 1996, the pattern of favored prescriptions for peace reveals
striking differences that are wholly consistent with the MI and CI
scales used to define the four groups.

U.S. International Interests and Roles

Much of the foreign policy debate since the early 1990s has fo-
cused on the proper U.S. role in a world transformed by the disin-
tegration of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. When
asked to assess American interests and roles in the post—Cold War
international system, opinion leaders offered little support for an
indiscriminate retrenchment into isolationism. Four propositions
in the two post—Cold War FPLP surveys that probed for various
aspects of isolationism received rather limited support. Only
about a third of the respondents agreed that the United States
should “concentrate more on our own national problems,” and an
even smaller proportion supported the view that vital U.S. inter-
ests are limited to the industrial democracies and nations in this
hemisphere. Propositions indicating that U.S. international inter-
ests are limited to questions of peace and stability and that Third
World conflict cannot jeopardize those interests gained the agree-
ment of even fewer respondents. The isolationists and hard-liners
were generally more supportive of a more restricted conception
of the appropriate definition of vital national interests than were
members of the other two groups. Although differences among
the four groups are statistically significant, in no case did a major-
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ity of the respondents support any of the four items described ear-
lier. In contrast, a slight majority of 54 percent agreed that the
United States could best promote democratic development by
solving its own problems; once again, the isolationists and hard-
liners were significantly more supportive than the international-
ists and accommodationists. Finally, in both 1992 and 1996, at least
8o percent of the leaders in all groups supported a key element of
the Weinberger Doctrine: “Before the United States commits
combat forces abroad, there must be reasonable assurance of sup-
port by the American people.”

Two other questions focus on the type of international role
that the United States should play. In 1992, a slight majority (57
percent) agreed that “America’s conception of its leadership role
must be scaled down,” but four years later dictum garnered ap-
proval from only 42 percent. In both studies, differences among
the four MI/CI groups were very large, and as expected, the
strongest support came from the accommodationists and isola-
tionists, whereas there was far less agreement among the inter-
nationalists and hard-liners. A related item in the 1992 survey —
“Although its power is greater relative to other countries, the
United States is no superpower and it ought not to act as if it
is” —yielded a very similar pattern of responses. Fewer than two-
fifths of the leaders agreed with this assessment, but about half of
the accommodationists did so, far outstripping the international-
ists (26 percent) and hard-liners (18 percent) in this respect.

Finally, two questions with strong realpolitik overtones ad-
dressed the appropriate goals for the projection of American
power abroad. The leadership sample divided almost evenly in
1992 in its preferences if faced with a trade-off between support-
ing international stability and self-determination movements, but
fewer than one leader in five favored intervention in the domes-
tic affairs of other countries in support of a more democratic
world order. Four years later, the latter proposition gained the
support of only 10 percent of the opinion leaders. As one would
expect, the hard-liners and internationalists consistently ex-
pressed significantly stronger support for both propositions than
did leaders in the other two groups, but even these groups’ en-
thusiasm was very limited.

The Persian Gulf War of 1991

Operation Desert Storm to drive invading Iraqi armed forces out
of Kuwait in 1991 constituted the most significant U.S. military
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undertaking abroad between the war in Vietnam and the inter-
vention in Afghanistan after the terrorist attacks of 2001. Some
half million members of the American armed forces led a suc-
cessful anti-Iraq coalition of twenty-six nations, including Russia.
Although the Soviet Union had been an important supporter of
the Baghdad regime prior to the disintegration of the USSR, and
although Moscow and Washington did not agree on all aspects of
the effort to drive Iraq out of Kuwait, the Gulf War provided dra-
matic evidence that the dominant East-West cleavage of the Cold
War era had indeed gone by the boards. Two clusters of questions
permitted those taking part in the 1992 leadership survey to
record their policy preferences during and after the war and to
assess its consequences.

Much of the policy debate ignited by the Iragi invasion of
Kuwait centered on the relative merits of initiating military oper-
ations against the Baghdad regime versus relying on economic
sanctions to force Iraq out of Kuwait; relatively fewer participants
in those debates questioned whether the United States should
even have become involved in the issue. When asked which of
these options they had preferred prior to the start of Desert Storm
in mid-January 1991, those favoring the immediate use of force
outnumbered the advocates of giving economic sanctions a longer
time to work by a margin of about three to two, and only 5 percent
opposed getting involved at all (table 4.7). Respondents were also
asked about their policy preferences after the war. Despite the
overwhelming defeat of Iraqi armed forces and the relatively light
U.S. casualties, the overall increase in support for the use of force
was a rather modest 5 percent, and there was an almost equal in-
crease in the number of those who opposed any U.S. involvement.

