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CHAPTER 5

Sources of Foreign Policy Attitudes

During the mid-1980s, three perceptive analysts of American for-
eign policy, one of whom later served as National Security Adviser
to President Clinton, asserted, “For two decades, the making of
American foreign policy has been growing far more political — or
more precisely, far more partisan and ideological” (Destler, Gelb,
and Lake 1984, 13). Although their observation was not specifi-
cally focused on or limited to public opinion, it brings up a num-
ber of interesting questions related to the sources of public atti-
tudes. First, in pointing to partisanship and ideology, did these
authors properly locate the main fault lines on the American po-
litical landscape? More specifically, do party and ideology rein-
force each other as sources of foreign policy attitudes, or are they,
as in some earlier periods of American history, essentially inde-
pendent of each other? Is it even possible that they create cross-
cutting cleavages? Second, are there other sources of foreign pol-
icy attitudes that compete with or perhaps even supersede the
impact of partisanship and ideology? Extensive post-Vietnam de-
bates have identified some other prominent candidates, most no-
tably generation and gender, as potent sources of foreign policy
attitudes.

Third, are the demographic sources of foreign policy attitudes
stable across issues? Across time? These questions are essentially
variants of a broader one encountered in the first three chapters.
Those who hold that an ill-informed public possesses little more
than “nonattitudes” about politics—and especially about world
affairs—would expect the demographic correlates of attitudes to
be weak and unstable. If much of the public responds to foreign
affairs in an almost random manner and if their reactions to such
issues are anchored in little more than the mood of the moment,
then one would not expect to find powerful and enduring cor-
relations between demographic attributes and foreign policy
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attitudes. The alternative view is that the public may effectively
use simple—or even simplistic—guidelines to help make some
sense of the complex and remote actors, issues, and events that
constitute foreign affairs. Do such permanent or relatively stable
background characteristics as gender, generation, education, and
race play any significant role in that process? Other attributes, in-
cluding party and ideological preferences, are more easily subject
to change but, if I. M. Destler, Leslie Gelb, and Anthony Lake are
correct, the impact of these attributes has increased. Which, if any,
of these factors has been consistently related to ways of thinking
about foreign policy?

The final question concerns how the end of the Cold War may
have affected the sources of foreign policy attitudes. The era of
systematic public opinion polling was scarcely a decade old when
an era of confrontation, punctuated by periodic crises, superseded
the wartime cooperation between Washington and Moscow. The
vast bulk of the data, theories, hypotheses, and analyses of public
opinion derive from the more than four decades of the Cold War.
Given the central role of Soviet-American relations, not only in
global affairs but also in shaping foreign policy attitudes, how can
we be sure that the theories and findings generated during the
decades prior to the disintegration of the Soviet Union are suffi-
ciently robust to survive into the post—Cold War era? For ex-
ample, even if Destler, Gelb, and Lake were correct in identifying
partisanship and ideology as the primary sources of cleavages of
foreign policy during the early years of the Reagan administra-
tion, is it possible that their diagnosis is no longer valid as we are
fully in the second decade after the Cold War? After all, Ronald
Reagan, a highly partisan and ideological president, underwent
an almost complete reversal in attitudes about the USSR during
his presidency, as did the general public.” Because many of the
deepest partisan cleavages of the 1970s and 1980s centered on
strategies and tactics for dealing with Moscow and related Cold
War issues, could the disintegration of the Soviet Union have also
brought about a significant erosion of partisan and ideological
stances on foreign affairs?

This chapter will explore these questions and examine some
relevant evidence from both the general public and opinion lead-
ers. In addition to reviewing findings that emerged from research
during the Cold War, we will examine at least some evidence
from the period since the end of that conflict. Reactions to one
event will receive special attention: the Persian Gulf War, the cui-
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mination of events precipitated by Iraq’s August 2, 1990, invasion
of Kuwait, has been described as the “mother of all polling events”
(Mueller 1994, xiv). It may well have been the subject of more
public opinion surveys than any prior episode of comparable du-
ration.> Because it was a victorious undertaking that took place
over a relatively short period and resulted in relatively light U.S.
casualties, the Gulf War avoided at least three of the characteris-
tics that ultimately ignited widespread public opposition to the
conflict in Vietnam. These reasons, combined with the unambigu-
ous nature of Iraq’s action and the character of its leaders, suggest
that the Gulf War should be a strong candidate for the “rally
round the flag” phenomenon. If, in fact, vast numbers of Ameri-
cans, irrespective of party, ideology, and other attributes, rallied
behind the administration, the impact of background characteris-
tics would be suppressed rather than heightened.3 Conversely, any
demographic correlates of foreign policy attitudes that persisted
in these circumstances would be especially significant. The impact
of the tragic terrorist attacks on New York and Washington and
the subsequent war against Iraq will be assessed separately in
chapter 6.

The pages that follow will begin with the impact of party, fol-
lowed by ideology, generation, gender, education, region, and
race. Surveys have not always probed for each of these respon-
dent attributes; thus, the evidence is not equally plentiful for each
of them.

Political Party
The General Public

Two generalizations about American politics, if valid, would lead
to the expectation that party affiliation is at best weakly linked to
foreign policy attitudes. The first is that the two major parties are
broad coalitions that cut across rather than between ideological
orientations or other major sources of beliefs. The second stipu-
lates that, however divided Americans may be on domestic ques-
tions, bipartisanship rather than partisanship is the rule on for-
eign policy issues. “Politics stops at the water’s edge” has been a
favorite slogan of countless orators on the hustings as well as
presidents who seek to stifle criticism of their policies from mem-
bers of the other political party.

Whether these generalizations were ever an even moderately
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accurate depiction of the foreign policy process over any period is
open to question. It would be hard to deny that partisan differ-
ences colored debates on issues as diverse as responses to the
wars arising from the French Revolution, the tariff issue at various
times during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and the
question of American participation in the League of Nations.
Conversely, deliberate efforts by the Roosevelt administration to
develop a bipartisan coalition in support of American member-
ship in the United Nations were highly successful, and the Hull-
Dulles agreement assured that the United Nations would not be-
come a partisan issue in the 1944 presidential election. As a result
of these efforts, the United Nations Treaty won Senate approval
the following year by an overwhelming vote of eighty-nine to two.
During the early post-World War II years, bipartisan cooperation
between the White House and Congress on many issues related to
Europe made possible such initiatives as aid to Greece and
Turkey (the Truman Doctrine), the Marshall Plan, and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).4 Each of these striking de-
partures from traditional American foreign policies had rather
solid public support. Agreement among prominent leaders of the
two major parties no doubt contributed to the fact that,among the
general public, Democrats and Republicans differed little with re-
spect to these and other major internationalist foreign policy un-
dertakings. For example, a 1946 Gallup survey revealed that 72
percent of respondents in both political parties favored an “ac-
tive” international role for the United States, and the 1947 pro-
gram of aid to Greece and Turkey also received identical levels of
approval from Democrats and Republicans (table 5.1).

Issues relating to the Far East tended to be more contentious
and placed greater strains on bipartisan cooperation, especially af-
ter the Truman-MacArthur confrontation during the first year of
the Korean War. The president’s decision to dismiss MacArthur,
culminating a dispute that reflected some fundamental differences
about civil-military relations as well as the appropriate conduct of
the Korean War, was not popular among Democrats (opposed 53
to 30 percent), independents (51 to 30 percent), or (especially) Re-
publicans (72 to 17 percent).5 But even on most issues related to
Asia, survey data revealed limited partisan differences. For exam-
ple, the decision to resist aggression in Korea, the move to aid the
Chinese government in Taiwan, and a proposal to send American
forces to Indochina as the French effort there was collapsing found
Republicans and Democrats about equally supportive or critical.
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To be sure, by 1952, American participation in the Korean
War—“Harry Truman’s War,” as critics often called it—had lost
far more support among Republicans than among Democrats,
but sharp partisan divisions on foreign and defense policy did not
persist into the Fisenhower years. Even though the defense
budget had become a controversial issue in 1960, with charges
from Senator John F. Kennedy and other prominent Democrats

TABLE 5.1. Partisanship on Selected Foreign and Defense Policy Issues: The
General Public, 1946-63

Responses by Party Affiliation (%)®

Date Issue? Response Republican Democrat Independent
February Role U.S. should play  Active 72 72 NR
1946 in world affairs Stay out 23 22 NR
March Aid to Greece (Truman Approve 56 56 NR
1947 Doctrine) Disapprove 31 32 NR
April 1948 Should U.S. and all Eu- Yes 66 68 57
ropean Marshall Plan No 22 16 29

nations join in a
permanent military

alliance?
July 1948  Evaluation of U.S. pol- Too soft 73 70 NR
icy toward Soviet Too tough 3 4 NR
Union About right 14 14 NR
February Defense budget Too much 16 12 18
1950 Too little 22 25 24
About right 46 46 40
July 1950  Send military supplies ~ Should 48 50 NR
to Chiang Kai-shek Should not 39 32 NR
government on
Taiwan
July 1951  Send U.S. troops to Eu- Europe 53 61 49
rope or keep them at At home 39 30 38
home to defend the
Americas
May 1954 Send U.S. troops to Approve 18 22 17
Indochina Disapprove 76 70 72
June 1955 Should the U.S. and Should 55 57 54
Russia work out a Should not 33 27 29
trade agreement?
December Approve foreign Yes 59 58 58
1956 aid to help stop No 28 28 28
communism
January  Foreign aid For 54 59 61
1963 Against 35 28 28

Source: Gallup Organization surveys.

aSummary statement of the issue rather than the exact wording of the question asked.
YExcludes “no opinion,” “not sure,” and “don’t know” responses.

NR = Not reported.
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that a complacent Eisenhower administration had permitted a
dangerous “missile gap” to develop, a Gallup poll revealed that
differences attributable to party loyalties were relatively mod-
est. Although more Democrats (24 percent) than Republicans
(15 percent) asserted that the Pentagon was receiving “too lit-
tle” in the Eisenhower budget, far more respondents in both po-
litical parties judged defense spending to be “about right.” Even
foreign aid programs received approximately similar levels of
support from adherents of the major political parties. Republi-
can nominee Barry Goldwater’s 1964 attacks on the “eastern es-
tablishment” that had provided an important base for biparti-
sanship in foreign and defense policy issues and his campaign
theme that the GOP should offer voters a “choice, not an echo,”
proved to be insufficiently persuasive to avert a landslide elec-
toral loss. The absence of strong partisan cleavages extended
into the early years of the Vietnam War, as majorities within
both parties expressed strong support for the Johnson adminis-
tration’s policies.®

For two decades spanning the Truman, Fisenhower, Kennedy,
and early Johnson administrations, then, whatever differences di-
vided the American public on foreign policy issues rarely fell
along a cleavage defined by partisan loyalties. Writing in the
1970s, Barry Hughes concluded that the “evidence points over-
whelmingly to insignificant party differences in the general pop-
ulation” on most foreign policy issues (1978, 128). Indeed, before
Vietnam, the distribution of attitudes among supporters of the
two major parties was sufficiently similar that the self-identified
independents usually stood on one side or another of the Demo-
crats and Republicans rather than between them.

The period since the end of the Vietnam War has witnessed the
emergence of striking partisan differences on a broad range of is-
sues relating to foreign and defense policy. The very concept of
bipartisanship came under increased attacks from several quar-
ters; by 1979 a leading Republican senator called for its termina-
tion and for a return to a frankly partisan foreign policy. At the
same time, efforts by several administrations to create a for-
eign policy consensus fell short of enduring success. The Nixon-
Kissinger campaign to create a post-Vietnam foreign policy con-
sensus grounded in détente with the Soviet Union ultimately
failed. Attempts by the Carter administration to achieve the same
goal through an emphasis on human rights and by the first Rea-
gan administration to create a consensus around a more assertive
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and confrontational stance toward the Soviet Union were equally
unavailing in the longer run.

During the years immediately following the 1975 evacuation of
the last Americans from Saigon, pollsters generally concentrated
on such domestic issues as inflation, unemployment, and crime
because they seemed to be of the most immediate concern to
much of the public. Even the controversial question of how the
United States should respond to the civil war in Angola did not
elicit a probe from the Gallup organization. Data on foreign pol-
icy attitudes became more plentiful during the 1980s, however,
and reveal clearly that sharp and persistent partisan differences
characterized most issues related to the Cold War (table 5.2). De-
fense budget increases initiated by President Carter and escalated
by President Reagan, the intervention in Lebanon, the proper
U.S. role in the civil wars in Central America, and proposals to
place economic sanctions on South Africa were among the con-
troversial issues that gave rise to very substantial differences be-
tween Republicans and Democrats. The bifurcation along parti-
san lines was sufficiently great that, unlike during the pre-Vietnam
period, responses of political independents typically fell between
those of Democrats and Republicans.

Toward the end of the 1980s, however, the evidence also reveals
some diminution of partisan differences on questions linked most
closely to Soviet-American relations. A sense of diminishing
threat from the USSR, shared by members of both major parties,
no doubt reflected the emergence of “détente II” during the pe-
riod following Mikhail Gorbachev’s accession to power in the
Kremlin and coinciding with Ronald Reagan’s second presiden-
tial term. By the time Reagan left the White House in 1989, almost
half of Republicans assessed the Soviet Union as no more than a
“minor threat,” and 60 percent of Democrats responded in a like
manner. In light of a rather strong Republican tendency toward
skepticism regarding the Kremlin during the Reagan years, it is
perhaps more than a little ironic that, four months after disinte-
gration of the USSR, Republicans outstripped Democrats by a
margin of 64 to 46 percent in supporting assistance to the former
Soviet Union. Indeed, the proposed aid package received the
highest approval from various groups often more closely associ-
ated with the GOP than the Democrats: white, male, higher-in-
come college graduates (G. Gallup Jr. 1992, 71-72).

Several Gallup surveys since the early 1990s yielded evidence
of both partisan differences and bipartisan convergence. When
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asked, “Should immigration be kept at the present level, increased,
or decreased?” substantial majorities in both parties preferred the
decreasing immigration. California voters’ overwhelming approval
in 1994 of Proposition 187, which was supported by Republican
candidates for the governorship and the U.S. Senate and opposed
by their Democratic counterparts, also suggests the emergence of
a bipartisan agreement on a restrictive immigration policy. Further
evidence on this point emerged from the 1994 Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations (CCFR) survey: the general public ranked
“controlling and reducing illegal immigration” as the fourth-most-
important foreign policy goal, with almost three-fourths of the re-
spondents rating it “very important” (Rielly 1995, 15).

Employment of US. troops abroad yielded sharp partisan dif-
ferences, with approval from 30 percent of the Republicans and
almost twice as many Democrats. In contrast, American partici-
pation in peacekeeping operations in a Serbian region of the for-
mer Yugoslavia—Kosovo—found a 16 percent partisan gap but,
more importantly, majority support from both Republicans and
Democrats. Three additional issues also yielded overall support
among members of both major parties and large partisan gaps:
building a missile defense system, reestablishing diplomatic rela-
tions with Cuba, and using military action to remove Saddam
Hussein from power in Iraq. Even after the invasion of Iraq had
achieved this goal, the question of using force without United
Nations authorization remained a source of sharp partisan differ-
ences, with Republicans evenly divided on the issues and Demo-
crats opposed by a margin of three to one.

For reasons cited earlier, the Persian Gulf War in 1991 provides
a good opportunity to determine the extent to which partisan for-
eign policy differences among the general public have persisted
or dissolved in the post-Cold War period. The naked Iraqi ag-
gression against Kuwait, Saddam Hussein’s well-deserved repu-
tation for exceptional brutality, and the absence of a risk that the
crisis would turn into a dangerous confrontation between Wash-
ington and Moscow would be expected to increase the prospects
for bipartisan support of American policies. Table 5.3 reports the
results from a very small sample of the many Gallup surveys on
the situation in the Persian Gulf area undertaken before the ini-
tiation of the American air war on Iraq, during the conflict, and
in its aftermath. Excluded are all the many questions that men-
tioned President George H. W. Bush by name: for example, “Do
you approve of the way George Bush is handling the current sit-
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uation in the Middle East involving Kuwait?” (January 6, 1991;
see G. Gallup Jr. 1991). Such questions could be expected to in-
flate partisan divisions among the public; in fact, they did so by
about 10 percent compared to similar questions in which the
president was not named.

The evidence indicates that, although the Bush administration
enjoyed a high degree of overall public support for its Persian
Gulf policies—notably with respect to the decision to initiate a
war within hours after the January 15, 1991, deadline for Iraqi

TABLE 5.3. Attitudes on Selected Issues Relating to the Persian Gulf Conflict,
before, during, and after the War: The Impact of Party

Repub- Demo- Indepen-
Date Question All licans  crats dents

Prewar surveys
Jan. 13, 1991 Do you think the United States made

a mistake in sending troops to

Saudi Arabia, or not? {% yes] 29 18 39 30
Jan. 13, 1991 Which of the following comes closest

to your opinion? Favor: withdraw;

sanctions; war. [% initiate a war] 50 62 40 52

Wartime surveys
Jan. 20, 1991 Do you approve or disapprove of the

U.S. decision to go to war in order

to drive the Iraqgis out of Kuwait?

[% approve] 80 91 70 80
Jan. 26, 1991 Do you favor or oppose using tactical

nuclear weapons against Iraq if it

might save the lives of U.S.

troops? [% favor] 45 46 45 46
Jan. 26, 1991 Would you favor or oppose a law to

ban peace demonstrations while

U.S. troops are fighting overseas?

