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H3: The impact of event stimuli on individual leader evaluations should not be 

uniform across individuals and should be altered by the foreign policy ideological 

stance of the individual. Specifically, external stimuli should have the least impact 

on leader evaluation in situations when the stimuli and ideology of the individual 

are in conflict. 

 

Assessing the Role of Ideology on Leader Evaluation  

– Research Design 

We now turn to empirically exploring the role of ideology on how individuals 

assess a leader during times of conflict.  To do this, I turn to a unique survey experiment 

conducted at the University of Iowa in April of 2011.  This study consisted of an internet 

survey using the Decision Process Tracing Environment Program (Lau and Redlawsk 

2006).30  An email was sent to all students and staff within the University of Iowa 

system (approximately 40,000 individuals) advertising the study and including a direct 

link to the study for anyone interested in participating.  A follow up email was sent 

approximately one week later.  A monetary reward was offered in the form of a drawing 

for a $100 check (two prizes offered)31.  The study was open for approximately three 

weeks and nearly 1200 subjects participated.   

The study consisted of two parts.  The first consisted of a battery of survey 

questions covering a wide range of topics, including an extensive set of questions used to 

tap into an individual’s foreign policy ideology.  The second part consisted of a survey 

                                                 
30 http://dpte.polisci.uiowa.edu/dpte/ 

31 To qualify for the drawing, individuals needed to complete the study and provide their email 

address.      
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experiment that explored how individuals assessed the actions of the President in a 

foreign intervention scenario.  The experiment was set up in a fashion similar to Tomz 

(2007) but altered to better suit the needs of this research project.   

To begin, subjects were told that they were about to read about a foreign scenario 

and the actions of the President.  They were also informed that they would then be asked 

if the approved or disapproved of the actions of the President.  Subjects would then read 

about the foreign policy scenario.  The scenario was manipulated to consist of either a 

state committing genocide or attempting to produce a nuclear weapon.  The theory 

proposes that different dimensions of a foreign policy ideology should influence 

preferences and evaluations dependent on the foreign context.  This manipulation should 

test that aspect of the theory.  Once subjects read the scenario, they were asked if the US 

should intervene in the situation.   

Once a baseline level of support is ascertained from the subjects, the subjects then 

learn about the initial action of the President and presented with partisan tags for the 

President and opposition leaders in Congress.  The initial reaction can consist of two 

actions: 1) threaten to send troops to end the situation, or 2) the US would stay out of the 

situation.  This manipulation is important because similar to Tomz (2007) and Trager and 

Vavreck (2011), this initial action sets the basis of assessing the possible presence of 

audience costs because in the end, the President always declines to send troops.  What 

this does is given two comparison groups at the end of the experiment: 1) where the 

President threatened troops and then backed down, and 2) where the President followed 

through with not sending troops.  As for partisanship, I randomize if the President is 

Republican, Democrat, or not named.  At the same time, opposition leaders in Congress 
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are always the opposite party of the President, unless the President is not given a party 

reference, in which case neither are opposition leaders.  This gives three different 

options: 1) Republican President and Democratic opposition leaders, 2) Democratic 

President and Republican opposition leaders, or 3) no party mentioned for either.  This 

manipulation allows for an analysis of how partisanship influences leader evaluations but 

also how ideology may interact with partisanship.  Finally, once this is all revealed, 

subjects are asked if they approve of the actions of the President (1-7 scale of approval). 

Finally, subjects learn that the country did not end their nuclear enrichment or 

genocide and the President did not send troops.  A summary of the entire event is also 

presented to the subjects.  One last assessment of the President is ascertained (1-7 scale of 

approval).32  

By design, this experiment allows for a look at leader evaluations at a number of 

different stages in the conflict.  Specifically with ideology in mind, we can explore if 

ideology influences preferences for the conflict in the first place, and how ideology 

shapes initial and final evaluations of a leader.  Also, given the inclusion of partisan 

effects, we can analyze how partisanship interacts with ideology.  Finally, by including 

the audience cost manipulation, we can explore how evaluations change and what factors 

may drive the assessment change.  