Responses to the Persian Gulf War should provide an espe-
cially salient test of the MI/CI scheme because the two primary
policy options in the debate about how to deal with Iraq’s inva-
sion of Kuwait are closely linked to MI (use force) and CI (rely on
the effectiveness of economic sanctions imposed by a substantial
part of the world community). Differences across the four groups
are very substantial and are consistent with expectations based on
the MI/CI scheme. The hard-liners and internationalists are
defined as supporting MI, and in fact they overwhelmingly fa-
vored the use of force; the former did so in somewhat greater pro-
portions than the latter. Accommodationists favor CI, and they
were by a substantial margin the strongest advocates of giving
sanctions more time to effect an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait.
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Isolationists support neither militant nor cooperative internation-
alism. In this instance, they preferred the use of force to economic
sanctions, but they were also the strongest advocates of not get-
ting involved at all.

The opinion leaders were also asked to express agreement or
disagreement with ten judgments—five favorable and five unfa-
vorable —of the Persian Gulf War (table 4.8). Each of the five pos-
itive judgments received agreement from a majority of the re-
spondents. Four out of five leaders agreed that the war increased
U.S. influence and that cooperation with the Soviet Union during
the war would enhance the prospects for creating a new world
order. Smaller majorities supported assessments that the war was
a great US. victory, provided leverage for a settlement of other
Middle Eastern issues, and “put the Vietnam War behind us.” Sup-
port for the five unfavorable consequences ranged from 39 percent
who felt that the funds spent in the war should have been spent at
home to 21 percent who feared that the war would breed over-
confidence in the U.S. ability to cope with future foreign threats.

Responses to the Gulf War items by leaders in the four groups
provide another example of strong support for the MI/CI scheme.
Four of the five favorable consequences received significantly
stronger support from hard-liners and internationalists; the item
on Soviet-American cooperation yielded a more ambiguous pat-
tern of responses. Conversely, four of the five unfavorable conse-
quences elicited the strongest support from accommodationists
and isolationists; as one would expect, the fifth, concerning fears
of unwarranted U.S. overconfidence in dealing with future threats,
received the strongest support from hard-liners and international-
ists. Four of the same items appeared in the 1996 survey and
yielded a very similar pattern of responses. Hard-liners and inter-
nationalists most strongly agreed that the Gulf War was a great
victory, put the Vietnam War behind us, and increased U.S. in-
fluence in the world. In contrast, whereas only a minority of lead-
ers stated that the conflict spent money that could better have
been used at home, accommodationists and isolationists were sig-
nificantly more likely to agree. One additional question —that the
war should have resulted in the removal from power of Saddam
Hussein—elicited support from all four groups, most strongly
from the hard-liners (84 percent) and internationalists (78 per-
cent) and somewhat less enthusiastically from the accommoda-
tionists and isolationists (63 percent each). Differences among
four groups were statistically significant on all of these questions.
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Sources of Change in the USSR and Eastern Europe

Referring to developments in Eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union that culminated in destruction of the Berlin Wall, colum-
nist George Will described 1989 as the “most startling, interest-
ing, promising and consequential year, ever” (1989, 90). No doubt
that judgment could be challenged, if only because events of the
next several years were hardly less intriguing —or less widely pre-
dicted by either practitioners or scholarly specialists on Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union.'?

The 1992 leadership survey, which followed the disintegration
of the USSR by only three months, asked respondents to evaluate
eight possible explanations for the monumental changes in the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. The results reveal a pattern of
very strong agreement on internal causes and much greater dis-
agreement on external explanations for change. Virtually all re-
spondents, irrespective of their placement in the MI/CI classifica-
tion scheme, agreed that Soviet internal weakness (97 percent),
communism’s failure to provide a satisfactory standard of living
(95 percent), and Mikhail Gorbachev’s reformist policies (92 per-
cent) contributed importantly to the unprecedented changes. A
somewhat smaller proportion of opinion leaders (69 percent)
agreed that “the desire on the part of the people in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe to get rid of governments that rule by
force” was an important reason for change.