[% favor] 31 31 37 26
Feb. 17, 1991 Do you favor or oppose the U.S. use

of tactical nuclear weapons in the

Persian Gulf War? [% favor] 28 31 30 25

Postwar surveys
July 14, 1991 All in all, was the current situation in

the Mideast involving Iraq and

Kuwait worth going to war over, or

not? [% yes] 66 80 54 64
July 21, 1991 Looking back, do you approve or dis-

approve of the U.S. decision last

January to go to war with Iraq in

order to drive the Iragis out of

Kuwait? [% approve] 78 91 67 74

Source: Gallup Organization surveys. The typical survey was spread out over a 3—4 day period. The
first column reports the final date of the survey.
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withdrawal from Kuwait had expired—rather substantial parti-
san differences may nevertheless be found in survey responses
before, during, and after the conflict.” Only three of the questions
in table 5.3, two of them dealing with the possible use of nuclear
weapons, failed to yield significant differences. Strong majorities
within both parties opposed the use of tactical nuclear weapons
against Iraq, although nearly half of both Democrats and Re-
publicans were willing to do so “if it might save the lives of U.S.
troops.” A proposition to ban peace demonstrations during the
conflict found favor from only about one-third of the respon-
dents, with only a moderate gap between members of the two
major parties. Each of the remaining questions gave rise to sub-
stantial differences ranging from 21 to 26 percent. Moreover,
these cleavages were not bridged as a consequence of the suc-
cessful military campaign to drive Iraqi forces out of Kuwait.

Although some degree of disenchantment with the war effort
emerged later in the year—apparently as the result of Saddam
Hussein’s ability to stay in power and to attack with impunity the
Shiite and Kurdish minorities within Irag—public assessments
several months after the cease-fire found that the overall approval
of American actions was distributed very unevenly across parties.
Stated differently, the longer-term consequences of the Persian
Gulf conflict did not appear to have included a lasting, bipartisan
post—Cold War foreign policy consensus among the general pub-
lic. It remains to be seen whether comparable cleavages have di-
vided opinion leaders.

Opinion Leaders

As noted earlier, compared to the vast collections of systematic
data on the general public, information on opinion leaders for the
decades prior to the Vietnam War is in relatively short supply.
The available evidence, some of it including indirect indicators,
would seem to point to two conclusions.

First, partisan differences among leaders probably exceeded
those found among the general public. To be sure, debates and
votes on some of the most important foreign policy issues in Con-
gress—including but not limited to the United Nations Treaty, Tru-
man Doctrine, Marshall Plan, and NATO —tended not to follow
strictly partisan lines. The Truman and Eisenhower administra-
tions worked fairly effectively on many foreign policy issues with
Congresses dominated by the opposition party during periods of
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divided government in 194749 and 1955-61. Indeed, Eisenhower
faced more consistent and vocal opposition from right-wing mem-
bers of the GOP—for example, from Senators William Knowland,
Joseph McCarthy, William Jenner, and John Bricker—during the
years of Republican control of Congress (1953—55) than from
Democrats. A classic study of executive-legislative relations dur-
ing this period found that the president was typically better able to
get congressional support on foreign policy than on domestic is-
sues (Wildavsky 1966). Even debates during the election cam-
paigns that gave rise to changes in control of the White House in
1953 and 1961 focused more on implementation and administra-
tion of American foreign and defense policies than on the prin-
ciples underlying such basic policies as containment, deterrence,
alliance membership, economic and military assistance programs,
and the like.

Conversely, evidence of partisan differences among leaders is
also available. A study of party leaders and followers during the
1950s revealed that partisan gaps on several international ques-
tions were greater among the former than the latter (McCloskey,
Hoffmann, and O’Hara 1960). Similarly, an analysis of congres-
sional voting on all foreign policy issues, rather than just the most
consequential ones cited earlier, also found evidence of partisan-
ship, especially after the Korean War (Wittkopf 1990). Finally, the
occasional Gallup special surveys of Who's Who in America bio-
graphees suggest some partisan differences on such issues as the
Bricker Amendment to restrict executive treaty-making powers
and on the admission of communist China to the United Nations.
The latter issue gave rise to an especially wide partisan gap, as
half of the Democrats favored bringing the Beijing regime into
the world organizations, whereas only 20 percent of Republicans
did so.®

The second major conclusion is that partisan cleavages among
leaders widened considerably during the 1970s and 1980s. Since
the end of the Vietnam War, systematic data about the foreign
policy attitudes of opinion leaders have become much more plen-
tiful. Most of the evidence provides considerable support for
Destler, Gelb, and Lake’s observation, cited at the beginning of
this chapter, about the growing partisan chasm on foreign policy
issues during the post-Vietnam era. This point emerges clearly, for
example, from studies of business and military leaders as well as
secondary analyses of the small elite samples in the quadrennial
CCFR surveys (Russett and Hanson 1975; Wittkopf 1990).
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The Foreign Policy Leadership Project (FPLP) surveys, ex-
tending from 1976 through 1996, also found quite striking differ-
ences among Republicans, Democrats, and independents on a
wide range of foreign policy issues. When respondents to each of
the surveys are classified as hard-liners, isolationists, internation-
alists, or accommodationists, a clear and consistent pattern of par-
tisan differences emerges (table 5.4). In each survey, more than
60 percent of Republicans are either hard-liners or international-
ists, the two groups that expressed support for militant interna-
tionalism. Equally substantial majorities among the Democrats
were accommodationists, a group defined as opposing militant in-
ternationalism while supporting cooperative internationalism.
The end of the Cold War witnessed some movement among Re-
publicans away from hard-line and internationalist positions and
toward an isolationist one. In contrast, the positions of Demo-
crats remained relatively stable over the twenty-year period in
question, although the number of internationalists increased with
the end of the Cold War. Perhaps the only point of strong agree-
ment among these leaders is that few of them —whether Repub-

TABLE 5.4. The Relationship between Party and Foreign Policy Orientations
among American Opinion Leaders, 1976-96

The percentage whose foreign policy attitudes
classify them as . . .

Of the leaders who Hard- Isola- Interna- Accomoda-
identify themselves as . . . Year liners tionists tionalists tionists
Republicans 1976 34 7 39 21
1980 34 7 43 17
1984 34 6 40 20
1988 34 7 40 20
1992 17 6 52 25
1996 26 13 37 24
Democrats 1976 9 7 22 62
1980 9 7 25 60
1984 6 6 14 74
1988 4 7 13 76
1992 3 3 19 75
1996 3 6 24 67
Independents 1976 21 8 33 38
1980 20 6 34 40
1984 12 8 25 54
1988 13 8 24 S5
1992 9 7 29 55
1996 11 10 28 51

Note: Phi for 1976 = .55; 1980 = .61; 1984 = .60; 1988 = .63; 1992 = .54; 1996 = .42.
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licans, Democrats, or independents—are isolationists. The corre-
lation between party and foreign policy orientation remained
consistently high, never falling below .40 in any of the surveys.

We can gain a more detailed view of how the end of the Cold
War has affected the impact of political party by examining the
pattern of responses to several clusters of questions, including
some about the Gulf War, in the 1992 and 1996 FPLP surveys. 1
noted in chapter 4 that almost go percent of opinion leaders be-
lieved that the post—Cold War international system is multipolar
rather than bipolar or unipolar. The very slight 2 percentage
point difference between Republicans and Democrats on this
issue pales in comparison to the striking convergence of views
across party lines.

The End of the Cold War

Predictions about the consequences arising from the end of the
Cold War provide further insight into leadership views of the in-
ternational system.? Four major themes emerge from the data.
The first is a rather widespread agreement that many fundamen-
tal features of international relations will persist into the post—
Cold War era. An overwhelming majority of opinion leaders (93
percent), irrespective of party identification, believed that greater
international cooperation rather than unilateral action will be
necessary to deter and resist aggression. Because international
cooperation in the form of alliance systems was a crucial feature
of the Cold War period, this judgment does not necessarily rep-
resent a perception of fundamental systemic change.

Responses to other items reinforce the point that a majority of
opinion leaders anticipated continuity rather than revolutionary
change in international relations. For example, more than two-
thirds agreed that nations will continue to adhere to traditional
definitions of their national interests; barely over one-third of re-
spondents believed that any sort of world government is likely to
be established, even within the next half century; and a compa-
rable minority predicted that loyalty to nation-states will decline
because they are decreasingly able to meet citizens’ demands. The
leadership group as a whole was almost evenly divided on the
proposition that “the collapse of the Soviet Union and the unwill-
ingness of the United States to deal with its budget deficit are
likely to accord ever greater influence to the United Nations and
other international organizations.” Democrats were somewhat
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more likely than Republicans to foresee changes on each of these
questions, but the differences, although statistically significant in
several cases, were generally rather moderate —in the range of 5
to 11 percent.

A second theme, on the prospects for international stability,
is addressed by two items. The questions ask whether we are en-
tering a period of fragmentation and disorder arising from, first,
weakening support for governments and, second, exploding na-
tionalist sentiments. Both questions gave rise to sharp divisions
within the entire leadership sample, although not necessarily along
partisan lines. Compared to Republicans, Democrats were some-
what more pessimistic on both questions, but once again the dif-
ferences are of a very modest magnitude.

A third pair of questions focuses on the agenda of critical in-
ternational issues. Very strong majorities of Democrats (73 per-
cent) and Republicans (69 percent), without significant partisan
differences, agreed that “nonstrategic issues such as pollution, the
drug trade, migrations, and AIDS are likely to replace military
concerns on the world’s agenda.” Somewhat greater disagree-
ment, with a 10 percent partisan gap, emerged on the prospects
for neglect and increasing impoverishment of the Third World as
a consequence of vanishing Cold War rivalries in that part of the
world. Whereas a slight majority of Democrats agreed that this
dismal scenario was likely to occur, slightly more than two-fifths
of the Republicans did so.

Finally, responses to two items with strong military overtones
reveal very strong partisan differences. The proposition that mil-
itary threats are no longer effective elicited agreement from 52
percent of Democrats but from only one Republican in five. A
slim majority of Democrats also agreed that the United States, as
the dominant power, can channel the direction of change toward
a “new world order”; the comparable figure among Republicans
was almost four out of five. These results are wholly consistent
with the finding (table 5.4) that Republicans and Democrats have
strikingly different orientations toward the military dimensions
of international affairs.

The data to this point indicate that Democrats and Republicans
tend to have rather similar views on the nature of the post-Cold
War international system, even though the former are somewhat
more likely than the latter to predict fundamental changes. In con-
trast, the most significant partisan differences arise from questions
about military issues and the U.S. role in the system.
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Approaches to Peace

As for the perceived effectiveness of various approaches to peace,
opinion leaders in the 1992 and 1996 surveys were offered a broad
array of options. The items in this cluster of questions (table 4.5)
span the full range of views from a basic realpolitik perspective
(military superiority, balance of power) to key aspects of tradi-
tional liberal positions (trade, international organizations, better
international communication and understanding, arms control).

Some elements of bipartisan agreement emerge from the re-
sponses to this cluster of items. Two approaches that have usually
found favor among liberals—trade and technical cooperation and
enhanced international communication—were rated as “very ef-
fective” by 43 percent and 47 percent of the leaders, respectively.
“Better communication and understanding among peoples” was
rated first and second by Democrats (53 percent) and Republi-
cans (42 percent), and trade was ranked as the second-most-ef-
fective path to peace by Democrats (48 percent) and as fourth-
highest by Republicans (36 percent). Nevertheless, the differences
were statistically significant in both cases. The 1994 congressional
votes on the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade/World
Trade Organization (GATT/WTO) agreement provide some fur-
ther evidence that, among leaders, trade issues cut across rather
than along party lines. In the Senate, Democrats and Republicans
recorded favorable votes in identical proportions—76 percent. In
the House of Representatives, 68 percent of GOP members sup-
ported the agreement, as did 65 percent of the Democrats.

In contrast, the most striking example of partisan discord is the
different assessments accorded to “American military superior-
ity” by members of the two major parties. More than 70 percent
of Republicans rated military superiority as a “very effective” ap-
proach to peace, and it was by a considerable margin their pre-
ferred approach. In dramatic contrast, Democrats as a group
rated military superiority as only the fifth-most-promising strat-
egy for peace, with only 35 percent giving it a “very effective” rat-
ing. Another partisan divergence of views arose from assessments
of the effectiveness of narrowing the gap between rich and poor
nations. In contrast to the 39 percent of Democrats who gave this
approach the highest rating, only 11 percent of Republicans did
so. Two of the traditional instruments of foreign policy, collective
security through alliances and balance-of-power politics, received
rather different assessments. Forty percent of the leaders in the
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1996 survey rated the former as “very effective,” whereas fewer
than one in seven expressed the same judgment about policies di-
rected at achieving a balance of power. Partisan differences were
significant only in the latter case.

In summary, these responses generally fall along lines that are
familiar to theorists of international relations. Republicans ac-
corded their highest rating to an approach with a strong realpoli-
tik flavor, whereas Democrats favored liberal strategies for peace.
The primary point of convergence across party lines was the luke-
warm appraisal of collective security, an approach that failed to
rank among the top two by members of either major party. These
results are also consistent with the finding that most Republicans
can be classified as internationalists or hard-liners, whereas Dem-
ocrats are predominantly accommodationists.

Implications for U.S. Foreign Policy

When asked to explore the implications for U.S. policies of the
end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet empire, it is
clear that few opinion leaders believe that the appropriate an-
swer is a significant retrenchment from international activism to-
ward isolationism. The proposition that the United States should
limit its involvement in world affairs to military undertakings for
peace and stability was rejected by an overwhelming bipartisan
majority, garnering the assent of fewer than one respondent in
six in 1992 and fewer than one-quarter of the leaders four years
later. Nor was there much support for the self-centered approach
represented by columnist Patrick Buchanan’s call for a new for-
eign policy that “puts America first, and second and third as well”
(1990, 82). Given Buchanan’s status as a perennial Republican
presidential candidate, at least until his decision to run as an in-
dependent in 2000, it is perhaps not surprising that members of
the GOP recorded a significantly higher level of agreement with
his prescription, although only about one-third of that group
agreed in 1992; even fewer Democrats (14 percent) did so. The
comparable figures in 1996 were 46 percent and 16 percent, re-
spectively. There was also declining support for a proposition
with at least some isolationist overtones: because America’s allies
are now capable of defending themselves, the United States can
focus its attention on domestic issues rather than external threats
to its well-being. Half of the Republicans and two-thirds of the
Democrats agreed in 1992, but by 1996 partisan differences had
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completely disappeared, as 45 percent of leaders in each party
agreed.

A second major point of convergence across party lines emerged
on two propositions to expand the nation’s foreign policy agenda
to give greater emphasis to economic and social issues, including
hunger and poverty. Although support among Democrats out-
stripped that among Republicans at a statistically significant level
in both 1992 and 1996, these differences are less salient than the
much more important agreement with these propositions by well
over 8o percent of opinion leaders in both political parties. The
1992 FPLP survey was completed months before the George
H. W. Bush administration launched Operation Restore Hope to
distribute relief supplies to Somalia. Although that undertaking
drew heavy criticism in Congress after the Mogadishu firefight
that resulted in the deaths of eighteen U.S. Rangers, overwhelm-
ing support for U.S. leadership of international coalitions to deal
with poverty and hunger persisted into 1996.

Points of strong partisan differences emerge, not surprisingly,
on questions about the role of the military in the post—Cold War
era. Given their sanguine appraisal of U.S. military superiority as
an approach to peace, it is not surprising that Republicans strongly
(87 percent) supported the maintenance of substantial military
forces and rejected by a comparable majority of 83 to 16 percent
the view that the United States and other countries should “cede
some of their sovereignty to strengthen the powers of the United
Nations and other international organizations.” The Democrats
also supported maintenance of strong armed forces, though by a
less substantial margin of 58 to 41 percent. Democrats were much
more closely divided on the issue of ceding some sovereignty, op-
posing it by only 50 to 48 percent.

U.S. Roles and Interests

Responses to questions about U.S. roles and interests indicate
once again that most opinion leaders reject an indiscriminate re-
treat to isolationism as an appropriate reaction to the end of the
Cold War. In 1992 both Republicans (57 percent) and Democrats
(56 percent) agreed that “the best way to encourage democratic
development in the Third World is for the United States to solve
its own problems”; the comparable figures in 1996 were 58 percent
and 47 percent, respectively. But four additional questions yielded
strong majorities in opposition to various isolationist positions.
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Specifically, relatively few leaders in either party expressed agree-
ment with the following propositions:

We shouldn’t think so much in international terms but con-
centrate more on our own national problems (34 percent
agreed in 1992; 29 percent agreed in 1996).

Vital interests of the United States are largely confined to
Western Europe, Japan, and the Americas (29 percent
agreed in 1992; 27 percent agreed in 1996).

The United States should only be involved in world affairs
to the extent that its military power is needed to maintain
international peace and stability (15 percent agreed in
1992; 25 percent agreed in 1996).

Third World conflict cannot jeopardize vital American in-
terests (14 percent agreed in 1992; 18 percent agreed in

1996).

Except on the last issue, concerning the irrelevance of Third
World conflicts, partisan differences were statistically significant.
Although in each case Republican leaders were more inclined to
support the restrictive view of U.S. interests, the more important
point is that none of these propositions commanded the support
of much more than one-third of Republican or Democratic opin-
ion leaders in either 1992 or 1996.