From this experiment, three dependent variables are analyzed.  The first is a 

measure of the individual’s initial support for intervention in the specific scenario in the 

first place.  This is important in that it provides an initial level of baseline support for the 

                                                 
32 See Figure 6.2 for a diagram of the experimental design and Appendix C for the experiment 

text. 
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intervention.  The variable is measured as either 1=support or 0=no support.  With this 

measure, I can explore how ideology influences policy preferences in the first place 

(similar to the previous chapter).  This measure is also used as an independent variable in 

assessing the other two dependent variables. 

The second dependent variable is an assessment of the President when subjects 

have learned about the event context, partisanship of the President, and initial plan of 

action by the President (threaten troops or promise not to intervene).  This variable is 

measured on a seven point scale where 1 indicates strongly disapprove and 7 indicates 

strongly approve.  The final dependent variable is the final assessment of the President 

when the respondent has gone through the entire simulation.  While the context, 

partisanship of President, and initial plan of action by the President varies among 

subjects, the final action is always that the President backs down.  The initial question 

was measured as a seven point scale where 1 indicates strongly disapprove and 7 

indicates strongly approve.  

The primary independent variable of interest consists of the two foreign policy 

ideological dimensions (militant and cooperative).  These dimensions are created by 

factor analyzing twenty-five questions aimed at tapping the general foreign policy beliefs 

of the individual.  The questions mirror the foreign policy importance questions used in 

the Chicago Council on Global Affairs (Chittick et al. 1995) along with questions used by 

other studies exploring foreign policy ideology (e.g. Holsti and Rosenau 1990, Herrmann 

et al. 1999, Herrmann and Keller 2004).  An iterated principle factor analysis was 
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performed on these 25 items (see Table 6.1) and the first two factors consisted of a 

militant dimension (Factor 1) and a cooperative dimension (Factor 2).33    

In this analysis, partisanship is the external stimuli that I explore.  The assumption 

is that the partisanship of the President should be an external influence on the individual’s 

evaluation of the President.  Individuals mirroring the partisanship of the President 

should be more supportive of the President where those not matching the President 

should be less supportive.  This measure is captured by a set of indicator variables for if 

the President and the individual are 1) of the same party or 2) of different parties.34  A 

third indicator variable captures the instances of where partisanship of the President is not 

mentioned or the subject self-identifies as independent.   

For the first half of this analysis, a wide range of control variables are used.  The 

standard socio-demographic controls are included along with questions on ties to military 

service or personal connections to military casualties, political knowledge, and an 

extended battery of religious questions.35  Table C1 in Appendix C provides summary 

statistics for all variables used in the analysis.       

                                                 
33 Three factors achieved an eigenvalue above 1.  The third factor consisted of two variables that 

looked at support for the United Nations, but the factor only explained about 10% of the variance is 

accounted for by the factor. 

34 Individual partisanship is assessed through a set of questions asking for partisan identification 

and then strength of identification or leaning Republican or Democrat if independent.  Independent leaners 

were considered partisans.  

35 For “Known Military Casualties”, respondents are coded 1 if they personally knew a military 

casualty and 0 otherwise.  For “Served in Military”, respondents are coded 1 if they ever served in the 

military and 0 otherwise. Party identification is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher scores are more 

Republican.  Domestic ideology is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher scores equal more conservative.  

Education is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher values indicate more education.  Income is a 9 point 

ordinal variable where higher values indicate more education.  Race/ethnicity is measured by an indicator 

variable (1=nonwhite, 0=white).  Age is a continuous variable of the respondent’s age.  Female is an 

indicator variable (1=female, 0=male), Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, and Secular are all indicator  
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Assessing the Role of Ideology on Leader Evaluation  

– Results 

Before exploring how ideology influences leader evaluation, let us first visit how 

ideology modifies preferences in the first place.  Table 6.2 explores how ideology 

influences initial preferences for military intervention.  Model 1 explores the nuclear 

scenario, where model 2 explores the humanitarian scenario.  The dependent variable is 

dichotomous (1=support, 0 = no support) and is measured with logistic regression with 

robust standard errors.   