Questions relating to external forces’ impact on the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe gave rise to much sharper intergroup
differences. The defining characteristics of the four MI/CI groups
would suggest that compared to the isolationists and accommo-
dationists—the two groups opposing MI—the hard-liners and in-
ternationalists should be more inclined to credit external sources
for transformation of the USSR and Eastern Europe. That ex-
pectation is supported amply by the data. A preponderance of
leaders in all four groups (74 percent) agreed that the Western
media contributed importantly to change, with modestly stronger
support from the two groups supporting militant international-
ism. The same pattern, although with much stronger intergroup
differences, emerged on the role of Western defense policies in
general and more specifically on the “military build-up by the
United States during the Reagan years.” The latter question di-
vided the leadership almost evenly, as 48 percent expressed their
agreement with it. However, intergroup differences were huge
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and in the direction predicted by the MI/CI scheme. Whereas
three-fourths of the hard-liners and two-thirds of the inter-
nationalists agreed that the American military buildup had con-
tributed to changes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
only about half of the isolationists and one-third of the accom-
modationists expressed the same judgment. Finally, the proposi-
tion that the election of a Polish Pope in 1978 could have stimu-
lated change received relatively little support (20 percent), but
differences among groups were significant and in the predicted
direction in that hard-liners and internationalists were most in-
clined to agree.

Two competing lines of reasoning presented at the outset of this
section hinged on the extent to which the end of the Cold War has
altered the structure of beliefs about international affairs. The first
predicted that the dramatic events culminating in the disintegra-
tion of the USSR would affect the structure of foreign policy be-
liefs, whereas the second emphasized the likelihood of continuity
in belief structures. On balance, evidence from the 1992 and 1996
leadership surveys indicates that positions on MI and CI, yielding
four distinct types of belief systems, continue to provide an effec-
tive way of depicting opinion leaders’ attitude structures on a
broad range of issues. From one perspective, this may seem an
anomaly in the light of the unprecedented international changes in
recent years. From another viewpoint, this finding is less surpris-
ing. The MI and CI dimensions correspond closely to the most
venerable theories of international relations, realism and liberal-
ism. Inasmuch as the debates between these schools of thought
predate the Cold War, it is perhaps not so surprising that, in the
main, the MI/CI scheme has continued to identify important ele-
ments in the structure of thinking about international affairs.

It must also be acknowledged, however, that the MI/CI scheme
is not sufficient to encompass all important aspects of foreign re-
lations. The most notable example of this failure concerns trade-
related issues. As mentioned earlier, only a small proportion of
leaders rated “economic competition from Japan and Europe” as
a major future threat to American security. Several other ques-
tions reveal that the pattern of responses is poorly predicted by
placement in the four quadrants of the MI/CI scheme. Fewer than
one-fourth of the opinion leaders agreed with a proposal to erect
“trade barriers against foreign goods to protect American in-
dustries and jobs,” and only among those in one group—unex-
pectedly, the internationalists—did support reach as high as 30
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percent. And when asked to choose between two economic growth
scenarios—Japan grows at a 6.5 percent annual rate and the
United States at 2.5 percent or Japan grows at 1.1 percent per year
and the United States at 1 percent—57 percent of the entire
sample preferred the former option even though the latter sce-
nario would ensure that the Japanese could never catch up with
the United States. This is interesting evidence for the debate
among proponents of relative gains versus absolute gains as the
driving force in foreign affairs; most leaders apparently prefer a
better outcome for both countries even if that would enable Japan
to close the economic gap with the United States. For present pur-
poses, the more important point is that leaders in all four groups
favored the high-growth scenario and that differences among the
groups were rather narrow and not statistically significant. Al-
though the MI/CI scheme does not adequately predict responses
to trade and protectionism, this does not represent a post—Cold
War change in the structure of foreign policy beliefs. Evidence
from earlier FPLP surveys revealed that neither the MI/CI scheme
nor such otherwise powerful variables as party and ideology ef-
fectively predicted positions on international trade (Holsti and
Rosenau 1990).