Although both Republicans and Democrats spurn an Ameri-
can retreat to isolationism and a narrow, self-regarding defini-
tion of the national interest, this agreement does not extend to
the type of role that the United States should play in the inter-
national system. When asked in 1992 whether the United States
should scale down its leadership position, Republicans over-
whelmingly responded in the negative, whereas more than two-
thirds of the Democrats agreed. The closely related proposition
that the country should quit acting like a superpower elicited
little agreement (22 percent) among Republicans while splitting
Democrats almost evenly. By 1996 the partisan gap on whether
the United States should scale down its leadership role had vir-
tually disappeared, however. Forty-two percent of the entire
leadership sample approved of a reduced U.S. role, and the gap
between members of the two major political parties shrank to a
nonsignificant 4 percent. No doubt part (but certainly not all) of
the change can be traced to control of the White House. In 1992,
when George H. W. Bush sat in the Oval Office, few Republicans
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supported a reduced role for the United States, but support for
that position had increased somewhat by 1996, when Bill Clinton
was president. Conversely, the Democratic support for a smaller
American international role dropped from a strong majority to
42 percent during that four-year interval.

Foreign Policy Goals

A more specific perspective on policy preferences emerges from
responses to a cluster of questions asking for an assessment of
American foreign policy goals. These questions, cited earlier in
chapters 3 (tables 3.3a and 3.3b) and 4, provide an opportunity to
assess trends in foreign policy concerns as well as the level of elite
partisan differences across a broad array of Cold War and post-
Cold War concerns, including world-order security issues, global
economic and environmental issues, and U.S. economic and value
issues. Table 5.5 summarizes the overall “very important” ratings
for each goal over two decades and reports the extent to which
Republican and Democratic opinion leaders differed. The discus-
sion that follows focuses on the two FPLP surveys undertaken
since the end of the Cold War.

At first glance it appears that the data provide support for the
thesis of declining importance attached to some important aspects
of foreign affairs, especially when the 1992 and 1996 responses are
compared. However, a longer-term perspective indicates that in
several cases the 1992 results may represent an anomaly. For ex-
ample, the importance attached to strengthening the United Na-
tions reached an exceptionally high level in that year, no doubt be-
cause the Gulf War was conducted under the formal authorization
of several Security Council resolutions. Support for strengthening
the United Nations declined quite sharply in 1996 but reached a
level that was quite typical of the four surveys conducted prior to
the end of the Cold War. A similar pattern emerged on several
other questions, including arms control and protecting weaker na-
tions from aggression. The latter goal received higher-than-normal
support in 1992 as a result of the successful liberation of Kuwait a
year earlier.

The evidence in table 5.5 also suggests a declining sense of ur-
gency among leaders about other foreign policy goals, especially
those clustered under the heading of “world-order economic and
environmental issues.” The end of the Cold War has coincided
with an especially sharp decline in the importance attributed to
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combating hunger, improving the standard of living in less devel-
oped countries (LDCs), the global environment, and interna-
tional economic cooperation. Moreover, the 1996 responses to
these goals are not merely a drop from abnormally high levels in
1992 but are part of a longer-term trend of “compassion fatigue.”

Among goals encompassing U.S. economic interests, energy se-
curity continues to be regarded as very important by most re-
spondents, but only small numbers of respondents have regarded
two others—protecting jobs and the interests of American busi-
ness abroad —as of great urgency. Drug trafficking and illegal im-
migration did not appear in surveys prior to 1996, precluding any
assessment of trends. Security goals that formed the core of Amer-
ican foreign policy during the Cold War did not evoke a great deal
of urgency in 1996, but with one exception, these resuits do not
represent a sharp shift from earlier surveys. Even during the Cold
War, “containing communism” never achieved the status of a su-
perordinate goal among opinion leaders—it peaked in 1980 when
42 percent of the respondents rated it as “very important” —but
not surprisingly, it has ranked as the least important goal since
the end of the Cold War. Nor have opinion leaders taking part in
the FPLP surveys ascribed much importance to promoting such
American values as human rights and democracy abroad. During
the Cold War, efforts to support human rights and democracy
other than at the rhetorical level risked alienating some allies—
“friendly tyrants” —as well as escalating tensions with adversaries.
Yet there is scant evidence that the end of the Cold War has been
widely perceived as providing a low-risk environment for elevat-
ing human rights and democracy promotion toward the top of
America’s foreign policy agenda.

The partisan gaps in table 5.5 offer only modest evidence that
the end of the Cold War has resurrected a foreign policy consen-
sus among opinion leaders. Bipartisan agreement on the impor-
tance of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is diluted
somewhat by the substantial gap—16 percent—on the impor-
tance of “worldwide arms control.” There are also rather muted
differences between Republicans and Democrats on several of
the less highly rated goals: defending allies, protecting weaker na-
tions, protecting the jobs of American workers, and helping to
bring a democratic form of government to other countries.

In contrast, substantial partisan gaps emerged on many other
issues. World-order security issues gave rise to significant differ-
ences, with Democrats attributing considerably greater impor-
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tance to these goals. A similar pattern, though with even greater
partisan differences averaging almost 30 percent in 1996, charac-
terizes responses to such goals as combating hunger, improving
the standard of living in LDCs, improving the environment, and
fostering international economic cooperation. Conversely, com-
pared to Democratic leaders, Republicans typically attributed
greater importance to American economic interests and security
goals. Just as Republicans gave a higher priority to matching So-
viet military power during the Cold War, in 1996 they were far
more enthusiastic than Democrats about “maintaining superior
military power worldwide.” Finally, as noted earlier, promoting
American values abroad has gained a great deal of support in
none of the FPLP surveys, but as overall support for human rights
has declined, reaching a new low in 1996, the gap between Re-
publicans and Democrats widened.

International Interventions and Commitments

Nine items in the 1992 and 1996 leadership surveys focus on spe-
cific U.S. international commitments and undertakings. The data
indicate bipartisan agreement on several of them. In 1992, two-
thirds of the opinion leaders endorsed the proposition that the
“U.S. has a moral obligation to prevent the destruction of the
state of Israel,” and four years later that support had risen to al-
most three-fourths of the respondents; this is the only interna-
tional commitment that elicited stronger Democratic (71 percent
and 78 percent) than Republican (63 percent and 71 percent)
support. Even before Harry Truman’s recognition of Israel within
hours of its 1948 declaration of statehood, members of the Amer-
ican Jewish community tended to support the Democratic Party.
Although some visible Jewish leaders subsequently have become
outspoken conservative Republicans—Norman Podhoretz and
his Commentary magazine provide a prominent example —strong
support for Isracl among Democratic opinion leaders is not very
surprising. Even Democrats who criticize other American secu-
rity undertakings abroad (as table 5.4 shows, most Democrats
have been accommodationists since the mid-198os) may point to
the fact that, unlike some other allies, Israel is a democratic coun-
try that has shown a willingness to defend itself without request-
ing that U.S. troops be deployed there. Four years later, a modest
majority of opinion leaders also favored protecting Taiwan from
invasion, with Republicans expressing slightly stronger support.
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Finally, the general proposition that the United States should not
hesitate to intrude in the domestic affairs of other countries in
support of a “democratic world order” gained approval from
fewer than one-quarter of adherents to either political party in
1992, and by 1996 agreement with that dictum had dropped to
less than 10 percent.

Responses to questions about four additional security commit-
ments and undertakings yielded quite divergent results. Preserva-
tion of NATO despite the disintegration of the USSR and the
Warsaw Pact received strong bipartisan support in 1992, as did a
question four years later about the expansion that brought Hun-
gary, Poland, and the Czech Republic into NATO. In addition,
fewer than 40 percent of opinion leaders in either party favored
withdrawing all U.S. troops from Japan. But a proposal to main-
tain an American military presence in the Middle East to protect
oil fields gave rise to powerful partisan cleavages. In both 1992
and 1996, the FPLP leadership sample was divided almost equally
between supporters and opponents, but by margins of 28 percent
and 20 percent, respectively, Republicans expressed far greater
enthusiasm than did Democrats. The deployment of U.S. troops to
Haiti also found leaders in the two major parties on opposite
sides, as 60 percent of Democrats expressed approval and only 42
percent of Republicans did so.

Finally, two additional items with a strong realpolitik tenor also
brought forth very large partisan gaps. Well over 60 percent of Re-
publicans agreed in both 1992 and 1996 that “there is nothing
wrong with using the CIA to try to undermine hostile govern-
ments,” but only 28 percent of Democrats supported that strategy
in 1992, and 35 percent did so four years later. The proposition
that “the United States may have to support some dictators be-
cause they are friendly toward us” yielded a similar pattern of re-
sponses. Whereas fewer than four Democrats in ten expressed
agreement in either FPLP survey, a strong majority of Republi-
cans approved of U.S. support for such “friendly tyrants.”

Trade

Although partisan cleavages are evident in most of the evidence
reviewed previously, some exceptions exist. Striking agreement
among Democrats, Republicans, and independent opinion leaders
on trade-related issues represents an island of harmony in an
ocean of partisan discord (table 5.6). A majority of respondents
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opposed erecting trade barriers; rated protecting jobs and the in-
terests of American businesses abroad as foreign policy goals of
limited importance; and approved major steps toward trade liber-
alization, including the North American Free Trade Agreement,
GATT, and the WTO agreements. The grant of most-favored-na-
tion trade status to China divided opinion leaders almost evenly,
but the cleavages cut across rather than along party lines. Only
two of the items in table 5.6 gave rise to statistically significant dif-
ferences—the WTO and protection for U.S. businesses abroad —
but these differences seem less compelling than the fact that more
than three-fourths of leaders in both parties favored membership
in the WTO and fewer than a third felt that it was “very impor-
tant” to protect businesses abroad. Finally, bipartisan agreement
on trade liberalization appears to arise from the widespread be-
lief, shared by Republicans, Democrats, and independents, that
economic competition, whether from Europe or Japan, does not
constitute a threat to the United States. It should be noted that the
absence of partisan divisions on trade issues represents continuity
rather than change in the views of opinion leaders. As in 1996,
trade has consistently stood out as one of the few areas of agree-
ment in previous FPLP surveys.

These results indicate that although evidence of a bipartisan
consensus may be found on such general questions as the struc-
ture of the post-Cold War international system or trade issues,
agreement does not necessarily extend to more specific policy-
oriented areas, including the appropriate post—Cold War roles for
the United States and the priorities that should be attached to
various international goals. Substantial majorities among both
Republicans and Democrats may oppose an undiscriminating re-
treat into an isolationist role for the country, but there is consid-
erable disagreement on what kind of international role is most
appropriate as well as on strategies and means for pursuing U.S.
interests abroad. These differences also extend to the types of in-
ternational undertakings and interventions that Republicans and
Democrats are prepared to endorse. More generally, Republicans
tend to favor a leadership role consistent with American super-
power status, whereas Democrats are more supportive of a U.S.
role as a “normal nation” that pursues its interests in conjunction
with others, including through the United Nations. Stated some-
what differently, members of the GOP appear more inclined to
favor unilateral action in the pursuit of national interests,
whereas multilateralism finds stronger support among Demo-
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crats. The issue of multilateral versus unilateral approaches to
foreign affairs will be revisited in chapter 6.

ideology

The data reviewed to this point support Destler, Gelb, and Lake’s
lament about the increasingly partisan nature of the making of
foreign policy, but the other part of their diagnosis—the role of
ideology — has yet to be explored. Some anecdotal evidence would
seem to suggest that for several decades each of the two major
parties has become ideologically less diverse as the GOP has
moved sharply toward the right and the Democrats to the left; it
includes the presidential nominees in recent campaigns, the de-
fections of some prominent conservative Democrats to the Re-
publican party—Strom Thurmond, John Connally, Phil Gramm,
Richard Shelby, and Ben Nighthorse Campbell are some of the
more visible switchers —and the growing use of such candidate lit-
mus tests as positions on taxes or abortion.

The 1994 congressional elections appear to provide further ev-
idence of this trend. Indeed, there is some evidence that ideology
may even dominate partisanship. In the early 1980s, the Republi-
can chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
Charles Percy of Illinois, called for a revival of bipartisanship in
the making of foreign policy (Percy 1981-82). Not long there-
after, Percy was defeated in his bid for reelection, in part because
conservative Republicans such as his Foreign Relations Commit-
tee colleague Jesse Helms (a Republican from North Carolina),
hoping to purge the GOP of moderates, supported Percy’s liberal
Democratic opponent, Paul Simon; that support included sub-
stantial financial aid from Helms’s fund-raising Congressional
Club. Can these tendencies toward increasing ideological cleav-
ages also be found in public attitudes toward foreign policy issues
and in the views of opinion leaders?

The General Public

Eugene R. Wittkopf’s extensive secondary analyses of the CCFR
surveys examined the relative potency of party and ideology on
foreign policy attitudes. He concluded that the latter tends to dom-
inate the former: “Compared with ideology as a source of the divi-
sions that so often seem to have plagued recent American foreign
policy, partisanship is again shown to be the less important factor”
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(1990, 48). More specifically, he found that liberals tend to have an
accommodationist orientation toward foreign affairs, supporting
cooperative internationalism while opposing militant internation-
alism. In contrast, conservatives typically take precisely the oppo-
site positions and thus are hard-liners. He further found that polit-
ical moderates are likely to be internationalists owing to their
support for both varieties of internationalism (46). The potency of
ideology remained fairly stable through the 1974-86 period cov-
ered by the first four CCFR surveys. Similar findings about the
powerful impact of ideology on public attitudes emerge from the
Americans Talk Security and Americans Talk Issues surveys initi-
ated prior to the 1988 presidential campaign and continuing into
the mid-1990s (Americans Talk Security 1987-90; Americans Talk
Issues 1991—94). Finally, an analysis of the 1994 CCFR survey con-
firms again that party and ideology remain powerful correlates of
foreign policy beliefs, with the sharpest polarization between lib-
eral Democrats and conservative Republicans. However, a some-
what more complex pattern also may be emerging; when partisan-
ship was held constant, the most liberal and conservative
respondents were the only political groups with strong isolationist
tendencies (Wittkopf 1995, 14).

The Gallup surveys on the Persian Gulf War provide an op-
portunity to assess the impact of ideology following the end of
the Cold War. As I demonstrated earlier, responses to these ques-
tions revealed that strong partisan differences emerged on virtu-
ally all questions posed before, during, and after the 1991 war
(table 5.3). When responses to the same questions are reported
on the basis of the respondents’ ideology, the results strongly re-
semble those on the impact of political party. In brief, conserva-
tives were uniformly more supportive of U.S. policy, including the
decision to initiate hostilities after the January 15, 1991, deadline
passed without an Iragi withdrawal from Kuwait. Whereas on
January 13 almost 60 percent of conservatives favored going to
war instead of relying on sanctions or withdrawing from the con-
flict, fewer than half of the liberals supported that policy option.
Once the air war had begun, approval from the conservatives
outstripped that of liberals by 16 percent, and approximately sim-
ilar gaps emerged from three questions asking for an appraisal of
U.S. policy toward Iraq several months after the fighting had
ended. The two questions relating to the use of tactical nuclear
weapons against Iraq gave rise to minuscule partisan differences;
the ideological chasm on these questions was similarly insignifi-
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cant. In short, the data suggest a convergence of partisan and ide-
ological positions on the Persian Gulf War, with Republicans and
conservatives providing the strongest support for U.S. policies.

Opinion Leaders

Evidence reviewed in chapter 4 indicates that, compared to the
general public, opinion leaders are more likely to think about
public affairs in coherent ideological terms. For example, the con-
sistently strong correlations between attitudes on domestic and
on foreign policy issues would appear to indicate the existence of
coherent underlying ideological beliefs. The questions to be ad-
dressed here concern the relationship between partisanship and
ideology: How do they interact? Does one dominate the other?
Has the end of the Cold War significantly altered the relation-
ship? Data from the six FPLP surveys conducted between 1976
and 1996 will be examined to provide answers to these questions.

Respondents to the FPLP surveys were asked not only to iden-
tify preferences among political parties but also to locate them-
selves on a standard seven-point ideological scale, the end points
of which were “far left” and “far right.” Because so few respon-
dents placed themselves in the two extreme positions on the
scale, “far left” and “far right” were combined with the adjoining
categories of “very liberal” and “very conservative,” thereby col-
lapsing a seven-point ideology scale into five categories.

When party preferences of opinion leaders are cross-tabulated
against ideological self-placement, the strong relationship be-
tween the two attributes clearly emerges (table 5.7). Members of
the GOP are overwhelmingly conservatives, and a vast majority
of Democrats identify themselves as liberals. Indeed, conserva-
tive Democrats and liberal Republicans appear to represent en-
dangered species. Moreover, the relationship between party and
ideology, as measured by the correlation between them, steadily
strengthened during the twenty-year span of the six FPLP sur-
veys. The end of the Cold War witnessed no erosion of the trend
toward increasing confluence of party and ideology among opin-
ion leaders.