Like the overall findings in chapter 5 we again see a strong statistical and 

substantive effect coming from foreign policy ideology.  For model 1 (nuclear scenario), 

we see that the militant dimension is significant where the cooperative dimension is not 

(as expected).  When the militant dimension is set at the mean, the probability of support 

is .56.  Moving one standard deviation below the mean lowers that probability to .38, 

where going one standard deviation above the mean raises the probability to .73.  When 

looking at the extremes, the minimum militant value leads to only a .2 probability of 

support where the maximum value leads to a .9 probability.  Essentially, the higher an 

individual scores on the militant dimension, the more supportive the individual is towards 

using troops in the nuclear scenario.    

For model 2 (humanitarian scenario), we see a strong effect coming from both the 

cooperative and the militant dimension.  The strong effects were expected from the 

cooperative dimension but not the militant dimension.  Interestingly, this looks very 

                                                                                                                                                 

variables where 1 = the specific religious tradition and 0 otherwise.  Religious attendance is a 6 point 

ordinal variable where higher values equal more attendance.  Religious beliefs is a three point ordinal 

variable where higher values equal more orthodox/traditional religious beliefs.  Political knowledge is a 

five point ordinal variable of self-identified political knowledge.  Higher values equal more knowledge.   
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similar to the results in the previous chapter in regards to support for the Libya 

intervention.  Nonetheless, the substantive effects were moderate and very similar.  At the 

mean score for the militant and cooperative dimensions, the probability of support for 

intervention was .92.  One standard deviation below the mean dropped the probability of 

support to .85 for the militant dimension and .84 for cooperative dimension.  One 

standard deviation above the mean raised the probability to .96 for both dimensions.  At 

the extremes, the probability of support at the minimum level was .69 for militants and 

.58 for cooperatives where at the maximum level it was .99 for the militant dimension 

and .98 for the cooperative dimension.  Essentially, the higher an individual scores on the 

militant dimension and cooperative dimensions, the more supportive that individual is 

towards using troops in the humanitarian scenario.      

Unlike chapter 5, we do see a strong effect coming from domestic ideology as 

well.  In both models, we see domestic ideology significant (p < .05) and substantively 

important.  In model 1 (nuclear scenario), the probability of support for strong liberals 

(coded 1) is .4, for moderates (coded 4) it is .63, and for strong conservatives (coded 7) it 

is .82.  In the humanitarian scenario (model 2), the roles are reversed.  The probability for 

support is .97 for strong liberals, .89 for moderates, and .68 for strong conservatives. 

What do the results from Table 6.2 tell us?  Essentially, it repeats much of the 

story from chapter 5.  The initial impression of a conflict is driven heavily by one’s 

worldview (in this case, both domestic and foreign).  This is important in showing that 

while individuals may tend to rely heavily on partisan cues; they can still make coherent 

foreign policy preferences without them.  When individuals only have the context of a 
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foreign policy scenario presented to them, the only place to turn is to their inherent 

beliefs, and the effect is substantial.   

Beyond this, we see some additional interesting results.  For one, the level of 

support for a humanitarian (genocide) intervention is substantially higher compared to a 

nuclear scenario.  The more moderate effects uncovered in the humanitarian scenario 

may simply be because there is not much more room to go for support.  Also, domestic 

ideology plays a substantial role here as well.  In rare occurrences ideology was 

significant in the models of chapter 5 but surprisingly it is highly significant in both 

models here.  While domestic ideology is not a consistent predictor for foreign policy 

preferences, it may have its selective uses (as shown here).  Now, that this baseline level 

of support is assessed, we can see how ideology, along with this baseline support 

influences leader evaluations.    