Third, the 1992 and 1996 survey evidence demonstrates that a
high level of agreement on structural aspects of the international
system does not necessarily predict responses to other issues,
whether broad ones such as the most effective approaches to
peace or narrower questions such as how best to cope with Iraq’s
invasion of Kuwait. A central axiom of realist theories is that sys-
temic structures severely constrain, if not dictate, foreign policy
choices. However true this may be at the most abstract level —not
even superpowers can be totally oblivious to the international
environment — this is also a fundamental weakness of structural
realism. Realism appropriately points to survival and security as
core goals but beyond this does not tell us about the other values
and preferences that can affect the selection of goals, strategies,
and tactics. An overwhelming majority of American leaders be-
lieve that the contemporary international system is multipolar,
but by itself, multipolarity does not dictate that major powers
must or must not adopt specific international roles, rank foreign
policy goals (beyond survival) in a certain order, or pursue or ab-
stain from specific undertakings. Hard-liners usually placed the
greatest emphasis on the military dimensions of security, whereas
accommodationists were most inclined to focus on international
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organizations and Third World development issues. These repre-
sent quite different policy stances, but it is not possible to derive
either approach directly and unambiguously from perceptions
about the structure of the international system or to judge their
relative merits merely by references to the logic of multipolarity.

A fourth point that emerges from this analysis is that the most
contentious and divisive issues revolve around MI rather than CI.
Several reasons come to mind. At least 70 percent of the leadership
sample has supported CI since 1976, and that figure has increased
since the end of the Cold War —that is, roughly three-quarters of
respondents are classified as either accommodationists or interna-
tionalists (table 4.5). Conversely, the hard-liners and international-
ists—those who support militant internationalism—have consti-
tuted a minority of fewer than one leader in three. To the extent
that one can draw broader conclusions from these figures, they
suggest that it may be easier to build domestic coalitions for un-
dertakings abroad that have a tenor of CI rather than MI. The
probability of high casualties is also greater in the latter than the
former case. This reasoning may offer at least a partial explanation
for the broad support behind the 1992 Operation Restore Hope in
Somalia (at least until broadening the initial scope of the humani-
tarian mission into an exercise in nation building led to American
casualties), in contrast to the decidedly more lukewarm enthusi-
asm for military intervention to restore peace in Bosnia. These is-
sues will be raised again in chapter 6, with some attention to both
the pre— and post-September 11 evidence.

The Structure of Leaders’ Beliefs:
Domestic and Foreign Policy

Still another question about belief structures is the relationship
between attitudes on domestic and foreign policy issues. Are pref-
erences on domestic issues systematically linked to those interna-
tional ones, or are the two areas largely independent of each
other? As on many questions relating to public opinion, the evi-
dence is mixed. Much of it is derived from analyses generated ei-
ther by panel studies of the electorate or Gallup and other surveys
of the general public. Comparable data about opinion leaders are
in much shorter supply.

At first glance it appears that virtually all the findings point to-
ward the conclusion that attitudes about issues in the domestic and
international arenas are independent rather than systematically
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linked. In their study of the 1948 election, Bernard R. Berelson,
Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee found a limited corre-
lation between domestic “position [economic] issues” and either
civil rights or foreign policy “style issues.” “The dilemma is that the
two contemporary axes of liberalism-conservatism, the one eco-
nomic-class and the other ethnic-international, vary independently
of each other. . .. To know, for example, that someone supported
the New Deal on economic issues provided no indication of his
international or civil rights opinions” (1954, 197-98). Similar find-
ings emerged from several other studies of the electorate. Angus
Campbell and his colleagues reported, “Across our sample as a
whole in 1956 there was no relationship between scale positions of
individuals on the domestic and foreign attitudinal dimensions”
(1964, 113). Partisanship characterized responses to domestic is-
sues but not to foreign policy issues. V. O. Key uncovered a similar
pattern. Assessing the relationship between internationalism—a
willingness to tolerate international involvement—and domestic
liberalism, he concluded, “The lines of cleavage in the two policy
areas did not coincide” (1961, 158). Philip Converse’s (1964) previ-
ously cited analysis of belief systems among elites and the general
public reported correlations among responses by both groups to
domestic and foreign policy issues. He came to the same conclu-
sion. Among the general public, the degree of policy consistency —
whether on domestic issues, foreign policy issues, or across the two
issue areas—was quite low.