The distribution of opinion leaders in table 5.7 does not, how-
ever, provide any clues about the relative potency of partisanship
and ideological positions. An initial answer may be-obtained by
examining how leaders of all combinations of party identification
and ideological preference are distributed across four foreign
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policy orientations—hard-liners, isolationists, internationalists,
and accommodationists (table 5.8). As was true of the general
public, ideological preferences dominate party identification
among leaders taking part in the 1992 and 1996 FPLP surveys.
The same was also true of the previous four FPLP surveys. Irre-
spective of party loyalties, liberals are overwhelmingly in the two
groups that support cooperative internationalism —accommoda-
tionists and internationalists. Conservatives, however, are almost
equally likely to be found among the two groups—hard-liners
and internationalists—that support militant internationalism. Al-
though there are relatively few cross-pressured leaders (liberal
Republicans and conservative Democrats), their foreign policy
orientations are revealing; they tend to resemble the orientations

TABLE 5.7. The Relationship between Party and Ideology among
American Opinion Leaders, 1976-99

The percentage who also identify

thy \ L
Of the leaders who identify cmseves s

themselves as . . . Year VL SL Mod SC vC
Republicans 1976 1 5 23 58 13
1980 0 4 20 60 17
1984 —a 2 18 63 18
1988 —a 3 18 57 22
1992 1 2 18 64 15
1996 1 3 18 56 22
1999 1 3 16 55 25
Democrats 1976 20 46 23 10 1
1980 12 49 27 12 1
1984 15 50 27 8 1
1988 18 51 24 6 —a
1992 19 50 23 7 —a
1996 18 50 26 5 1
1999 15 38 32 13 2
Independents 1976 7 24 33 30 6
1980 6 20 34 34 6
1984 5 23 39 29 3
1988 5 20 38 32 4
1992 3 21 45 28 2
1996 2 21 45 27 4
1999 5 19 41 30 5

Source: Foreign Policy Leadership Project surveys, 1976-96; Triangle Institute of Security
Studies survey, 1999.

Note: Phi for 1976 = .64; 1980 = .67; 1984 = .70; 1988 = .72; 1992 = .75; 1996 = .75; 1999 =
.64.

Key: VL = very liberal; SL = somewhat liberal; Mod = moderate; SC = somewhat conserva-
tive; VC = very conservative.

aFewer than 0.5 percent.
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of their ideological brethren far more than they resemble the ori-
entations of those with whom they share a party identification.
Among the “very liberal” opinion leaders, only two respondents
in 1992 and one in 1996 (all Democrats) are classified as hard-lin-
ers; conversely, only a few of the “very conservative” leaders tak-
ing part in the 1992 survey had an accommodationist foreign pol-
icy orientation.

Finally, a more extensive multivariate analysis that includes all
182 questions in the 1996 FPLP survey confirms that ideological
self-identifications outweigh partisan loyalties. More specifically,
two-way analyses of variance revealed that ideological differences
alone were significant at the .001 level on 46 percent of the ques-
tions, including both domestic and foreign policy issues. The com-
parable figures for party alone, both ideology and party, and nei-
ther ideology nor party were 2 percent, 32 percent, and 20 percent,
respectively. The last category —questions for which neither ideol-
ogy nor party are sources of significant differences—includes vir-
tually all of the trade issues.

In summary, then, the Destler, Gelb, and Lake diagnosis, al-
though published two decades ago and well before the end of the
Cold War, has lost none of its validity. Partisan and ideological
differences continue to characterize the foreign policy attitudes
of the general public and, to an even greater extent, those of
opinion leaders.

Generation

A generational interpretation of American foreign policy views
appears to offer an attractive way to account for periodic shifts in
public attitudes on foreign affairs. It seems to provide an expla-
nation for the long-term cycles in which public moods have been
described as swinging between internationalism and isolationism
at intervals of approximately a generation in length throughout
the history of the republic (Klingberg 1952, 1979, 1983; Holmes
1985). It is also consonant with the observation that members of
each generation view the world in the light of the critical events
that marked their coming to maturity.

Although generational analyses of American foreign policy re-
ceived an impetus from domestic divisions arising from the Viet-
nam War, these interpretations antedated that conflict. Some
years earlier, Karl Mannheim suggested that generation is one of
the most important factors shaping social beliefs and action:
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The fact of belonging to the same class, and that of belong-
ing to the same generation or age group, have this in com-
mon, that both endow the individual with a common loca-
tion in the social and historical process, and thereby limit
them to a specific range of experience, predisposing them
for a certain characteristic mode of thought and experience,
and a characteristic type of historically relevant action.

(1952, 291)

His thesis is especially germane for analyses of public opinion
and foreign policy because it posits explicit linkages between age
and lessons of history.

Mannheim’s injunction has not gone unheeded. In recent
decades, the concept of generation has played a central role in
analyses ranging from the political right in interwar Finland to a
proposed new paradigm for the entire course of American his-
tory and from the Sino-Soviet conflict to the political views of
American students. Even turmoil in Poland before the collapse of
its communist regime has been explained by reference to gener-
ational differences (Rintala 1962; S. Taylor and Wood 1966; Lipset
and Ladd 1971; Huntington 1974; Spivak 1981a, b). And, as befits
its growing prominence in social research, the concept also has
spawned a critical literature and several controversies (Spitzer
1973). Finally, interest in the characteristics of the so-called Gen-
eration X has also stimulated speculation and analysis from a
generational perspective (Strauss and Howe 1991; Howe and
Strauss 1992).

American involvement in Vietnam and the resulting domestic
conflict generated a good deal of speculation about generational
differences and, more specifically, about the divergent lessons that
Americans of different ages have drawn from the most salient for-
eign policy episodes they have experienced. Generation gap has
thus joined those other famous gaps—bomber, missile, and credi-
bility—in the vocabulary of many foreign policy analysts. The most
visible lines of cleavage quite often have been described as falling
between persons whose views were shaped by events leading up to
World War II on the one hand and those whose outlook was
molded by the war in Southeast Asia on the other (Gergen and
Back 1965; Bobrow and Cutler 1967; Cutler 1970; S. Kelman 1970;
Allison 1970—71; Handberg 1972—73; Roskin 1974; Russett 1975;
Knight 1977). The interpretation that links post-Vietnam dissensus
on matters of foreign policy to the lessons that each generation has
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adduced from dramatic and traumatic episodes was summa-
rized by former White House National Security Adviser Zbig-
niew Brzezinski:

There is a tendency in America to be traumatized by inter-
national difficulties. The generation of the Nineteen-forties
was always thinking about the failure of the League of Na-
tions. I'm talking about leadership groups now. The leader-
ship of the sixties was always thinking about Munich. Now
there is a generation worried by Vietnam, with consequences
of self-imposed paralysis, which is likely to be costlier in the
long run.'®

To be more specific, the “Munich generation versus Vietnam
generation” thesis usually takes some variant of the following
line of reasoning. Those who experienced the bitter fruits of ap-
peasement and American isolationism during the 1930s tended to
identify British and French concessions to Hitler at the 1938 Mu-
nich Conference as the paradigmatic example of how not to deal
with expansionist totalitarian regimes. When faced after World
War II with the Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe, the ab-
sence of any liberalization within the USSR, as well as periodic
crises in Berlin and elsewhere, persons of this generation were
prepared to support an active American foreign policy to meet
challenges from the Soviet Union and its satellites.

In contrast, according to this thesis, persons of a more recent
generation —for whom World War II and its genesis as well as the
origins of the Cold War are merely distant historical events rather
than episodes experienced firsthand —are more likely to look to
the war in Southeast Asia as a source of guidance on the proper
and improper conduct of foreign relations. According to this de-
scription of contemporary American society, then, what the par-
ents regarded as indispensable commitments to maintain a viable
world order, their offspring view as indiscriminate (if not incrim-
inating) undertakings against ill-defined, often phantom threats
that have no intimate connection to legitimate American inter-
ests, let alone the propagation or preservation of democratic val-
ues and institutions abroad.” Unencumbered by the memories
and ideological baggage accumulated during World War II and
the Cold War, the Vietnam generation is sometimes described as
concerned with the physical safety not only of the nation but also
of this fragile “spaceship Earth”; as ready to give up the hide-
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bound political shibboleths of their elders in favor of a more en-
lightened worldview; as eager to renounce a materialistic lifestyle
that eats up a disproportionate share of the world’s resources in
favor of simpler pleasures; and as inclined to respond to the
sound of falling dominoes with a bored, “So what?” To some, this
is a harbinger of better days to come, and to others it is no doubt
profoundly threatening.

This is, of course, a vastly oversimplified summary of a rather
complex line of reasoning. Nevertheless, even if it is something of
a caricature, it does capture some central elements of the thesis
that in important respects the cleavages on foreign policy issues
in this country represent a confrontation of two distinct world-
views, each rooted in and sustained by the experiences of differ-
ent generations.

The generational thesis, if valid, has some important impli-
cations for the conduct of American foreign policy because it
suggests that members of the “Vietnam generation,” as they
achieved positions of leadership and influence, brought to their
roles an intellectual baggage radically different from that of the
leaders they were replacing. Under these circumstances, more-
over, the prognosis is that as the next generation of leaders re-
places those currently in positions of influence, a new consensus
reflecting the sensibilities of the younger group will emerge.’? It
is frequently asserted that this has been especially true of military
leaders who served as junior officers in Vietnam. Thus, the core of
the “Powell Doctrine” —which resembles the Weinberger Doc-
trine discussed in chapter 1—about the conditions under which
U.S. military forces could appropriately be deployed overseas is
said to have been forged in Vietnam during Powell’s service in
that war. George H. W. Bush was almost certainly the last presi-
dent with military service during World War 11, and Bill Clinton
was the first born after the end of that conflict. Furthermore, per-
sons who had reached voting age at the time of the Munich Con-
ference reached retirement age during the 1980s.

Although it is too early to present conclusive evidence, the
generational thesis also leads to speculation about the future im-
pact of the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington in
2001. Pearl Harbor represented the defining event of the World
War II generation—Senator Arthur Vandenberg was one of
many for whom it marked the bankruptcy of isolationism—and
Vietnam led many people to question the validity of post-World
War Il international commitments. Will the terrorist attacks have
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a similar impact on the unilateralist worldviews of not only
George W. Bush but also of the generation that came to age at
the dawn of the new millennium? Chapter 6 will consider this
question in more detail.

The General Public

However theoretically plausible the generational interpretation
of foreign policy differences may be, it is not unambiguously
supported by empirical evidence. Both survey and voting data
suggest that, at least within the general public, cleavages do not
fall quite so neatly along age lines. Thus, the popular image of a
dovish or isolationist generation of students demonstrating on
college campuses in the midst of the Vietnam War to protest
against the excessive foreign policy commitments of their elders
provides a skewed, if not inaccurate, picture of American society.
The generational interpretation of positions on U.S. policy in
Vietnam received little support from surveys conducted during
the decade before the 1973 Paris agreement that was to have
ended the war. Indeed, these surveys revealed that, compared to
their elders, the younger respondents were usually more inclined
to support American policy in Southeast Asia as well as to op-
pose withdrawal from Vietnam (P. Converse and Schuman 1970;
Erskine 1970; Mueller 1973; Lunch and Sperlich 1979). More-
over, the allegedly dovish younger generation provided stronger
support than other age groups for the decidedly hawkish George
Wallace--Curtis LeMay ticket in the 1968 presidential election.
More generally, a broad-scale study of American public opinion
during the final three decades of the Cold War found little evi-
dence of a generational basis for changes in public opinion about
world affairs. Specifically addressing the “Munich versus Vietnam
generation” thesis, William G. Mayer (1992, 166-67) concluded,
“If the experience of the last three decades is any guide to the fu-
ture, the destiny of détente and the ‘new world order’ depends
considerably more on the kinds of external events and conditions
that cause intracohort change than on the workings of genera-
tional replacement.”

Public opinion surveys of the post-Vietnam period also reveal
few, if any, striking age-based differences on foreign and defense
issues. Even when small differences appear, they do not consis-
tently fit the pattern implied by the “Munich versus Vietnam gen-
eration” thesis. For example, a 1975 Gallup survey asked whether
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the United States should continue a policy of protecting other
nations against communist takeovers. There were virtually no
differences in levels of support among the three youngest age
groups: eighteen to twenty-four, twenty-five to twenty-nine, and
thirty to forty-nine. In each case, about four respondents out of
seven agreed that containment should be maintained. In contrast,
respondents over age fifty expressed somewhat more, rather than
less, skepticism: only 47 percent of them supported that policy.
Later surveys dealing with such controversial Cold War issues as
the proper level of defense spending and the appropriate Amer-
ican role in Central American civil wars also failed to reveal any
sharp age-based discontinuities.

Finally, the end of the Cold War has not significantly widened
systematic generational differences on foreign policy issues. Ques-
tions concerning U.S. involvement in Bosnia yielded quite similar
responses from the various age groups, with some exceptions: pro-
posed American air strikes against Bosnian Serbs failed to win
approval of respondents in any age group, but the gap between
supporters and opponents of such military action was widest
among the oldest ones (G. Gallup Jr. 1993). By 1995, the oldest re-
spondents were most inclined to assess the level of American in-
volvement in Bosnia as too great (Saad 1995). A plurality of
Americans supported lifting economic sanctions against South
Africa after Nelson Mandela was released from jail (G. Gallup Jr.
1991), and a strong majority favored reducing immigration (G.
Gallup Jr. 1993). Age-based differences on both questions were
negligible.

Evidence from other studies also reveals mixed results. An
analysis based on the first CCFR survey found that the under-
thirty age group was almost evenly divided between “liberal in-
ternationalists” (30 percent), “conservative internationalists”
(32 percent), and “noninternationalists” (38 percent). Indeed,
compared to the thirty-to-sixty-four and over-sixty-four age
groups, those of the youngest generation were the most evenly
divided among these three categories (Mandelbaum and
Schneider 1979).'3 Conversely, a fuller analysis of the first four
CCFR surveys did uncover some generational differences. Witt-
kopf (1990, 42—44) found that members of the oldest age group
tended to be hard-liners in their foreign policy orientations,
whereas the youngest group was more inclined toward an ac-
commodationist stance. Responses to the 1994 CCFR survey re-
vealed, however, that significant generational differences did
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not survive multivariate analyses that included other sociode-
mographic variables (Wittkopf 1995, 14).

An especially interesting study from a generational perspec-
tive analyzed the analogies used to depict the situation in the
Persian Gulf following Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait: World War IL, in
which Saddam Hussein’s Iraq is viewed as playing an unremit-
tingly expansionist role similar to Hitler’s Germany; and the Viet-
nam War, in which an initial small commitment runs the risk of
years of conflict without a clear outcome (Schuman and Rieger
1992). After being asked to assess the relevance of the two analo-
gies, respondents were asked, “Which of the two comparisons do
you think best fits the Middle East situation with Iraq—the com-
parison to Hitler and Germany in the 1930s or the comparison to
Vietnam in the 1960s?” The results revealed significant genera-
tional effect on the choice of analogy before the start of the war
against Iraq, with older respondents more likely to choose the
Hitler comparison, even when education, race, gender, and region
were controlled, whereas the younger ones were more inclined to
select the Vietnam analogy. That relationship faded considerably,
however, after the war began. The analysis further found that the
choice between the Hitler and Vietnam analogies was strongly
correlated, both before and during the war, with support for or
opposition to U.S. military action against Iraq. Despite the signi-
ficant relationship between age and the choice of analogies, how-
ever, the results also indicated a very modest relationship be-
tween generation and support for policy choices before and
during the conflict. The authors conclude,

We have demonstrated the influence of generational expe-
rience in directing attention to one historical analogy or an-
other—and also its limitation in influencing support for pol-
icy choices. Rather than past experience controlling the
present, the present controlled the past, as most Americans
of all generations came to accept the analogy to World War
II—an analogy that justified massive military action against
an enemy that was almost unknown a few months earlier.
(Schuman and Rieger 1992, 325)

The widespread propensity to use familiar analogies also
emerges from a 1993 Gallup survey. Respondents were asked
whether the conflict in Bosnia was more like the Vietnam War or
the Persian Gulf conflict. Presumably, the outstanding difference
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between the two events was that the former was a protracted
and failed American undertaking, whereas the latter resulted in
a quick victory. By a margin of §7 to 34 percent respondents in
the eighteen-to-twenty-nine age group chose the Persian Guif
analogy, whereas those aged fifty and higher (all of whom had
reached adulthood before the American pullout from Saigon in
1975) were split evenly on the choice between the two historical
analogies. However, these generational differences in choice of
analogy did not translate into consistently different policy pref-
erences on Bosnia. Another Gallup survey less than three weeks
later did indeed find that the youngest age groups were most in-
clined to judge a Clinton plan for Bosnia involvement as “about
right” (49 percent), whereas only about a third of the older re-
spondents came to a similar judgment. But when the question
was posed two weeks later, in this instance without reference to
President Clinton, generational differences in judgments about
the appropriate level of U.S. involvement in Bosnia virtually dis-
appeared.™

The extensive surveys on the Persian Gulf War provide a fur-
ther opportunity to assess the impact of age on a major post—
Cold War undertaking as well as to confirm the results of
Howard Schuman and Cheryl Rieger’s study. Gallup surveys
placed respondents into three groups based on age: eighteen to
twenty-nine, thirty to forty-nine, and fifty and over. (The ques-
tions are described in table 5.3.) The cutting points for these
groups do not coincide very precisely with crucial events experi-
enced during formative years, as posited by some generational
hypotheses. The youngest, born in the years 1962—73, clearly con-
stitute a post-Vietnam generation. Those in the middle group
were born between 1942 and 1961; thus, only the older members
of this cohort might be considered members of the Vietnam gen-
eration. The oldest group, born before 1942, would include some
respondents of the World War II generation but would not be
limited to them.

The results of these Persian Gulf War surveys fail to provide a
great deal of support for a generational interpretation of foreign
policy preferences. Perhaps the results reflect, at least in part, the
imperfect correspondence between age groups and the “critical”
events that are central to some generational explanations. With a
single exception, the variance of responses across the three age
groups is less than 10 percent. Moreover, respondents in the thirty-
to-forty-nine group, which includes the Vietnam generation, in fact
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tended to be slightly more rather than less supportive of U.S. pol-
icy, including the decision to launch a war against Iraq. Eighty-five
percent of that age group approved of “the U.S. decision to go to
war in order to drive the Iraqis out of Kuwait,” whereas 74 percent
of those aged fifty or older did so.