Table 6.3 explores individual assessment of the President at the initial stage of a 

conflict (when the President’s initial plan and partisanship of the President has been 

revealed).  Beginning the analysis at this stage is useful because it provides an insight 

into what factors initially influence assessments of a leader during wartime.  Since there 

are a number of manipulations in the experiment at this early stage, four models are 

presented to cover the four different scenarios that may be found in the dependent 

variable (1: nuclear weapon situation where the President threatens troops, 2: nuclear 

weapons situation where the President plans to stay out of the situation, 3:  genocide 

situation where the President threatens troops, and 4: genocide situation where the 

President plans to stay out of the situation).  Given the seven-point nature of the 
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dependent variable, OLS regression is used.36  The independent variables included in 

these models mirror that of Table 6.2, with the exception of the inclusion of the 

individual’s support for intervention (the dependent variable of Table 6.2) and if the 

participant matched the partisanship of the President (same party, different party, or 

independent/no party mention). 

Models 1 and 2 explore the nuclear weapon scenario and provide support to the 

notion that foreign policy ideology matters.  In a security oriented scenario, we see that 

the militant dimension is significant and in the proper direction for model 1.  

Substantively, the effect is also quite large.  When the President threatens troops, a one 

unit movement up the militant scale (range goes from -2.14 to 2.49) leads to a .42 

increase in the seven point approval scale.  In addition, partisanship also appears to be 

significant.  In both nuclear situations (Model 2), partisanship is significant and being of 

the same party of the President appears to lead to about a half point increase in approval 

(on the seven-point scale).37  Finally, the strongest predictor of these models is the 

individual’s initial support for intervention.  If the individual supported intervention and 

the president sends troops, approval is almost 2 points higher.  In contrast, if the president 

declines to send troops, approval drops over 1 point.     

Turning to the genocide scenarios (Models 3 and 4), we see similar results.  Once 

again, foreign policy ideology is significant.  And for a more humanitarian issue, the 

                                                 
36 Results look very similar using ordered logistic regression. 

37 I elected to maintain both a measure of the individual’s partisanship (seven point scale) and 

indicator variables for if the individual matched the partisanship of the leader.  While there may be some 

redundancy with including both measures, they do tap two different aspects of the individual.  If the seven 

point partisan identification measure is removed, results are nearly identical.  Also, collinearity does not 

appear to be a problem with the models.   
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cooperative dimension of foreign policy ideology is statistically and substantively 

significant.  When the President threatens troops, a one unit movement up the cooperative 

scale (range goes from -2.49 to 2.0) leads to about a .34 point increase in the seven-point 

approval scale.  In the “stay out” scenario, a one unit increase in the cooperative scale 

leads to about a .2 decrease in approval (significant at p =.06).  Surprisingly, the militant 

dimension is also statistically significant in one of the humanitarian event models and is 

has a little over a .2 increase in the “send troops” scenario.  In addition to ideology, we 

also see that partisanship plays an important role here.  Compared to no partisanship 

mentioned, being of the same party as the President leads to about a .4 increase in the 

“send troops” scenario and a .7 increase in the “stay out” scenario”.  Finally, we again see 

the strongest effect coming from the initial preference.  If the president sends troops, 

support from an individual who preferred the intervention increases over 2 points.  If the 

president does not send troops, support drops nearly 2 points.   

Results from Table 6.3 provide a number of insights.  First of all, it adds 

additional support to the argument that stimuli matter in leader evaluations.  Individuals 

who shared the same party identification as the President were more supportive of the 

President compared to those who did not or where partisanship was not brought up.  This 

is hardly surprising, but at the same time, provides some support to the validity of the 

experiment.  Secondly, these results provide strong support for the notion that an 

individual’s inherent foreign policy ideology shapes how he or she assesses a leader.  

While partisanship certainly matters, ideology does as well.  One surprise with the results 

is that the militant dimension is highly significant for humanitarian events as well.  