For my present purposes, the more directly relevant question
concerns the degree of consistency of views across domestic and
foreign policy issues among persons in leadership positions. Com-
pared to data for the general public, evidence about elite attitudes
is much scantier. Many findings point toward greater ideological
consistency among leaders, and the usual explanations are located
in different levels of education and awareness of the issue content
associated with such terms as liberal and conservative. Gabriel Al-
mond’s pioneering study, The American People and Foreign Pol-
icy, asserted the existence of a broad consensus among elites that
cut across the two issue areas:

More basically, this foreign policy consensus is founded upon
a consensus of fundamental attitudes and ideologies that
may be described in two dimensions — values and means. The
advocates of the American foreign consensus are, in general,
agreed that the primary aims of American policy, both do-
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mestic and foreign, should turn on a reconciliation of indi-
vidual freedom and mass welfare of a primarily material
kind. (1950, 150)

Although Almond did not present systematic survey evidence
to buttress his findings on this score, most analysts have tended to
agree at least with the point that, compared to the general public,
elites are more likely to hold policy positions that are consistent—
that is, that their beliefs are held together by some underlying
ideological principles. Bruce M. Russett and Elizabeth Hanson
surveyed military officers and business leaders and had access to
Allen H. Barton’s (1974—75) data from a broader spectrum of
elites. Russett and Hanson found “dovish [international] and lib-
eral [domestic] attitudes consistently together on the one hand,
and conservative [domestic] and hawkish [international] atti-
tudes regularly together on the other” (1975, 138). Similar results
emerged from an analysis of a 1984 survey of American opinion
leaders as well as from a panel study of American elites (Holsti
and Rosenau 1988; Murray 1996).

Despite the indications of a greater propensity for consistency
among elites than among the general public, conclusions on this
score should be drawn with some caution because contradictory
evidence also exists. For example, Norman R. Luttbeg (1968)
found no substantial difference between elites and the general
public with respect to the structure of their beliefs, a conclusion
supported by Eugene R. Wittkopf’s (1990) reanalysis of the CCFR
surveys. Also, the base of evidence from which tentative conclu-
sions about leadership beliefs may be adduced is rather limited, es-
pecially when compared to the mountains of data on the opinions
of the general public. Finally, not all elite studies deal with both do-
mestic and foreign policy issues. For example, the CCFR surveys
and the first two FPLP surveys are devoid of questions on domes-
tic policy.

The analysis that follows is based on data from the four most
recent FPLP surveys; unfortunately, the 1976 and 1980 studies did
not include enough domestic issue items to be included in this
analysis. The 1984—96 studies encompass three strikingly different
international settings, especially in the range of relations between
Washington and Moscow. The 1984 survey took place at the height
of “Cold War I1,” when vitriolic rhetoric and arms racing had long
since overtaken any manifestations of détente. Only four years
later, President Reagan and Chairman Gorbachev were meeting
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regularly, had signed an unprecedented arms control agreement
eliminating an entire class of weapons, and referred to each other
as friends rather than as leaders of “evil empires.” Startling as the
changes between 1984 and 1988 were, they paled in comparison
with those of the next four years, which witnessed the end not only
of the Cold War but also of the Soviet Union. By 1996 it had be-
come clear that many of the more optimistic scenarios positing
warming relations between reformist, democratic, market-ori-
ented Russia and the United States were at best premature. In-
deed, it took the 2001 terrorist attacks on New York and Wash-
ington to generate a substantial degree of cooperation between
Russia and the United States. To summarize very briefly, then, the
four surveys spanned the Cold War, the transition from confron-
tation to cooperation, and the early post—Cold War era. Any find-
ings that persist through such dramatic changes would appear to
be very robust indeed.

As a first step toward classifying respondents, scales were cre-
ated for economic and social issues. The six items for each scale
had to meet two criteria: (1) the questions had to appear in each
of the four FPLP surveys since 1984; and (2) the questions had to
meet several standards for forming a reliable scale. The first crite-
rion excluded several questions that appeared in the later surveys
but not in 1984, including items about AIDS testing, the balanced
budget amendment, and term limitations for elected officials, all
of which scaled well. The 1999 TISS survey also included some of
the items on domestic issues.