Opinion Leaders

Although evidence for a generational interpretation of the gen-
eral public is at best mixed, perhaps the search for age-based
cleavages is more fruitfully pursued among opinion leaders. At
least some advocates of the generational perspective suggest
that, irrespective of its relevance for the general public, it accu-
rately describes the cleavages among elites, actual and emerging
(Allison 1970-71). The Vietnam protests among the young were
more often found at the “elite” universities — Stanford, Harvard,
Berkeley, and the like—than at state and community colleges or
in noneducational settings. There is evidence, moreover, that the
generational hypothesis appears to fare best when applied to
such specific groups as political activists or protesters (Jennings
1987). Some anecdotal evidence would also seem to raise ques-
tions even about a generational interpretation of elites, however.
As is well known, Bill Clinton was among those on university
campuses who voiced strong opposition to American policy in
Vietnam, and by a combination of educational deferments and a
high number in the draft lottery, he avoided being called to mili-
tary service in that conflict. But many of Clinton’s most visible
and outspoken critics —among them, Senators Phil Gramm and
Trent Lott, House Speaker Newt Gingrich, columnists George
Will and Patrick Buchanan, and President George W. Bush—also
sat out the war by various means, including pursuing postgradu-
ate education during the years they were eligible for military
service. In short, membership in the same generation and at least
one important shared experience during their formative years
did not stamp these leaders with similar worldviews.

The six FPLP surveys will again provide evidence about opin-
ion leaders. To assess the effects of age on foreign policy attitudes,
the division of respondents into age groups was based on two
premises. Three wars in which the United States had been in-
volved since 1941 were assumed to provide significant bench-
marks. The “Munich versus Vietnam generation” thesis also iden-
tifies two of these wars as watershed points in American thinking
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about external affairs. The second premise is that late adoles-
cence and young adulthood may have special significance. Be-
cause that period encompasses for many the beginning of eligi-
bility for military service, consciousness of and interest in foreign
affairs may be enhanced when prospects for personal involve-
ment hinge on the outcome of foreign policy undertakings. More
generally, those years in the life cycle have often been identified
as especially crucial in the formation and development of politi-
cal beliefs.'s

Following this reasoning, three cutting points — 1923—24, 1932~
33, and 1940—41—divided the respondents into four groups.
Even the youngest of the World War Il generation—those born
in 1923 —had reached the age of eighteen when the attack on
Pear]l Harbor brought the United States into World War I1. By
the end of that war, they would have been likely, if otherwise el-
igible, to have experienced military service. But even those who
were not on active military duty could scarcely have lived
through the war without being cognizant of it. Leaders born
between 1924 and 1932 would at least have reached the age of
twenty-one during the Korean War. The older among them
would also have been young adults during World War II, but for
this group the Korean War would presumably have been an es-
pecially salient experience. Persons born between 1933 and 1940
would, if inducted into the armed forces, most likely have served
during the period following the Korean armistice of 1953 and
before the rapid escalation of the Vietnam conflict in 1965.
Hence, this group is labeled the interim generation. Those born
between 1940 and 1954 have been designated the Vietnam gen-
eration. Even the oldest persons in this group would have been
only thirteen years old when the fighting in Korea ended. For
them, “the war” almost certainly refers to the Vietnam conflict.
For the 1992 and 1996 surveys, an additional cutting point
(1954-55) was added, and those born after 1954 were designated
as members of the post-Vietnam generation.

Evidence from the FPLP surveys provides rather limited sup-
port for the generational thesis. The relationship between the age
groups described above and the four foreign policy orientations —
hard-liners, internationalists, isolationists, and accommodation-
ists—has been consistently quite weak.’® More detailed analyses,
summarizing appraisals of four possible U.S. foreign policy goals,
can provide further insight into the strengths and limitations of the
generational perspective. Two of them — “containing communism”
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and “defending our allies’ security” —are quintessential Cold War
goals, whereas the other two address nonstrategic military con-
cerns: “helping to improve the standard of living in less developed
countries” and “strengthening the United Nations.”

Assessments of containment as a foreign policy goal resulted
in only minor differences among the generational groups. Varia-
tions in ratings of that goal during the six surveys over the
1976—96 period clearly reflected the nature of relations between
Washington and Moscow; by 1996, fewer than one leader in seven
rated containment as “very important.” Generational differences
within any single survey were quite muted, however, and the
correlations (phi) between appraisals of containment and gener-
ation never reached .10 in any of the surveys. Moreover, even
these minor variations did not fall into a consistent pattern: mem-
bers of the World War II generation were by a very thin margin
strongest supporters of containment in several surveys, including
that in 1996, but in 1984 their “very important” ratings lagged be-
hind those of the other groups, again by a very scant margin. Nor
did appraisals of “defending our allies’ security” yield much sup-
port for the generational thesis. The end of the Cold War was re-
flected in the declining urgency attributed to either containment
or the defense of allies by respondents in all age groups.

The other two goals did yield significant generational differ-
ences as well as a tendency for members of the oldest generation
to accord the highest ratings to both development assistance for
helping to improve the standard of living in the Third World and
strengthening the United Nations. These differences also may re-
flect generational experiences; both the creation of the United
Nations and the initiation of aid to LDCs (for example, President
Truman’s Point Four program, first announced in his 1949 inaugu-
ral address) took place during the early years of the World War I1
generation. In 1996, 40 percent of that age group rated assistance
to LDCs as a “very important” foreign policy goal (down sharply
from 60 percent four years earlier), and 62 percent judged
strengthening the United Nations in similar terms. However,
members of the Vietnam and post-Vietnam generations were ap-
parently least enthusiastic about these goals for U.S. foreign pol-
icy: their “very important” ratings failed to exceed 25 percent for
either goal.

The word apparently is used advisedly here. Before accepting
any evidence of generation gaps as definitive, it behooves us to
consider whether the age groups in elite surveys also differ signi-
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ficantly with respect to other possible explanations for variations
in their responses. To assess conclusively the impact of age on
foreign policy attitudes, each of the generational groups should
be as similar as possible with respect to other background attrib-
utes that might serve as competing explanations. For several rea-
sons this is not true of the FPLP samples. Occupational differ-
ences offer a case in point. The sociology of occupations is such
that prominence or leadership positions tend to come earlier in
some professions or institutions than in others. For example, busi-
ness executives typically do not reach the top levels of manage-
ment before an age (mid- to late fifties) at which many senior mil-
itary officials, even those who achieved flag rank, have already
retired. The suspicion that responses to the four issues discussed
here may not fully reflect the impact of age is supported by mul-
tivariate analyses. Occupational differences are highly significant
for all four questions, whereas those for generations fail to reach
statistical significance for the two Cold War issues, containment
and defending allies.”

This point can be further illustrated by expressions of policy
preferences for dealing with Iraq’s 1990 invasion of Kuwait. The
1992 FPLP survey asked respondents whether they favored using
force, relying on economic sanctions, or staying out of the conflict
in the Persian Gulf region. As table 4.7 shows, opinion leaders ex-
pressed an overall preference, both before and after the war, for
using force against Iraq rather than giving economic sanctions
more time to work. Their responses also indicate rather sharp dif-
ferences between the Vietnam and post-Vietnam generations. Be-
fore January 15, 1991, 62 percent of the Vietnam generation’s
opinion leaders favored using force right away, but only 38 per-
cent of those in the post-Vietnam generation expressed support
for that option. This gap narrowed only slightly when leaders were
asked about their policy preferences after the war had ended.
Support for the use of force increased to 69 percent for those in
the Vietnam generation and to 50 percent for the members of the
post-Vietnam age group. But these age-based differences once
again melt away when occupation is introduced into the analysis.
The reasons are not hard to find. Military officers account for
more than 20 percent of the Vietnam generation elites—indeed,
more than 88 percent of the military officers taking part in the
1992 FPLP survey were within that age group—but constitute
fewer than 4 percent of the youngest, post-Vietnam generation.
Conversely, the post-Vietnam age group included a significantly
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higher proportion of labor leaders, State Department officials, and
media leaders. These results are not atypical. Multivariate analy-
ses of the FPLP surveys have generally reduced rather than en-
hanced the impact of age on responses to most issues.'®

In summary, there is little evidence presented here to sustain
the hopes—or fears—that the inevitable replacement of one gen-
eration by its successor will give rise to significant changes in
public or elite attitudes toward foreign affairs. These attitudes
may well change over any extended period of time, as they have
in recent years on a number of central Cold War issues, but gen-
erational differences may not be the most fruitful place to begin
the search for the dynamics of change.

Gender

One of the pioneers of public opinion research wrote almost a
half century ago that “more women than men seem to be igno-
rant of or apathetic to foreign policy issues” (Almond 1950, 121).
More than thirty years later, Donald Regan, President Reagan’s
hapless chief of staff, offered similar observations about women
being more interested in shopping than in foreign affairs. But the
ignorance-apathy thesis is not the only such stereotype. A strong
and systematic correlation between gender and attitudes toward
the use of force is often alleged but is much less frequently sup-
ported with systematic evidence, although recent research has
begun to provide some support.

Although such stereotypes may still be found in the literature,
there are also signs that serious interest in the impact of gender
on politics has grown substantially in recent years (see, for ex-
ample, Beckman and D’ Amico 1994; Brandes 1994; D’ Amico and
Beckman 1995; Eichenberg 2003; Nincic and Nincic 2002). In the
United States, the term gender gap entered the mainstream poli-
tical vocabulary only after the Reagan presidential election of
1980. One obvious reason for enhanced attention is that women
are playing a more important, if not yet equal, leadership role in
politics. Margaret Thatcher was England’s longest-serving twenti-
eth-century prime minister, and women have led governments in
countries as diverse as Sri Lanka, Norway, Finland, Israel, Canada,
New Zealand, France, Poland, Iceland, the Philippines, Pakistan,
Nicaragua, Yugoslavia, Turkey, and India; women comprise at
least 30 percent of national legislators in fourteen countries
(Inter-Parliamentary Union 2003, 1). At the same time, there is a
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growing sense among students and observers of political behavior
that much of the received wisdom, such as the stereotypes just
cited, merits serious empirical examination. However, the interest
in and literature about gender politics has not necessarily yielded
a consensus. With respect to public opinion, for example, differ-
ences exist on such basic questions as the following:

1. Is there a gender gap? Or, more precisely, which issues give
rise to consistent and substantial differences between men and
women? There is some evidence of a systematic gender gap. For
example, Philip Converse found substantial gender differences
and that “‘Rambo’ themes come very disproportionately from
males” (1987b, 61). According to Sandra Baxter and Marjorie
Lansing (1980), war/peace concerns are an exception to the gen-
eral rule that men and women agree on most issues, and a study
by David Fite, Marc Genest, and Clyde Wilcox (1990) identified
gender as among the most important demographic predictors of
foreign policy attitudes. Lisa Catherine Olga Brandes (1994) also
found large, stable, and significant gender gaps on security policy
attitudes in the United States and Great Britain throughout the
period since the end of World War II. A broad examination of
survey data led Robert Y. Shapiro and Harpreet Mahajan (1986)
to conclude that systematic gender differences also emerge from
“compassion” issues and those involving regulation and protec-
tion. Wittkopf’s (1990, 1995) analyses of the CCFR data during
the 1970s and 1980s found some gender-based differences along
both the militant internationalist and cooperative international-
ist dimensions, but that was no longer the case in 1994, when gen-
der was combined with other background variables. A multivari-
ate study of U.S. interventions in Korea, Vietnam (in 1966 and
1972), and Iraq (both Desert Shield in 1990 and Desert Storm in
1991) revealed not only significantly greater support for these un-
dertakings by men in all five cases but also stronger approval for
tougher military action in the three cases in which respondents
were offered multiple options about the preferred strategy (Nin-
cic and Nincic 2002). The most comprehensive analysis of gender
effects during the post-Cold War era found that women were
generally less supportive of defense spending or the use of force
abroad. The purpose for the use of force also affected the gender
gap; for example, it narrowed in cases of humanitarian interven-
tions (Eichenberg 2003). The gender gap on defense spending
appears with great consistency, but there have been occasions
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when women were stronger advocates of budget allocations for
the Pentagon. One of them occurred in the wake of the terrorist
attacks of 9/11. Whereas in January 2001 more men (53 percent
to 42 percent) had rated strengthening the military as a “top pri-
ority,” a year later the gender gap remained at 11 percent, but
support among women was higher by a margin of 57 to 46 per-
cent (Pew 2002b, 3).

Conversely, Pamela Johnston Conover (1988) has argued that
“feminism,” an ideological predisposition toward a certain stance
on women’s issues, overshadows gender in explaining beliefs and
values. A number of Americans Talk Security (1988) surveys also
cast some doubt on stereotypical views of gender differences.
Women consistently expressed more skeptical opinions about the
USSR than did men. Although women were more inclined to de-
scribe themselves as “doves,” men offered more support on all five
arms control items by an average margin of 6 percent; expressed
more trust in the USSR on six of seven items (6 percent); assessed
Mikhail Gorbachev more favorably on eight items (9 percent);
had more benign views of Soviet motives on six of nine items (3
percent); assessed relations between the superpowers more favor-
ably on ten of thirteen items (5 percent); and expressed a more op-
timistic view on the likelihood of nuclear war (10 percent). In the
only exception to this pattern, women were more critical on three
items relating to the impact of defense spending (6 percent).'

2. Have gender differences widened or narrowed during recent
years? There appeared to be somewhat greater agreement on this
issue, at least through the mid-1980s, as the evidence seemed to
indicate that the gender gap was in fact widening (Baxter and
Lansing 1980; Klein 1984; Shapiro and Mahajan 1986). The g/11
terrorist attacks resulted in narrowing gender differences on a
number of defense issues, but subsequent surveys on the Iraq
issue reversed that trend, revealing once again some striking dif-
ferences between men and women on questions revolving
around the use of force abroad. The March 2003 invasion of Iraq
is a good case in point. A Gallup survey during the first week of
the war found a strong majority (72 percent) in favor of the at-
tack, but support was considerably greater among men (78 per-
cent) than among women (66 percent) (Jeffrey Jones 2003a).

3. To the extent that there is a gender gap, is it the result of
changing attitudes and behavior among women? Conversely,
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does the gender gap arise as a result, for example, of growing con-
servatism and identification with the Republican Party among
men? According to Barbara Ehrenreich (1984), the gender gap
will increase because a growing number of women will defect
from conservative positions on three broad classes of issues—
“peace, environmental protection, and social justice” —that cor-
respond almost exactly with those on which Shapiro and Ma-
hajan (1986) found evidence of significant gender differences.
Conversely, Daniel Wirls (1986) proposed a male-oriented expla-
nation of emerging gender differences on the same classes of is-
sues, arguing that the differences have developed because of
growing conservatism and Republicanism among men rather
than a movement to the political left by women. Similar inter-
pretations may be found in works by Louis Boyce (1985) and
Karen M. Kaufmann and John R. Petrocik (1999), but in the lat-
ter study the results for defense and military questions were
weaker and less stable. Richard C. Eichenberg (2003) also found
that changes in support for defense spending among men tended
to determine the size of the gender gap on the issue.

4. Are gender differences more pronounced among the general
public or among leaders? Vicky Randall (1982) and Ehrenreich
(1984) indicate that gender differences are widest among the
most highly educated. Conversely, six elite surveys undertaken
between 1976 and 1996 found relatively limited evidence of such
differences on foreign policy issues (Holsti and Rosenau 1981,
1995).

Despite the growing interest in questions surrounding the
gender gap hypothesis, studies to date have yet to yield a solid
consensus except perhaps on the fact that the gap has been a
consistent feature of recent U.S. presidential elections. The dif-
ferences are all the more striking because, with the exception of
Neil Nevitte and Roger Gibbins (1987), who undertook surveys
of both Canadian and American students, and Brandes’s (1994)
study in the United States and Great Britain, most of the others
are focused on a single country (the United States) and cover a
relatively short span of time.

The General Public

Most of the findings on gender-based differences reflect resuits
since the early 1980s. Thus they span the late Cold War years, the
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disintegration of the USSR, and the conflicts of the post-Cold
War era, including the g/11 attacks and the 2003 invasion of Iraq.

First, the differences between women and men are quite lim-
ited on some important issues, including Soviet international mo-
tives during the Cold War (39 percent of men and an equal per-
cent of women judged it to be “world domination”), the impact
of eliminating all nuclear weapons (46 percent of both women
and men believed it would make no difference, and 22 percent of
both groups stated that it would reduce the chances of a war with
the USSR), the appropriate criteria and levels of defense spend-
ing (62 percent of men and 58 percent of women agreed that the
United States should spend whatever is necessary rather than
only what we can afford), assessments of U.S. participation in the
Bosnian war (46 percent of men and 51 percent of women judged
it to be “about right,” and 30 percent of each group thought it was
“too much”), proposals to send twenty thousand U.S. troops to
Bosnia (opposed by more than two-thirds of both women and
men), immigration (more than 60 percent of both men and
women felt it should be reduced), and economic competition as
“more of a threat to our nation’s future than communism” ever
was (45 percent of men and 44 percent of women agreed). Finally,
after the government in Kuwait arrested several Iraqi agents and
charged them with plotting the assassination of President George
H. W. Bush, a June 1993 Gallup poll asked whether the United
States should have Saddam Hussein assassinated to remove him
from power. Women were very slightly more inclined to support
that option (54 percent to 53 percent).?°

A second conclusion is that moderate gender differences char-
acterized assessments of the Soviet threat: women regarded it as
more serious than men did. Third, substantial gender gaps have
appeared on a number of issues.

President Reagan’s military policies in Central America
received the approval of a slight majority of men but only
38 percent of women (Americans Talk Security 1988,
no. 5).