Theoretically, I expected the militant dimension to explain security events and the 
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cooperative dimension to explain humanitarian events.  Instead, it may be that whenever 

the use of force is concerned, the militant dimension still plays a role in leader 

assessment.  This mirrors the results in chapter 5 regarding support for the intervention in 

Libya as well.  A future test should explore if the militant dimension explains attitudes on 

humanitarian issues when force is not threatened (possibly in sanction scenarios).  That 

analysis would better tease out the full effect of this dimension.  Finally, the strongest 

predictor of support comes from an individual’s initial preference for intervention.  

Depending on the individual’s preferences along with the president’s action, support can 

move over 2 points on a seven point scale.   

Both tables 6.2 and 6.3 paint a pretty clear picture that ideology has a strong 

effect on initial preferences and also on leader evaluations.  One important point to note 

with table 6.3 is that it only measures the direct effect of ideology on leader evaluations.  

However, we saw in table 6.2 that ideology is a strong predictor of initial intervention 

preferences, which is the strongest predictor of leader evaluation in table 6.3.  So in 

essence, there is an indirect effect from ideology that is not being measured here.  If 

initial preferences are removed from the models in table 6.3, the role of ideology 

increases substantially.  It becomes highly significant in all models and the substantive 

effect nearly doubles.  So while the impact of ideology is substantial now, in reality it is 

much larger.                 

  

Ideology and Audience Costs 

An interesting piece to audience costs is that they are difficult to test for and 

measure.  Fearon made the argument for audience costs but never really tested if they 
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actually existed.   Schultz (2001) attempted to find evidence of audience costs but failed 

to find any significant effect.  He argued, however, that this was mainly due to not being 

able to really measure them in the first place.   

Whether we can find statistically significant evidence of audience costs 

depends on how well we can actually measure these costs when they are 

incurred. Above, we assumed that these costs are perfectly measurable 

whenever they are incurred; in actual practice, we cannot measure 

audience costs perfectly, but only through their impact on political 

survival. Because the latter depends on a number of other factors -some 

measurable, some not- any measurement of audience costs is bound to be 

noisy. Thus, the fact that observed audience costs are smaller than those in 

the full population does not rule out finding them, but it does reduce the 

tolerance for error from other sources. The smaller the audience costs that 

survive the selection process, the smaller the noise must be to detect them 

(Schultz 2001; 53).    

 

Over the last few years, researchers have begun exploring audience costs through 

the use of experiments.  Michael Tomz (2007) was the first to devise an experimental 

situation where subjects are exposed to a number of experimental treatments that differ 

on the foreign policy situation of the United States and the President’s actions in that 

situation.  Using this method, Tomz has been able to show that audience costs actually do 

exist and have such an effect.  Trager and Vavreck (2011) extended Tomz’s work by 

comparing possible audience costs outcomes to actually going to war and also exploring 

the role of partisanship in conditioning approval levels.  While these few studies have 

finally begun the exploration of audience costs, a more individual level analysis is 

certainly lacking.   

Tables 6.4 and 6.5 take this individual level exploration of audience costs; with a 

specific focus on the role of ideology.   The last assessment that subjects made in the 

simulation occurred after subjects learned the President decided to not use troops.  All 

groups received this same information.  This allows a look at leader where a leader 
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backed down compared to one where the leader maintained a promise of non-

intervention.  The dependent variable in this next analysis is the seven point ordinal scale 

where higher values indicate more approval of the President.  The analysis will consist of 

comparing group means between the experimental groups and different individual 

groups.  Because of this, the two ideology dimensions have been collapsed into a three 

point category (high, indifferent, low).  What this allows is an exploration of leader 

approval at different points in the ideological spectrum and with different experimental 

conditions.  Along with this, I explore how the partisan connection influences approval.  

Finally, I consider if ideology is able to modify this partisan influence on approval.   