Table 4.9 summarizes responses for each of the twelve issues in
1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, and 1999. The economic issues scale in-
cludes items on taxation, tuition tax credits, regulation, defense
spending, and income redistribution; those in the social issues scale
focus on several of the most controversial and emotion-laden is-
sues of recent years: school busing, abortion, school prayer, gay
rights, the death penalty, and the Equal Rights Amendment (which
was replaced in 1999 by an item on the proper workplace for moth-
ers). Virtually all of these issues appear to have played a prominent
role in recent elections.

Aggregate responses to these dozen questions reveal a
greater degree of stability than change over the fifteen-year pe-
riod in question. Support for reducing the defense budget in-
creased from 58 percent in 1984 to 75 percent eight years later—
a change that no doubt reflects the end of the Cold War—and
then declined again in 1996 and 1999; by then it had become
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clear that neither the end of the Cold War nor the victorious Per-
sian Gulf War had ushered in a period of peace and stability.
Despite interim fluctuations, questions on two economic issues
relating to the environment gave rise to very limited change be-
tween 1984 and 1999. The proposition that environmental regu-
lation should be relaxed to stimulate economic growth never
stirred much enthusiasm among opinion leaders, even in 1992,
when the country was slipping into recession. Slightly more re-
spondents—but never a majority—favored easing restrictions
on the construction of nuclear power plants. Responses to the six
social issues were even more stable. For four issues—school
busing, abortion, the Equal Rights Amendment, and the death
penalty —the changes were negligible. Support for school prayer
increased by 13 percent, and there was a 14 percent decline
among those who favored banning homosexual teachers from
public schools.

Correlations among the six items on the economic issues scale
were uniformly positive for all four surveys, averaging .31, and
those for the social issues scale were also positive in all instances,
with a somewhat higher average correlation coefficient of .35. For
both scales, Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .70 and .78, thus
meeting or exceeding the conventional criterion of acceptable
scale reliability.

The classification scheme for domestic issues assumes that re-
spondents may have policy preferences on economic issues that
do not necessarily correspond ideologically to those on social is-
sues and, therefore, that it is useful to distinguish between them.
The terms liberal and conservative have varied sufficiently in
meaning so that their contemporary content cannot be consid-
ered self-evident. The present analysis incorporates the following
defining premises. With respect to economic issues, liberals were
assumed to favor

an active role for government in regulating the economy;

an active role for government in regulating activities that
may threaten the environment;

taxation for purposes of income redistribution while oppos-
ing tax policies that provide benefits primarily to the
more affluent.

On social issues, liberals were assumed to favor
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an active role for government in promoting the interests of
those who have traditionally been at a disadvantage owing
to race, class, gender, or other attributes;

a ban on the death penalty, at least in part because it has
been inflicted disproportionately on some traditionally
disadvantaged groups.

Conservatives were assumed to favor the following positions on
economic issues:

removing or reducing governmental restrictions on eco-
nomic activity;

reducing taxes;

a large defense budget to ensure a strong national defense.

On social issues, conservatives were assumed to oppose

an active role for government in attempting to legislate
equality between classes, sexes, races, and other groups;

an active role for government in support of those who chal-
lenge “traditional values.”

These premises are incorporated into scoring responses to
the twelve items that constitute the domestic issue scales. Agree-
ment with seven of them was scored as “liberal,” whereas
agreement with the other five (identified by an asterisk in table
4.9) was rated as a “conservative” answer.'3 Each respondent
then received two scores, the first based on summed responses
to the six economic issues and the second derived from prefer-
ences on the six social issues. A cutting point of 0.00 was used for
each of the scales.”# Respondents who scored on the “liberal”
side of both the economic and social scales are classified as lib-
erals, and those who were on the “conservative” side with re-
spect to both economic and social issues are designated as con-
servatives. Respondents with a liberal position on economic
issues and conservative preferences on social issues are labeled
populists. The final group—those who favored a conservative
position on economic issues and a liberal stance on social is-
sues—are the libertarians.*5

According to these criteria, leaders taking part in these four
surveys were distributed in the following manner.
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Liberals (leaders who were liberal on both the social and
economic and issue scales) constituted 45 percent of
those taking part in the 1984 survey. The comparable
figures for the next three surveys were 48, 47, and 45 per-
cent, respectively.