The Strategic Defense Initiative (“Star Wars”) program was
approved by 61 percent of men and only 42 percent of
women (Americans Talk Security 1988, no. 6). After the
2001 terrorist attacks, however, slightly more women (51
percent) than men (47 percent) came to favor building a
missile defense system (Kohut 2002, 13).
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The proposition that “the United States has a special moral
responsibility to help the disadvantaged of the world
even if this means putting off some spending on our own
domestic problems” was supported by only 35 percent of
men and an even smaller 26 percent of women (Ameri-
cans Talk Security 1988, no. 8).

The Bush administration’s decision to lift economic sanc-
tions on South Africa in 1991 gained the support of more
than half of the men but only 37 percent of the women
(G. Gallup Jr. 1991).

A proposal for U.S. air strikes against Bosnian forces at-
tacking Muslim towns was favored by only 44 percent of
men and 28 percent of women (G. Gallup Jr. 1993).

While 67 percent of men favored reestablishing relations
with Cuba, only 46 percent of women did so (G. Gallup
Jr. 2000).

An Americans Talk Security survey during the waning days of
the Cold War provides additional evidence about the impact of
gender. Respondents were asked to assess the severity of several
potential national security threats. The results reveal rather
modest gender differences on most issues. Women tended to see
somewhat greater dangers in drug trafficking, domestic threats,
and U.S. meddling in conflicts abroad. Most notably, women ex-
pressed strikingly greater concern about Soviet aggression and
that country’s military strength relative to the United States.
The results in table 5.9, which further distinguish respondents by
age, also reveal that older women—those aged forty or more—
were consistently the most apprehensive among the four gender-
age groups. On balance, however, men and women agreed far
more than they disagreed on the more and less severe threats to
national security.

The 1991 Persian Gulf War provides still another opportunity
to assess gender differences. Responses to Gallup surveys con-
ducted before, during, and after the war reveal the existence of a
quite considerable gender gap prior to the initiation of the war
when the January 15 deadline for the Iraqi evacuation of Kuwait
expired (the questions are listed in table 5.3). In contrast to the
strong male support for the George H. W. Bush administration’s
policies, women were almost evenly divided on most issues. When
the war began, there was a tendency for opinions to converge,
with a notable gain in support for U.S. policies among women.
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When asked a hypothetical question about the use of tactical nu-
clear weapons “if it might save the lives of American troops,” by
a very narrow margin of 46 to 44 percent women expressed
greater approval for that option, but when the same question was
posed three weeks later without the clause about saving lives,
support fell among women (to 25 percent) even more than
among men, one-third of whom favored using such weapons.
Although men continued to be somewhat more supportive of
the Gulf War undertaking, postwar assessments also revealed a

TABLE 5.9. Assessments of Threats to U.S. National Security in 1988: The
Impact of Gender and Age

I would like to get your assessment of some of the national security threats (and other
challenges) the United States will face in the next five years or so. Please tell me whether
[threat] poses an extremely serious, very serious, somewhat serious, or not very serious
threat to our country’s national security interests.

Extremely serious + Very serious (%)

Men Women
Al Under 40and Under 40and

Threat Respondents 40 over 40 over
International drug trafficking 87 78 89 87 93
The spread of nuclear weapons

to Third World countries 81 83 89 83 78
Terrorist activities around the

world 79 80 76 77 83

Damaging our environment

from things like air and water

pollution or the heating of the

earth’s atmosphere known as

the greenhouse effect 77 72 77 76 81
Domestic problems like unem-

ployment, homelessness, and

crime 73 68 68 71 83
The undermining of our constitu-
tional government 59 59 59 56 61

The economic competition from
countries like Japan and West

Germany 55 53 57 44 65
Unnecessary U.S. involvement

in conflicts around the world 52 48 49 53 56
Soviet aggression around the

world 50 47 43 52 57

An increase in Soviet military
strength relative to the United

States 50 41 49 56 55
The spread of religious fanati-
cism in Third World countries 36 29 40 33 41

Source: Data from Americans Talk Security 1988, 93-103.
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relatively small gender gap. When asked, “Do you approve or dis-
approve of the way George [H. W.] Bush has handled the situa-
tion in Iraq since the war in the Persian Gulf ended?” responses
among women and men were identical —63 percent approved.
Strong majorities also gave an affirmative answer to the question,
“All in all, was the current situation in the Mideast involving Iraq
and Kuwait worth going to war over?” In this case, however, men
were somewhat more inclined to answer affirmatively —by a mar-
gin of 71 to 62 percent.

The evidence reviewed here neither wholly refutes nor
strongly confirms the gender gap thesis. Women consistently ex-
pressed less support for such American interventions as assis-
tance to the contras in Nicaragua or the invasion of Iraq to
force Saddam Hussein’s forces out of Kuwait, but women were
no less willing to have the United States involved in efforts to
end the civil war in Bosnia. Perhaps the latter undertaking ap-
peared more attractive because its primary goal could be por-
trayed as a largely humanitarian project to prevent “ethnic
cleansing” and the related horrors of that conflict. It is less clear,
moreover, that the roots of women’s attitudes on interventions
lie in an aversion to the use of force. To be sure, a huge gender
gap existed on proposals to initiate air strikes against Bosnian
Serbs who were shelling Muslim cities, but women were no less
prepared than men to use tactical nuclear weapons to reduce
U.S. casualties in Operation Desert Storm or to remove Saddam
Hussein from power by assassination. Nor did women express
more empathetic attitudes toward U.S. Cold War adversaries or
greater support for foreign assistance to poorer countries. And
despite some evidence that gender and age combined to affect
assessments of threats to national security, the more impressive
pattern that emerges from the data in table 5.9 is the striking
similarity in rankings of threats by men and women, whatever
their ages.

Opinion Leaders

The six FPLP surveys of opinion leaders undertaken between
1976 and 1996 provide modest evidence of strong and persistent
gender gaps on foreign policy issues. The militant/cooperative
internationalism (MI/CI) classification scheme was shown earlier
to be strongly related to party and ideology. In contrast, the dis-
tribution of men and women in the MI/CI scheme consistently
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yielded very low correlations.”” More generally, evidence of a
gender gap in these studies can be summarized briefly.

Women consistently expressed a greater degree of concern for
protecting the environment. There has been some narrowing of
gender differences on these issues, a trend that arises largely from
men catching up with women rather than from a declining envi-
ronmental sensitivity among women. At least on this cluster of is-
sues, the results run counter to the previously cited hypothesis
that the gender gap arises from a change in men’s attitudes —spe-
cifically, that it is the result of men having moved toward more
conservative positions during the 1980s.

As shown earlier, compared to the general public, opinion lead-
ers are significantly less protectionist on trade issues, which were
also among the few that did not divide opinion leaders along par-
tisan lines (table 5.6). In contrast, consistent gender differences did
emerge from the 1996 FPLP survey items on the same issues. Spe-
cifically, on nine of the ten items in table 5.10, women expressed
somewhat more skeptical attitudes toward trade, its impact, and ef-
forts to reduce restrictions on the flow of goods and services across
national frontiers. These findings stand up fairly well even when re-
sponses are controlled for ideology; gender differences remain sig-
nificant for all but three of the items: the use of threats against
Japan and Europe on trade issues, economic rivalries as a cause of
war, and the importance of protecting business interests abroad.
These results do not limn a portrait of women as ardent protec-
tionists but reveal a more consistent pattern of gender differences
than is the case on many issues. The 18 percent gaps on the related
questions about desirability of erecting trade barriers and job pro-
tection as a foreign policy goal stand out as especially significant.
Trade policy is one of the few issues on which there are neither
strong partisan nor ideological differences, and thus the strong
gender gap on this issue stands out rather sharply.

Women tended to be more wary of America’s Cold War ad-
versaries—both China and the Soviet Union—a finding that sur-
vived even when the data were subjected to multivariate analy-
ses. This wariness and skepticism about the USSR was no less
evident during the Gorbachev years as the Cold War was wind-
ing down and after disintegration of the USSR.

Hypotheses about a greater sensitivity among women to inter-
national “compassion issues” such as combating world hunger or
providing Third World development assistance received very lit-
tle support from the FPLP data.
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Perhaps the most consistent finding was a greater skepticism
among women about foreign entanglements, including but not
limited to military interventions abroad. The evidence suggests
that the gender gap arises less from a general aversion to the use
of force and more from greater doubts about commitments and in-
terventions that might entangle the United States in undertakings
abroad. This orientation manifested itself in a number of specific
ways in which women differed from men, including less support
for American responsibility for the defense of allies or commit-
ments to specific nations and a more skeptical attitude toward

TABLE 5.10. Attitudes on Trade Issues among Opinion Leaders in the 1996
FPLP Survey: The Impact of Gender (in percentages)

All
Reported Respondents Men Women
Responses (N =2141) (N=1736) (N =2340)

Erecting trade barriers

against foreign goods to

protect American indus-

tries and jobs* Agree 22 19 37
Granting most-favored-

nation trade status to

China* Agree 46 49 34
Signing NAFTA with
Canada and Mexico* Agree 80 81 71

Signing the GATT trade

agreement and joining

the WTO Agree 80 81 74
Using the threat of protec-

tionism to open Japanese

and European markets to

U.S. goods Agree 72 73 66
Economic rivalries among

nations [as a cause of Very

war] serious 36 34 44
Economic competition from

Europe [as a national Very

security threat]* serious 4 3 8
Economic competition from

Japan [as a national secu-  Very

rity threat]* serious 7 6 13
Protecting the jobs of

American workers [as a Very

foreign policy goal]* important 29 26 44

Protecting the interests
of American business
abroad [as a foreign Very
policy goal] important 19 19 21

*Differences among groups significant at the .001 level even when controlling for ideology.
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both military and economic assistance programs abroad. Women
were also more inclined than men to favor imposition of eco-
nomic sanctions; because economic sanctions reduce or eliminate
trade, aid, and related interactions with the target country, choice
of that policy instrument can be viewed not only as a less violent
alternative to war but also as a form of withdrawal from foreign
entanglement. Thus, although women differed little from men in
placement in the MI/CI scheme —specifically, there was no evi-
dence of women being disproportionately in the isolationist quad-
rant of that scheme—they did express less support for various
forms of American involvement abroad.

One significant reason for a skeptical view of internationalist
undertakings is that they might lead to confrontations, crises, and
conflict among major powers. Because the end of the Cold War
and disintegration of the Soviet Union substantially reduced
those risks, these events might also have affected the nature and
magnitude of gender differences. A brief examination of some
data from the 1992 and 1996 FPLP surveys on the Guilf War will
offer some clues about whether these differences are in fact
widening or narrowing.

Unlike most Middle East confrontations of the previous four
decades, the conflict arising from Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait did not
carry the risk of an escalating crisis between Washington and
Moscow. Moreover, when President George H. W. Bush ended the
short military campaign after Iraqi forces had been expelled from
Kuwait, American casualties had been lower than even the most
optimistic projections. The reduced risks of a confrontation with
the USSR and low casualties might have been expected to narrow
gender differences on the war but did not do so. When asked
about their policy preferences before the start of the war, male
opinion leaders favored the immediate use of force over giving
economic sanctions more time to work by a margin of 58 to 37
percent; only 5 percent opposed getting involved at all. Policy
preferences among women were significantly different: a plurality
of 48 percent favored the economic sanctions option, whereas
only 41 percent supported the immediate use of force and 11 per-
cent opposed any American involvement.

The successful end of the war against Iraq increased retro-
spective support for the use-of-force option but also slightly
widened the gender gap. Whereas 64 percent of the men pre-
ferred the force option after the war, only 45 percent of the
women did so. Moreover, by a margin of 16 to 7 percent, women
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outstripped men in opposing any involvement at all in the con-
flict. These significant gender differences persisted even when
responses were controlled for ideology. That is, within each ideo-
logical group (very liberal, somewhat liberal, moderate, some-
what conservative, very conservative), women were less enthusi-
astic about the immediate use of force against Iraq.

A cluster of questions asking opinion leaders to assess the con-
sequences of the Persian Gulf War provides additional evidence
of a gender gap and the reasons for it. The first five items in table
5.11 emphasize various positive outcomes of the war, and the next
five focus on less favorable ones. Majorities among male opinion
leaders agreed with each of the favorable assessments and re-
jected the negative ones. In striking contrast, women were sig-
nificantly less inclined to agree that the conflict increased U.S.
influence in general or more specifically in the Middle East, and
a majority rejected the judgment that the war “was a great vic-
tory for the United States.” The largest gender difference
emerged on the proposition that “the United States spent money
abroad that needed to be spent at home.” Women were also far
more prone to agree that too many Iraqis had been killed in the
war and to express the fear that the conflict had increased the
prospects for violence and terrorism in the Middle East. It is
again noteworthy that while each of the items in table 5.11 gave
rise to significant ideological differences, in six cases the gender
differences persisted even after multivariate analyses had con-
trolled for ideology.

Several Gulf War items were repeated four years later, and a
new one—on ending the war with Saddam Hussein still in power—
was added. The responses bear a striking resemblance to those of
the previous survey as women persisted in taking a less triumphal-
ist view of the war. In light of the George W. Bush administration’s
repeated threats to launch a war against Iraq to remove Saddam
from power, culminating in the 2003 invasion of Iraq, it is note-
worthy that both men and women regretted the elder President
Bush’s decision in 1991 to end the war while the regime in Bagh-
dad remained intact.

Some further evidence of a gender gap emerges on several
questions in the 1996 FPLP survey about American commitments
and undertakings abroad. Opinion leaders split sharply along gen-
der lines on ten of these questions. Almost 40 percent of the
women agreed that “we shouldn’t think so much in international
terms but concentrate more on our own national problems,”



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

The University of Michigan Press, 2004

220 Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy

whereas just over a quarter of the men (27 percent) expressed
support for this proposition. These gender differences also mani-
fested themselves in levels of approval for several items related to
international commitments and undertakings.

America’s conception of its leadership role must be scaled
down (men: 40 percent; women: 49 percent).

The United States spends too much on military aid to other
nations (men: 55 percent; women: 73 percent).

The United States has a moral obligation to prevent the de-
struction of the state of Israel (men: 75 percent; women:
65 percent).

Sending U.S. peacekeeping troops to Haiti (men: 61 per-
cent; women: 52 percent).

TABLE 5.11. Assessments of the Persian Gulf War: The Impact of Gender

Here are some assessments of the Persian Gulf War. Please indicate how strongly you
agree or disagree with each statement.

Agree Strongly + Agree Somewhat
(%)
1992 1996

Men Women Men Women

It increased the influence of the United

States with other nations 82 66* 84 58*
Soviet-American cooperation before and

during the war helped to establish firmer

foundations for a new world order 80 76 - —
It was a great victory for the United States 62 43* 67 43*
It has given the U.S. the leverage needed to

gain settlement of other Middle Eastern

issues such as the Arab-Israeli conflict 60 46* - —
It put the Vietnam War behind us 56 48 47 38
The U.S. spent money abroad that needed

to be spent at home 37 58* 22 50*
Too many Iraqis were killed 37 47* — —
The U.S. will be too ready to use military

force and go to war again 35 43 — —

It increased frustration and hatred in the
Middle East and will bring more violence

and terrorism 31 44* — —
The U.S. will be too confident and drop its
guard against foreign threats 21 19 - —_

The U.S. should have continued the war
until Saddam Hussein was removed from
power — — 72 65

*Gender differences significant at the .001 level. Differences are significant after controlling for
ideology.
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The United States spends too much on economic aid to
other nations (men: 28 percent; women: 47 percent).

The United States has a moral obligation to prevent the mil-
itary conquest of Taiwan (men: 59 percent; women: 44
percent).

Military aid programs will eventually draw the United
States into unnecessary war (men: 32 percent; women: 58
percent).

Our allies are perfectly capable of defending themselves
and they can afford it, thus allowing the United States to
focus on internal rather than external threats to its well-
being (men: 41 percent; women: 52 percent).

The United States is the world’s only superpower and
must thus become involved in any region when political
instability is jeopardized (men: 29 percent; women: 17
percent).

This pattern of responses is especially significant because, unlike
many of the gender differences that have emerged from the FPLP
surveys, they did not disappear when the responses were con-
trolled for ideology.

In contrast to this evidence of a gender gap, two additional
items that advocate at least some retrenchment of U.S. interna-
tional commitments gained the support of majorities among both
men and women without significant differences between the two
groups. These questions focus on deploying troops abroad and
serving as a model for democratic development in the Third
World by solving domestic problems. In addition, huge majorities
among both groups rejected the proposition that “the United
States should not hesitate to intrude upon the domestic affairs of
other countries in order to establish and preserve a more demo-
cratic world order.”

Finally, a cluster of questions asking opinion leaders to evalu-
ate a series of potential threats to U.S. national security may be
especially telling because it offers a varied menu, including sev-
eral threats that are at least in part residues from the Cold War
(nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union and the Third
World, Russian military power, China as a world power, and Mid-
dle East conflicts), two environmental issues, potential dangers
with a strong post-Cold War flavor (drugs, population, the rich
nation—poor nation gap, economic competition, immigration, and
mass migrations), two others that took on greater significance



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

The University of Michigan Press, 2004

222 Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy

after ¢/11 (international terrorism and Islamic fundamentalism),
two domestic issues, and one that addresses the possibility that
this country will meddle in conflicts that are “none of our busi-
ness.” Judgments about such a broad range of potential national
security threats should reveal a good deal about the scope and
magnitude of gender gaps.