Turning to Table 6.4, a number of interesting results are found.  First of all, 

similar to results from Tomz (2007), overall results confirm that individuals, on average, 

appear to be more likely to look negatively upon leaders who back down after promising 

action.  In the scenario where the President threatened troops but backed down, overall 

approval was only 2.84.  For leaders who maintained their non-intervention stance, 

approval was significantly higher at 3.5.  When broken up into the two different 

scenarios, significant drops in approval are found in both scenarios, but results also show 

that the context shapes approval.  There is a much wider gap in approval for the nuclear 

scenario (3.13 for escalating and backing down vs. 4.22 for staying out) compared to the 

genocide scenario (2.58 for escalating and backing down vs. 2.79 for staying out).  At the 

same time, subjects in general were much less supportive of the President in the genocide 

context regardless of backing down or simply staying out.  It appears that subjects found 

the genocide scenario as a more worthy use of US troops compared to the nuclear 

scenario. 
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Secondly, Table 6.4 shows that ideology certainly matters in shaping approval.  In 

both scenarios, those subjects most likely to support the intervention (high militants in the 

nuclear situation and high cooperatives in the genocide situation) are the least likely to 

support the leader for either backing down or staying out.  The difference in approval 

between high militants and low militants is -0.66 (p =.01, two-tailed) for backing down 

and -1.35 for staying out (p < .01, two-tailed).  The difference between high and low 

cooperatives is -0.4 (p < .05, one-tail) for backing down and -1.14 (p < .01, two-tailed) 

for staying out.    

Third, there are mixed results supporting a partisan effect.  Surprisingly, in the 

scenarios where the leader backed down, subjects with the same party affiliation show 

less approval compared to those of the opposite party.  While the difference is not 

statistically significant, just the fact that approval is going the opposite way is 

noteworthy.  At the same time, in the scenarios where the President stayed out of the 

conflict, subjects of the same party were more supportive overall.  This difference is 

moderate and statistically significant.  While not a focus of this research (and something 

for future exploration), this is definitely an interesting situation where partisans are more 

forgiving if the President keeps his word but more punishing if the President does not.         

Finally, initial support for intervention also has a role in approval and audience 

costs.  If an individual supports intervention, approval is nearly identical (2.53 for 

backing down and 2.65 for staying out).  In other words, the individual supporting the 

intervention is disappointed either way.  However, audience costs are uncovered among 

those who did not support intervention in the first place.  Among those individuals who 

did not support intervention, approval is 5.23 if the president simply stayed out.  
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However, if the president threated but backed down, approval drops considerably to 3.56.  

Again, if the President keeps his word with this group, he is rewarded.  However, if the 

President breaks his word, he is punished by this group.   

Turning to Table 6.5, I look for support for the indirect influence of ideology 

(hypothesis 3) by looking at how ideology modifies the influence of partisanship on 

Presidential approval.  Based on the hypothesis, I expected that the partisan effect to not 

be uniform across different levels of the militant and cooperative dimension.  More 

directly, I expect partisanship to not play a role for high militants and cooperatives 

because they should largely disapprove of the actions of the President in the first place.  

Because of this initial disapproval, they should be less likely to allow partisanship to 

sway their approval compared to individuals in the indifferent or low categories.  For 

those indifferent militants and cooperatives, I expect partisanship to have a large impact.  

Since the ideological push, in either direction, is not great for these “indifferent” 

individuals, the ideological bias should also be less (or non-existent).  Finally, for the low 

militants and cooperatives we should again expect a partisan effect.  Since the individual 

already supports the actions of the President, he or she should be willing to accept 

additional positive information, such as a partisan tag, and be even more supportive.     

Unfortunately, the results do not support the hypothesis, and actually reveal the 

opposite effect in some areas.  First, in the “back down” manipulation, there appears to be 

no substantive influence from ideology on the partisan effect.  In all of the ideological 

categories, except indifferent militants, individuals of the opposing party are more 

supportive than individuals of the same party.  This may hint at a partisan effect given 

that partisanship seems to only work in the indifferent militant group, but then we should 



156 
 

also see this in the indifferent cooperative group, and do not.  As for the “stay out” 

manipulation, ideology does seem to modify the partisan influence, but opposite to what 

was hypothesized.  In all but one group (low cooperatives) partisans are more supportive 

than non-partisans (as we would expect).  However, against the expectations of H3, the 

partisan effect is actually the strongest among the high militant and high cooperative 

groups.  The partisan difference is only significant among these high militant/cooperative 

categories and the difference is quite large (nearly double for militants and well over that 

for cooperatives).  So in these two categories where support should be the lowest overall, 

it appears that partisans of the President are more likely to bump up their approval; so the 

partisan effect is quite strong and not negated as expected.  However, one other important 

point should be noted.  Even with this partisan effect accounted for, ideology still has a 

strong influence on approval and in a manner expected.   