Conservatives (conservative on both scales) accounted for
33 percent of the 1984 leadership sample. Their numbers
fell to 28 percent in 1988 and to 27 percent four years
later but rose to 35 in 1996.

Populists (conservative on the social issues scale and liberal
on the economic issues scale) made up 15 percent of
leaders in the 1984 study. That group increased to 17 per-
cent four years later and to 19 percent in 1992 before
falling to 11 percent in the latest survey.

Libertarians (liberals on social issues and conservatives on
economic issues) constituted 7 percent of the entire lead-
ership sample in each of the first three surveys and rose
to 9 percent in 1996.

Several points emerge from the distribution of respondents.
First, of the two underlying dimensions, the social issues appear to
be more divisive than the economic ones. Second, although the
liberals and conservatives constitute a strong majority of the en-
tire leadership sample, there are enough populists and libertarians
to support the premise that a single ideological scale is not suffi-
cient to capture preferences on both economic and social issues.
Liberals and conservatives combined to account for 78 percent of
the total in 1984, declined slightly in the next two surveys, and in-
creased to 8o percent in 1996. The populist group increased be-
tween 1984 and 1992, mostly at the expense of the conservatives,
but then fell sharply four years later. The libertarians —social lib-
erals and economic conservatives—have consistently constituted
the smallest of the four groups.

Domestic and Foreign Policy Beliefs, 1984-1996

We can get a summary assessment of the extent to which posi-
tions on domestic and foreign policy are related by combining the
classification schemes for the two types of issues in the four lead-
ership surveys under consideration (table 4.10). The distributions
indicate that there is a rather strong correspondence, a conclu-
sion supported by the summary statistic phi, which ranges from
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.55 to .61. A strong and consistent majority of domestic liberals
are also foreign policy accommodationists—that is, they support
CI and oppose MI. Conversely, almost equal proportions of the
domestic conservatives are either foreign policy hard-liners or in-
ternationalists, the two groups that favor MI1. With respect to for-
eign policy issues, the populists and libertarians are quite similar;
both are predominantly accommodationists and internationalists.
These are the two groups that favor CI. One possible interpreta-
tion is that although both populists and libertarians favor CI,
their reasons for doing so differ. The former (economic liberals)
may support CI because they prefer government spending for
domestic rather than defense purposes and thus less enthusiastic
about MI; perhaps the latter (economic conservatives) do so
because they oppose the type of “big government” that almost
invariably attends wars, crises, confrontations, and extensive com-
mitments abroad.

For a more detailed picture of the relationship between domes-
tic and foreign policy preferences, table 4.11 presents responses by
leaders in the four MI/CI groups to a wide range of domestic is-
sues, including seven that were not used to create the domestic is-
sues scales (see table 4.9). The results reveal strong and consistent
differences among the four groups defined by their foreign policy
views, although in a few cases the statistical significance of in-
tergroup differences is less compelling than the commonalities.
Erecting trade barriers and legalizing drugs gained very limited
support among any of the four groups. Interestingly, two of the
most incendiary issues of recent years, abortion and gun control,
gave rise to overwhelming majorities. More than 8o percent of the
leaders favored leaving abortion decisions to women and their
physicians, a position that gained the support of no less than three-
fifths of any group. A comparable majority favored strict control
of handgun sales, although on this issue a small majority of the
hard-liners disagreed.

An obvious question that emerges from these findings is
whether some more fundamental overarching beliefs link views
on domestic and foreign policy beliefs. If there are, these might
be somewhat comparable to but broader than the “core values”
that Jon Hurwitz and Mark Peffley (1987) identified on their hi-
erarchical model of foreign policy attitudes. At best, the FPLP
data lend themselves to speculation rather than any definitive an-
swers. One candidate might be the degree to which one believes
in carrots (incentives) or sticks (penalties) as the most effective
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means of influence and social control. Does this simple propo-
sition explain, at least in part, the links among hard-line attitudes
toward foreign affairs (the primacy of military force, deterrent
threats, and so on), conservatism on social issues (belief in the
efficacy of capital punishment, support for the use of state power
to enforce certain standards of conduct), and conservatism on
economic issues (support for high defense budgets, reliance on
markets to mete out penalties and rewards)?