The responses of opinion leaders, summarized in table 5.12,
provide some evidence of a gender gap in 1992. Women were
somewhat more inclined toward a more serious assessment of
most of the thirteen threats. In several cases—environmental is-
sues, drug trafficking, armed conflict in the Middle East, and un-
warranted American meddling abroad —significant gender dif-
ferences emerged. But a further analysis of the responses reveals
that, except in the case of drug trafficking, the gap disappeared
when ideology was introduced into the analysis.

Owing to different response options in the 1996 survey, it is not
possible to directly compare responses with those that emerged
from the study four years earlier. However, both men and women
ranked nuclear proliferation as the most worrisome threat. Be-
yond agreement on proliferation, the 1996 survey yielded some-
what stronger evidence of a gender gap, notably on judgments
about the threats arising from international terrorism, drug traf-
ficking, environmental problems, immigration, and American in-
terventions abroad. Unlike the case four years earlier, however,
almost all of the differences between men and women remained
statistically significant even after controlling for ideology; only on
the perceived threats arising from the growing gap between rich
and poor nations did the introduction of ideology into the analy-
sis erase the differences.

Two broad generalizations emerge from the data in table 5.12.
Reading it horizontally, women consistently judged each individ-
ual threat to be more serious than did men. But if the table is
read vertically, a fairly solid consensus emerges on the hierarchy
of perceived national security dangers; the rank-order correla-
tions between those of men and women are very high both in
1992 (.96) and four years later (.91).

In summary, opinion leaders tend to resemble the general pub-
lic with respect to many aspects of gender differences. On some is-
sues—the Persian Gulf War and trade are good examples—the
gaps between men and women are substantial, and they do not
vanish when other background attributes such as ideological pref-
erences are introduced into the analysis. On many other issues,
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TABLE 5.12. Assessments of Threats to U.S. National Security in the
1992 and 1996 FPLP Surveys: The Impact of Gender

This question asks you to evaluate the seriousness of the following issues as threats
to American national security during the remaining years of this century. Please
indicate how serious you regard each possible threat.

Very serious (% )?

1992 1996

Men Women Men ‘Women

Possession of nuclear weapons by Third

World countries — — 64 68
Possession of nuclear weapons by Third

World countries and terrorists 87 88 — —
An inability to solve such domestic prob-

lems as the decay of cities, home-

lessness, unemployment, racial con-

flict, and crime 89 91 45 620
International terrorism — - 37 570
Uncontrolled growth of the world’s

population 66 66 38 43
International drug trafficking 72 784 35 52b
The federal budget deficit 84 82 33 404
Expansion of Islamic fundamentalism — — 30 34
Environmental problems like air pollu-

tion and water contamination 76 82¢ 24 46°
The development of China as a world

power — - 27 28
A growing gap between rich nations and

poor nations 58 63 24 32
American interventions in conflicts that

are none of our business 31 42¢ 15 29b
Large numbers of immigrants and

refugees coming to the U.S. — — 14 29b
The military power of Russia — — 5 74
Armed conflicts in the Middle East 57 62¢ — —

The greenhouse effect and other changes
in the global climate induced by

human activity 56 66° — -
Nuclear weapons in republics that se-

ceded from the former Soviet Union 56 61 — —
Economic competition from Japan and

Europe 46 44 — -
Mass migrations 33 38 — —
Economic competition from Japan — — 6 13®
Economic competition from Europe — — 3 8b

2“Extremely serious” plus “very serious” in 1992

bGender differences significant at the .001 level

*Gender differences significant at the .001 level, but not after controlling for ideology
dGender differences significant at the .001 level, but only after controlling for ideology
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however, gender-based cleavages pale in size and persistence
when compared to those defined by other background attitudes.
Although gender does not rival ideology and party as a potent
source of foreign policy attitudes, it is also not irrelevant. In the
light of subsequent events, the 20 percent gender gap on the threat
posed by international terrorism stands out. It may also be most
relevant on precisely the issues that are central to post—-Cold War
foreign policy debates on the scope and nature of American in-
ternational commitments, including trade and interventions
abroad.

Other Background Attributes
Education

One of the best-supported generalizations about foreign policy
attitudes is that increasing levels of education are associated with
stronger support for internationalism. Foreign policy questions
during the first decade of systematic polling were largely directed
at attitudes toward various aspects of American involvement in
world affairs, such as participation in World War II and active
participation in international affairs after that conflict, including
but not limited to membership in the United Nations. These early
surveys found a consistent pattern wherein the least educated
segments of the public were also the least likely to support an ac-
tive international U.S. role (Bruner 1944; National Opinion Re-
search Center 1947). Although immense international changes
have occurred in the almost six decades since those pioneering
studies, the link between the level of education and internation-
alism has persisted (Hero 1959, 1969; Watts and Free 1973; B.
Hughes 1978). Education is also strongly correlated to interest in
international affairs. Among college graduates, the four news cat-
egories of highest interest are international, Washington, com-
munity, and local government. In contrast, for those with a high
school education or less, the comparable categories are crime,
community, health, and sports (Pew 2002c, 30).

Even with the development of a more differentiated concept
of internationalism— for example, when a distinction is drawn be-
tween militant and cooperative internationalism — the link to ed-
ucation has persisted, although in a somewhat modified form.
Higher education is strongly correlated with support for cooper-
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ative internationalism, but the association with militant interna-
tionalism is somewhat weaker and more tenuous (Wittkopf 1990,
37-39; 1995, 14).

The many surveys on the Persian Gulf War provide an oppor-
tunity to examine the impact of education on a recent issue. The
Gallup polls undertaken before, during, and after military opera-
tions against Iraq indicate that even on an issue with strong mili-
tary internationalist overtones, the links between education and
approval of international undertakings persist, although the rela-
tionship is not linear. Before the war, levels of support for mili-
tary action to drive Iraq out of Kuwait were consistently highest
among those with some college experience, followed by college
graduates, high school graduates, and those with less than a high
school diploma. These differences narrowed during the war and
in retrospective assessments of the conflict. A July 1991 Gallup
survey found that 78 percent of the general public approved of
the U.S. decision to go to war; appraisals from the four education-
level groups fell within a very narrow range of approval—75 to
79 percent. The most striking differences in these surveys con-
cerned questions about the possible use of tactical nuclear
weapons if it would reduce American casualties (50 percent of
high school graduates approved versus 35 percent of college
graduates) and a hypothetical law to ban peace demonstrations
during a war (51 percent of those without a high school diploma
agreed, whereas only 16 percent of college graduates did so).

Findings from the second war against Iraq were largely in line
with those in 1991, although overall support declined and the
range increased somewhat—65 to 77 percent. College gradu-
ates—often the most internationalist education group—and those
lacking a high school diploma were least supportive of the war at
65 percent and 67 percent, respectively (Jeffrey Jones 2003a).

Because opinion leaders tend to have very high levels of edu-
cational attainment, analyses to unearth links between education
and foreign policy attitudes are not very meaningful. In both the
1992 and 1996 FPLP surveys, for example, virtually all respondents
had graduated from college, and three-fourths of them had earned
at least one graduate degree. Analyses based on a differentiation
of graduate degrees—for example, distinguishing between the
M.A,, M.BA., Ph.D,, J.D., M.D. and other degrees—would prob-
ably provide a better understanding of the impact of occupation
than of the effects of education on foreign policy attitudes.
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Region

Region has traditionally been linked to foreign policy attitudes
(Lowell 1923, 292). The conventional wisdom has been that mid-
westerners have an isolationist foreign policy orientation, south-
erners share internationalist and martial attitudes, and those liv-
ing on the East and West Coasts are most receptive to such
cooperative forms of internationalism as membership in interna-
tional organizations. On trade issues, the manufacturing North
was regarded as the natural home for protectionist sentiments,
whereas the agricultural South, dependent on cotton and other
exports, was seen as the champion of free trade. Hard evidence
supporting these characterizations is often less than definitive,
and in some cases it is subject to alternative interpretations. Al-
though systematic survey evidence from the 1919-21 period is
lacking, opposition to the Treaty of Versailles and the League of
Nations probably was strongest in the Midwest. But ethnicity
may provide a plausible alternative to explanations based on ge-
ography. German Americans and Irish Americans, two ethnic
groups heavily concentrated in the Midwest, tended to oppose
the treaty and the league, the former because it placed responsi-
bility for World War I on Germany, the latter because the league
was perceived to be an instrument of British policy that would do
little to enhance the cause of Irish independence.

Evidence to substantiate the regional thesis is at best mixed.
Support in the Midwest for American membership in the United
Nations equaled that in other regions (G. H. Gallup 1972, 451—
52), and bipartisan cooperation between two midwesterners,
Harry S. Truman of Missouri and Arthur Vandenberg of Michi-
gan, contributed significantly to the major undertakings that
formed the pillars of an internationalist post-World War II for-
eign policy, including the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan,
and NATO. The experience of World War 1I; the emergence of
national media, first with radio networks and followed by televi-
sion networks; and the increasing mobility of Americans, a pro-
cess that was accelerated by World War 11, were among the fac-
tors that probably contributed to the erosion of whatever distinct
regional orientations toward foreign affairs may have existed.
Gabriel Almond’s analysis of surveys during the early years of
systematic polling led him to conclude, “Regional differences in
foreign policy attitudes were quite pronounced in the period be-
fore World War 11, but the evidence for the period since Pearl
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Harbor shows regional differences to be of declining impor-
tance.” In place of a regional explanation, he suggested an alter-
native geographical thesis that emphasized rural/urban differ-
ences (1950, 131, 133; see also Watts and Free 1973; B. Hughes
1978).

Although regionalism appears to be a declining factor in shap-
ing foreign policy attitudes, some evidence indicates that it has
not wholly disappeared. Congressional votes have pitted the
manufacturing belt against the Sunbelt on foreign policy issues
since the 1960s (Trubowitz 1992), and Wittkopf’s secondary anal-
yses of the first four CCFR surveys found some regional differ-
ences in orientations toward militant and cooperative interna-
tionalism, but these variations appear to be situational rather
than consistent. While easterners tended to be somewhat more
accommodationist than respondents from other regions in all
four surveys, for example, both midwesterners and westerners
leaned toward three different foreign policy orientations over the
course of the twelve-year period (Wittkopf 1990, 3941, 49).

The Gallup surveys on the Persian Gulf War also provide some
support for the regional thesis, but it is very weak. The prewar
surveys typically found that southerners were slightly more sup-
portive of military action to drive Iraq out of Kuwait, whereas
easterners were slightly less supportive of the military option.
Wartime and postwar surveys revealed a further narrowing of the
already small regional differences. A few months after the end of
military operations, approval for the U.S. decision to go to war
with Iraq ranged from 74 percent in the East to 82 percent in the
South (G. Gallup Jr. 1991). Regional differences in support for
the war that toppled the Saddam Hussein regime in 2003 were
also rather modest, ranging between a high of 77 percent in the
West to 66 percent in the East (Jones 2003b).

Race

For obvious reasons, much of the attention on race and political
attitudes has focused on a broad range of domestic issues that
touch in some way on civil rights and efforts to overcome the
long legacy of segregation and second-class citizenship for black
Americans. It sometimes was assumed that these issues rather
than foreign policy topped the political agenda of black Ameri-
cans and their leaders. Martin Luther King Jr.’s public criticism of
the Johnson administration’s Vietnam policy may have been
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something of a watershed event in this respect. Moreover, several
developments since the Vietnam War have increased the proba-
bility that black Americans would take an active interest in for-
eign affairs: the end of conscription, leading to a professional mil-
itary that is both disproportionately black and one of the most
effective institutions for professional advancement of minorities;
controversy about American policy in Africa, especially but not
limited to South Africa; and increasing activism by black Ameri-
cans within Congress and congressional lobbying groups on such
foreign policy issues as sanctions on South Africa and the treat-
ment of refugees from Haiti.

Much of the evidence indicates that black Americans tend to
be more isolationist than the public as a whole, but, as one ana-
lyst has pointed out, it is sometimes unclear whether there are
equally plausible explanations, including class and education, that
may account for differences in foreign policy attitudes (Hero
1959; Watts and Free 1973; B. Hughes 1978; Wittkopf 1990, 41, 44;
Wittkopf 1995, 14). However, responses to the Persian Gulf sur-
veys appear to indicate that race may well be emerging as one of
the more powerful sources of foreign policy cleavages. The evi-
dence summarized in table 5.13 reveals that although the gaps
between whites and nonwhite minorities—for example, Asian
Americans or Latinos—are consistent but of moderate magni-
tude, those between white and black Americans can only be de-
scribed as enormous. The racial chasm was only partiaily bridged
by the onset of the war. Although the United States achieved its
goal of forcing Iraq out of Kuwait and did so with minimal casu-
alties, postwar appraisals of the American undertaking yielded
striking cleavages that tended to coincide with race. Whereas
more than four-fifths of whites approved in retrospect of the
decision to initiate the war against Iraq, the comparable figure
among black Americans was 37 percent. Race has also been a
source of divisions on at least four other recent foreign policy
issues: South Africa, Haiti, Somalia, and Bosnia. Compared to
whites, black Americans were more supportive of U.S. inter-
vention in the first three cases, whereas the opposite pattern
emerged with respect to the civil war in Bosnia.»

A survey of more than two thousand Americans during the
week following the March 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq revealed that
the differences between various demographic groups remained
largely unchanged from the findings summarized earlier. The Sep-
tember 11 terrorist attacks had narrowed most demographic dif-
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ferences because of widespread approval of the intervention in
Afghanistan to oust the Taliban regime and to track down al
Qaeda leaders. But despite the George W. Bush administration’s
repeated efforts to link Iraq to al Qaeda, strong overall approval

TABLE 5.13. Attitudes on Selected Issues Relating to the Persian Gulf
Conflict, before, during, and after the War: The Impact of Race

Date

Question

All

White

Nonwhite

Black

Prewar surveys
Jan. 13, 1991

Jan. 13, 1991

Wartime surveys
Jan. 20, 1991

Jan. 26, 1991

Jan. 26, 1991

Feb. 17, 1991

Postwar surveys
July 14, 1991

July 21, 1991

Do you think the United
States made a mistake in
sending troops to Saudi
Arabia, or not? [% yes]

Which of the following comes
closest to your opinion? Fa-
vor: Withdraw; sanctions;
war. [ % initiate a war]

Do you approve or disapprove
of the U.S. decision to go
to war in order to drive the
Iraqis out of Kuwait?

[% approve]

Do you favor or oppose using
tactical nuclear weapons
against Iraq if it might save
the lives of U.S. troops?

[% favor]

Would you favor or oppose a
law to ban peace demonstra-
tions while U.S. troops are
fighting overseas? [% favor]

Do you favor or oppose the
U.S. use of tactical nuclear
weapons in the Persian Gulf

War? [% favor]

All in all, was the current sifua-
tion in the Mideast involving
Iraq and Kuwait worth going
to war over, or not? [% yes]

Looking back, do you approve
or disapprove of the U.S.
decision last January to go
to war with Iraq in order to
drive the Iraqgis out of
Kuwait? [% approve]

80

45

28

66

78

25

54

83

45

31

29

71

82

34

42

81

45

27

31

40

46

62

25

59

45

41

26

37

37

Source: Gallup Organization surveys. The typical survey was spread out over a 3—4-day period. The

first column reports the final date of the survey.
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(72 percent) for the campaign to oust Saddam Hussein’s regime
did not extend equally to all groups. Partisan and ideological gaps
were very large, whereas those based on gender and region were
considerably narrower: Republicans, conservatives, men, and, less
strikingly, westerners emerged as the strongest supporters of the
military campaign. Responses based on age failed to yield a con-
sistent pattern (table 5.14).

By far the most striking demographic gap on the war in Iraq
was the racial one. It may be too early to make any definitive as-
sessment about the persistence or strength of a racial gap on for-
eign affairs, but the hypothesis that race-based divisions on the
use of force abroad are an important feature of the contempo-
rary political landscape receives powerful support from the data
in table 5.14. The Bush administration included two highly visible
and articulate African American foreign policy officials in Secre-
tary of State Colin Powell and National Security Adviser Con-
doleezza Rice. Although the latter was a more avid supporter of

TABLE 5.14. Support for the U.S. War with Iraq:
The Impact of Party, Ideology, Gender, Region,

Age, and Race
% Favor % Oppose

Overall 72 25
Republicans 93 5
Democrats 53 44
Independents 66 31
Conservatives 84 13
Moderates 70 27
Liberals 44 54
Men 78 20
Women 66 32
West 77 21
Midwest 73 24
South 71 26
East 66 32
30-49 years old 75 23
65 years and older 73 25
50-64 years old 69 27
18-29 years old 66 32
White 78 20
Black 29 68
Other race 63 34

Source: Gallup Organization poll conducted March 22-25, 2003
(Jeffrey Jones 2003b).
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the war throughout the debates during the months leading up to
the invasion of Iraq, both ultimately made the case for the U.S.
attack in settings as diverse as the United Nations Security Coun-
cil and the Sunday talk shows. Despite Powell’s and Rice’s efforts,
a great majority of black Americans conspicuously dissented
from the majority that supported the war. In early 2002, after Iraq
was identified as part of the “axis of evil” and when top officials
in the Bush administration were making almost daily comments
about their commitment to ousting Saddam Hussein from power,
76 percent of white respondents favored military action against
Iraq, but only 57 percent of nonwhites supported such an opera-
tion. When the wording of the question mentioned the possibility
of thousands of casualties in a war, the racial gap widened still
further, to 61 to 38 percent. The onset of the war did nothing to
bridge the chasm between the two groups. Whereas 78 percent of
white respondents in a Gallup survey undertaken during the first
week of the war supported it, only 29 percent of blacks did so.
Thus, the sharp racial divide over the 1991 war to expel the Iraqi
invaders from Kuwait, revealed earlier in table 5.13, widened dra-
matically twelve years later. Indeed, the 49 percent difference
may be one of the largest demographic gaps in any major survey
on foreign policy issues (Jeffrey Jones 2003b).