Conversely, do comparable links exist among an accommoda-
tionist view on foreign affairs (support for foreign aid and other
forms of rewards, emphasis on issues that lend themselves to bar-
gaining and negotiation), liberalism on social issues (support for
state incentives to reduce or eliminate differences in opportuni-
ties and perhaps outcomes as well), and economic liberalism
(preferences for redistributive policies, restrictions on the penal-
ties arising from market forces)? Obviously, this is at best highly
speculative.

Conclusion

Despite fears expressed during the past six decades by presidents
and other top leaders, the evidence presented in chapter 3 indi-
cates that even in the wake of the disastrous Vietnam War, the
American public has not retreated into an indiscriminate isola-
tionism. A more specific question, for which the evidence pre-
sented here is certainly not conclusive, is whether Americans have
adopted a stance that will accept international undertakings only
as long as they involve no casualties (see, for example, Luttwak
1994; Friedman 1995; A. Schlesinger 1995; for more detailed analy-
ses, see E. Larson 1996; Eichenberg 2003). As noted earlier, propo-
nents of this thesis point to the 1993 decision to withdraw U.S.
forces from Somalia almost immediately after eighteen troops
were killed in a firefight as well as to the decision not to land
forces in Haiti after a dockside demonstration suggested that
there might be some resistance to the landing. Opponents point to
the Persian Gulf War to buttress their argument that casualties
will be accepted for undertakings that have clear goals. The dis-
tinction drawn by Bruce W. Jentleson (1992) between the use of
force to restrain aggressor states, as in the Gulf War, and to im-
pose internal political changes within another state, as in Somalia
and Haiti, seems relevant to this debate. He found that the public
support is higher in the former than the latter cases. Evidence
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from another series of surveys suggests that the public is not
unequivocally set against the use of force, even in such civil wars
as Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti (Kull and Ramsay 1993a, 1994a,
1994b).

However, the data summarized in this chapter provide addi-
tional support for the proposition that in comparison to the gen-
eral public, leaders have been consistently more inclined to sup-
port an active international role for the United States. This
conclusion appears to be valid both at the most general level and
across a wide variety of more specific issues.

The policy implications of these divergences between leaders
and the general public depend in substantial part on one’s con-
ception of the American polity and the role that public opinion
plays in that political system. I will explore this question further in
chapter 7. Suffice it to say for now that if one assumes that top
officials and opinion leaders will have an overwhelming influence
in shaping the primary features of American foreign policy and
that the general public will have little or no influence and will play
a role primarily as the target of elite manipulation, the evidence
suggests that the United States will continue to pursue an inter-
nationalist foreign policy, broadly defined. In that case, the de-
bates are likely to center on how the United States participates in
global affairs: the hard-liners and accommodationists will put for-
ward quite different blueprints in answer to that question and will
express sharply different preferences about the appropriate
means to be employed. If, however, public preferences play a sig-
nificant role in shaping at least the broad contours of American
foreign policy, the policy debates may also include discussion of
the extent that the United States should play an active interna-
tional role as opposed to focusing on issues that have a direct do-
mestic impact. Although there is little indication of a wholesale
rush “back to the womb,” the evidence does suggest that, com-
pared to leaders, the general public is somewhat less enthusiastic
about some important aspects of foreign affairs, including trade
liberalization, immigration, foreign aid, and deployment of troops
to areas outside traditional U.S. interests. In that eventuality, some
aspects of the debates are likely to pit the internationalist vision
of America’s proper role in the world against that espoused by the
isolationists.

Although the evidence on the structural features of foreign
policy attitudes is somewhat less conclusive, there appears to be
some convergence in the ways that leaders and the general pub-
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lic think about international affairs. The data summarized previ-
ously suggest that two dimensions of internationalism —the mili-
tant and cooperative versions—capture a good deal, although
surely not all, of the variance. The convergence of attitudes on
domestic and foreign policy issues also suggests at least a moder-
ate degree of ideological coherence in leaders’ political beliefs.
This will be welcome news for critics on both the right and left
who lament what they believe to be an excessive pragmatism and
disregard for ideological principles in American politics. Others
may be less certain that the erosion of crosscutting cleavages au-
gurs well for the tenor and content of political debates.

Finally, these findings bring up questions about the sources
and correlates of foreign policy attitudes among both the general
public and opinion leaders. I will turn to these questions in chap-
ter 5.