A thoughtful analysis of public opinion in five previous U.S. in-
terventions suggests that there may be a common denominator
linking the gender and racial gaps on the uses of force abroad:
alienation arising from structural features of American society
may complement other more specific properties of these two
groups (Nincic and Nincic 2002). Whether or not their explana-
tion is valid for a broader range of foreign policy issues, the evi-
dence seems to suggest that race is indeed emerging as an im-
portant source of divisions within the American public.

Conclusion

This exploration of the sources of foreign policy opinions began
with Destler, Gelb, and Lake’s lament of almost two decades ago
about the increasingly partisan and ideological character of de-
bates about international issues. The evidence presented here
largely sustains their diagnosis, whether the focus is on the gen-
eral public or opinion leaders. Among both groups, the closely
linked attributes of ideology and party identification consistently
have been the most powerful correlates of attitudes on a wide
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range of foreign policy issues, up to and including the 2003 war
against Iraq (Jeffrey Jones 2003a). That generalization has with-
stood repeated multivariate analyses that included other back-
ground attributes. Notwithstanding that overall theme, some be-
liefs transcend party and ideology, and these are far from trivial
aspects of international relations—for example, the end of the
Cold War and the multipolar nature of the international system
that has subsequently emerged. Such events as the demolition of
the Berlin Wall and disintegration of the Soviet Union presum-
ably were of such an unambiguous nature and compelling impor-
tance that their impact on beliefs transcends partisanship and
ideology. Although efforts to claim partisan or ideological advan-
tage from the successful denouement of the Cold War were never
in short supply —many a forest has been felled just to print pole-
mics affirming or denying that the Reagan military buildup con-
tributed to the end of the Cold War—the fact of Soviet collapse
has not been controversial. Surveys of opinion leaders also have
revealed that cleavages on international trade and Middle East
issues revolving around Israel and its security divide leaders and
the public in other ways. But these are exceptions to the general
rule of powerful partisan and ideological cleavages.

In contrast, although the other background factors discussed
earlier—gender, generation, region, education, and race—are
not irrelevant for explaining foreign policy views, they appear to
do so less consistently, and when they do, they only rarely bridge
the dominant partisan and ideological cleavages. In the case of
race, the most compelling evidence has emerged from attitudes
toward the use of force abroad; it remains to be seen whether
similar racial gaps characterize public opinion on a wider range
of issues. The gender gap is also illustrative. Men and women
often differ on specific U.S. security commitments, trade, and the
environment, but it is much harder to find comparable evidence
of consistent differences on basic orientations toward interna-
tional affairs, assessments of threats, images of adversaries, the
use of force, and foreign aid. More generally, liberal Democrats,
whether men or women, usually have similar foreign policy be-
liefs, which in turn differ sharply from those of conservative Re-
publicans of either sex.

One should nevertheless be cautious about assuming that at-
tributes that contribute only modestly to understanding foreign
policy opinions will be equally irrelevant for all issues. Consider
the generational hypothesis, wherein it is suggested that because
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major differences in worldviews are linked to age, the replace-
ment of one cohort with another will account for major changes
in attitudes. The evidence has rarely confirmed that this is an es-
pecially rewarding way of analyzing U.S. foreign policy attitudes.
But other important issues may in fact divide the public, opinion
leaders, or both along generational lines. For example, Mayer
(1992) has demonstrated that generational replacement had little
impact on foreign policy attitudes but constituted a major source
of change on some social and cultural issues.

If, as seems likely, the post—Cold War foreign policy agenda
will be characterized by a widening array of crucial issues and a
continued blurring of the lines between the domestic and inter-
national arenas, we might also expect some shifting linkages be-
tween foreign policy beliefs and sociodemographic variables.
Trade issues may be used to illustrate this hypothesis. Evidence
through the mid-1990s indicated that substantial differences ex-
isted between the general public and leaders, with the latter far
more supportive of efforts to liberalize trade (see table 4.2). The
gap no doubt reflected at least in part different personal vul-
nerabilities to dislocations arising from reduction or removal of
trade barriers; blue-collar workers in the textile, shoe, steel, and
automobile industries, for example, have been more likely to lose
jobs to foreign competition than have bankers, insurance execu-
tives, highly educated workers in advanced technology firms, and
employees in the “knowledge industries.” However, there are
also some indications that technological and other changes also
may be rendering those in the latter occupational groups in-
creasingly vulnerable; a front-page headline in the New York
Times proclaimed, “Skilled Workers Watch Their Jobs Migrate
Overseas. A Blow to Middle Class: College Educated Foreigners
Are Doing High Technology Tasks for Far Less Pay” (August 28,
1995, A:1). Should such trends persist for any significant period
beyond the recession that began in 2001, we might well expect
that the coalitions supporting and opposing trade liberalization
will also change.

In short, although a good deal of stability has existed in the
background correlates of foreign policy beliefs during the period
since the end of the Vietnam War, including the growth and per-
sistence of partisan and ideological cleavages that have survived
the dramatic international changes since the late 1980s, those pat-
terns could change in response to future developments, some of
which can only dimly be perceived today.
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Finally, what are the linkages between leaders and the general
public, particularly with regard to the impact of partisanship and
ideology on foreign policy beliefs? This discussion assumes that
the relationship between decision makers, opinion leaders, and
the general public is better characterized as complex and inter-
active rather than simple and unidirectional (as depicted by ei-
ther a bottom-up or a top-down model). The latter model has
dominated analyses of public opinion and the media at least since
Walter Lippmann’s early writings, cited in chapter 1, challenged
ordinary citizens’ ability and willingness to meet the require-
ments of classical democratic theory. The central premises of the
top-down model are that the general public takes its cues from
elites and that the media take theirs from the government. A
number of recent studies have raised some serious questions
about the adequacy of this model. For example, based on his
analysis of the Persian Gulf War, John R. Zaller concluded that
“many exaggerated reports of its demise to the contrary, the
democratic interplay between leaders and followers was alive
and well in the Gulf Crisis” (1994, 271~72). Similarly, a careful
analysis of leaders, the media, and public opinion on the 1989
Tiananmen Square massacre and the coup attempt against
Mikhail Gorbachev two years later also revealed that the public
is capable of taking autonomous positions on foreign policy is-
sues that do not merely reflect the views of leaders or the media
(Tsaacs 1994, 1998).

For purposes of illustrating at least one way of linking leaders
and the general public, the hypothesis to be explored here is that

significant divisions on major issues of national security are
usually rooted in ideological differences arising from com-
peting views about the proper US. role in the world, the
major source of threats to national security, and the most ef-
fective means and strategies for coping with them; the divi-
sions are only secondarily partisan in origin, depending, first,
on whether leaders believe that framing the issues in partisan
terms will enable them to achieve their goals and, second, on
public opinion, actual and anticipated, on these issues.

Leaders may have better informed and more sophisticated
worldviews, but these leaders cannot neglect the views of the gen-
eral public. Zaller’s concept of “anticipated future opinions”
(1994, 251) —leaders take policy positions based on their antici-
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pation of future public opinions—serves as a useful way to link
leaders and the general public (see also Stimson, MacKuen, and
Erikson 1994, 1995). Three examples, sketched in broad strokes
rather than fine-grained detail, will illustrate but not adequately
test this hypothesis.

During the decade leading up to Pearl Harbor, sharp differ-
ences existed about whether and how the United States should
deal with the growing military power and increasingly transparent
ambitions of expansionist dictatorships in Europe and Asia. To
oversimplify, some (including President Roosevelt) feared that
aggressive German and Japanese ambitions represented long-
term threats to U.S. security and the survival of democracy; it was
thus vital for the United States to support the people who were
resisting these dictatorships. Critics of this position countered
that an active internationalist foreign policy is incompatible with
democracy at home. War itself, not the European or Asian bal-
ance of power, most directly threatened America’s interests and
democratic institutions; thus, every effort should be made to
avoid once again being drawn into distant conflicts that posed no
clear and present danger to the preservation of the republic or its
key institutions. (For an excellent and more detailed analysis of
public opinion during this period, see Hinckley 1992.)

But these competing worldviews were very imperfectly corre-
lated with party identification, either among leaders or the gen-
eral public. For example, at the time of his 1937 speech advocat-
ing an international “quarantine” of the expansionist powers,
President Roosevelt’s Democratic Party held overwhelming ma-
jorities of 75 to 17 (with 4 “others”) in the Senate and 333 to 89
(with 13 “others™) in the House. Three years later, when Roo-
sevelt consummated the “destroyer deal” that transferred fifty
aged warships to Great Britain by doing an end run around Con-
gress, the Democrats still outnumbered Republicans by three to
one in the Senate and by ninety-three seats in the House. Despite
these handsome majorities, because foreign policy beliefs in Con-
gress cut across rather than along party lines, Roosevelt repeat-
edly found himself stymied by various forms of “neutrality legis-
lation” in his efforts to assist the beleaguered allies, even after the
collapse of France in the face of the May 1940 German blitzkrieg.
Among the president’s efforts to build an effective foreign policy
coalition across party lines was the replacement in 1940 of his iso-
lationist secretaries of war and the navy with two distinguished
Republicans, Henry Stimson and Frank Knox.
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The absence of strictly partisan divisions on foreign policy is-
sues was also reflected in the character of several major foreign
policy interest groups—the isolationist America First and its in-
ternationalist counterparts, the Nonpartisan Committee for Peace
through Revision of the Neutrality Laws and the Committee to
Defend America by Aiding the Allies, which was led by a news-
paper editor with impeccable Republican credentials, William
Allen White. Although Roosevelt was never reticent about at-
tacking the GOP when doing so served his political purposes, it
would have been self-defeating to frame the key foreign policy is-
sues in partisan terms. Finally, Roosevelt’s manifest skill in using
the new medium of radio notwithstanding, his efforts to mold
public opinion on foreign policy were calculatedly cautious. He
interpreted reactions to his “quarantine” speech as unfavorable
on balance and, anticipating that the public would be even more
critical of concrete steps to help Britain and France, he empha-
sized repeatedly that he had no intention of permitting the
United States to be drawn into war. Thus, despite Roosevelt’s
personal popularity and public relations skills, his efforts to in-
fluence the public on international affairs had a relatively modest
impact. As I noted in chapter 1, almost to the eve of Pearl Har-
bor, strong majorities among the general public favored a wide
array of legislative and constitutional efforts to prevent the coun-
try from again being pulled into any war for purposes other than
defense of the home territory.

The early Cold War period also revealed ideological differ-
ences that were less than perfectly correlated with party. Divi-
sions within the GOP pitted such staunch critics of a broadly in-
ternationalist foreign policy as Senator Robert Taft and former
President Herbert Hoover against the Vandenberg-Dewey-
Eisenhower-Dulles faction within the party. Democrats were sim-
ilarly divided between those supporting Harry Truman, J. William
Fulbright, Dean Acheson, and other internationalists and such
critics of the U.S. foreign defense policies as Henry Wallace, who
bolted the Democrats in 1948 to run for president on the Pro-
gressive Party ticket.

The important point, however, is that the internationalists
were generally dominant within the leadership of both parties;
for example, between 1948 and 1960, presidential candidates of
both major parties shared a broad internationalist ideology on
foreign affairs. Although sharp partisan differences often existed
about which party was best suited to implement that worldview,
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the principle of active American engagement in world affairs was
rarely the basis of partisan debates. That fact no doubt con-
tributed to the absence of striking partisan differences among the
general public, at least on many of the important foreign policy
issues of the period (see table 5.1). Moreover, many of the major
foreign policy interest groups, including the Foreign Policy Asso-
ciation, the United Nations Association, and the Council on For-
eign Relations, were largely bipartisan in membership and gen-
erally offered support for the internationalist foreign policies of
the Truman and Eisenhower administrations. There were, of
course, also some critics of internationalism, including the Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations prior to its merger with the
American Federation of Labor in 1955, but some of the more
vocal critics—for example, the John Birch Society or supporters
of Senator Joseph McCarthy—were not primarily partisan in
character. Their shotgun charges of treason were aimed at targets
in both political parties, and they appealed mostly to those who
were prepared to believe in a global communist conspiracy that
counted former five-star generals of the army Dwight Eisen-
hower and George Marshall among its cat’s paws.

The late Cold War period, encompassing the two decades prior
to demolition of the Berlin Wall, featured sharp divisions within
the major political parties. The 1972 Democratic Party presi-
dential nomination of George McGovern represented a repudia-
tion by many Democrats of the Truman-Kennedy-Johnson inter-
nationalist policies that, McGovern argued, had ineluctably led to
the disaster in Vietnam; it was, therefore, time to “Come home,
America.” For McGovern’s supporters, the most important les-
son of Vietnam was that the United States should avoid military
engagement in the Third World. Even Fulbright, a stalwart archi-
tect and supporter of post-World War 11 foreign policies, called
for rejection of an internationalism that, in his view, had failed to
distinguish adequately between vital and peripheral interests.

The Vietnam War and the Nixon-Kissinger policies of trying to
contain the USSR by offering carrots (arms control agreements,
crisis control measures, expanded trade and credits) as well as
sticks (containment and deterrence) also divided Republicans.
The Goldwater-Reagan wing of the party narrowly failed to cap-
ture the GOP presidential nomination in 1976 but did so four
years later. Charging that the détente and arms control policies of
his predecessors in the White House, including Republicans
Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, had severely crippled the United
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States, if not endangered its survival, Reaganites were no less re-
luctant than the McGovernites to challenge some foundations of
post—World War II foreign and defense policies, albeit from a dis-
tinctly different perspective. For them, the lessons of Vietnam in-
cluded the imperatives of a major military buildup, removal of
undue restrictions on the uses of military force, and the desirabil-
ity of challenging the USSR on the peripheries of its empire (the
“Reagan Doctrine”).

Thus, whereas the core leadership of the Democratic and Re-
publican Parties during the two decades prior to Vietnam shared
some basic axioms about the appropriate U.S. role in world af-
fairs, critics of those premises came to dominate the two major
parties in the post-Vietnam years. As a consequence, the partisan
cleavages came to be more closely aligned with ideological ones.
The Democratic Party tended to be the most congenial home for
accommodationists, whereas hard-liners were usually found in
the Republican Party. Some prominent hard-line Democrats, in-
cluding Paul Nitze, Eugene Rostow, and Jeane Kirkpatrick, ac-
cepted high positions in the Reagan administration. The conver-
gence of ideological and partisan cleavages was also reflected in
some of the major foreign policy interest groups of the period, in-
cluding the hawkish Committee on the Present Danger, more
than three dozen of whose members served in key foreign and
defense policy positions in the Reagan administration, and more
dovish groups such as the Arms Control Association.

In line, then, with the hypothesis on the ideological origins of
foreign policy differences presented previously, partisan cleavages
should have widened under these circumstances because as each
of the two major parties was becoming more ideologically homo-
geneous, differences between them were becoming more pro-
nounced. As indicated in tables 5.4 and 5.6, that has been true of
opinion leaders. Other evidence also reveals that this has also
been true among the general public; for example, the data in table
5.2 reveal sharp partisan cleavages on many foreign policy issues.
Finally, this hypothesis appears to offer at least a tentative and
partial explanation for the tendency of ideology to dominate
party identification among both the opinion leaders (see table 5.8)
and the general public (Wittkopf 1990, 1995).

In summary, these brief and sketchy interpretations suggest
that major international developments, especially those that re-
volve around questions of war and peace, often give rise to diver-
gent policy prescriptions rooted in different worldviews. Whether
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they also divide the country along partisan lines depends on com-
plex interactions between leaders and the public. Despite the
dominance of FDR’s own party, for example, ideological divisions
among leaders and the lack of public support for even modest
forms of engagement in emerging conflicts in Europe and Asia re-
quired Roosevelt to work toward a bipartisan leadership coalition
and to avoid framing foreign policy issues in partisan terms. Dur-
ing the Truman and Eisenhower years, the dominance of an inter-
nationalist ideology within both political parties as well as a pub-
lic that was prepared to accept major international undertakings
muted sharp partisan clashes on the fundamental nature of Amer-
ican foreign and defense policies. In contrast, controversies over
the Vietnam War gave rise to two internally consistent but mutu-
ally exclusive interpretations for why the United States became
involved in that conflict, why the United States lost, and what les-
sons should be learned from the defeat. According to one view, an
undiscriminating internationalism drew the United States into an
unwinnable conflict that never engaged important national in-
terest. According to the other, the United States appropriately
viewed the defense of South Vietnam as a vital interest, the war
effort fulfilled a solemn treaty obligation, and the United States
could have been victorious but for the media, protests at home,
and unwise restrictions on military force imposed by political
leaders. These Vietnam postmortems, which also yielded divergent
lessons about the future conduct of American foreign and defense
policies, tended to fall largely along partisan lines (Holsti and
Rosenau 1984). Although that conflict ended three decades ago,
the continued convergence of partisan and ideological cleavages
appears to be one of its more enduring residues.

This discussion has illustrated only one of the ways that analy-
ses of public opinion can attempt to link leaders and the general
public. Moreover, even if the foregoing hypothesis seems plau-
sible, the sketchy and anecdotal evidence is not an adequate sub-
stitute for the kind of systematic testing that has not been possible
here. Nor does it take into account the possible impact of the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. Although barely two years have
passed since those tragic events, chapter 6 undertakes an early ef-
fort to deal with that question.