Finally, I would like to comment on one final observation.  While not tied to the 

goals of this chapter, I feel it noteworthy to mention an interesting trend found in Table 

6.4.  Specifically, if we look within the different subgroups of individuals, we see that the 

most substantive change in approval is found among those most likely to support the 

leader in the first place.  For ideology, the most likely to support the President are the low 

militants and cooperatives because their preference is nonintervention.  For partisanship, 

it is those sharing the same party as the President.  For preference on the intervention, 

those who did not support intervention would be most likely to approve of the President’s 

non-intervention.  In each of these groups, we see the largest approval level in the “stay 

out” manipulation (President said he was not intervening and maintained that 

commitment).  This makes sense since this was the preference of the individual and the 
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President kept his word.  However, we also see the largest gap in approval (or possible 

audience cost) between “staying out” and “backing down” among these same groups.  In 

looking at the difference column in Table 6.4, the largest difference in approval (between 

backing down and staying out) is among these groups, and in a number of cases, this is 

the only place where the difference is statistically significant.  For example, if we 

consider the militant ideology and the nuclear scenario, the low militants show the largest 

audience cost.  The difference in approval between “backing down” and “staying out” is 

only .69 for high militants (since they do not support either move) but is nearly double 

(1.35) for low militants.  This presents a consistent theme that if a president escalates but 

backs down, he loses the most support from those who would have supported the 

President if he simply stayed out.  Among those who are more disposed to not support the 

President (opposite party, high militant/cooperatives), it doesn’t seem to matter as much 

because either way they are upset.   

 

Addressing Validity Concerns 

Before moving to a discussion of the results, let me address some validity 

concerns with the experiment.  Certainly this experimental design is not perfect and does 

have some concerns with both internal and external validity.  At the same time, no 

experiment is completely perfect and given the resource constraints on this experiment, I 

attempted to structure the design to minimize these validity problems.  For the internal 

validity problems, there is a control problem by removing subjects from a controlled lab 

environment to where they can participate in the study from any location.  However, by 

randomly assigning subjects to groups, there is no reason to believe that one group would 
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be systematically taking the study less serious that the others.  Also, by placing the study 

online, subjects are most likely participating in the study from a more natural setting 

(their home).  This may allow for more distractions, which may actually bolster the 

strength of the results because given more distractions, I would expect less of an effect to 

be discovered.  This way, I am biasing against finding results.        

As for external validity, there are some concerns here as well.  There is no doubt 

that providing a few paragraphs of text is not an accurate representation of what subjects 

would face by learning about a foreign event through television news or even 

newspapers.  At the same time, it is about as close as we can get to exploring the causal 

connection for leader evaluations.   In addition, given the online nature of the experiment, 

subjects may be in a more natural setting since they are most likely taking the experiment 

from home, a coffee shop, etc and exposed to a wide range of distractions, which is 

exactly what they would face in the real world. 

 

Discussion 

Overall, this analysis has provided a number of insights into what factors 

influence individual assessments of leaders during times of war.  First of all, it has shown 

that an individual’s foreign policy ideology certainly plays an integral role in his or her 

assessment process.  Across the board, ideology was highly significant and had a very 

strong substantive effect on how individual’s assessed the President in this survey 

experiment.  Individuals who scored high on the militant dimension of ideology were 

much more likely to disapprove of leaders for not intervening in a security oriented 

scenario and more likely to disapprove if the leader threatened troops but then backed 



159 
 

down.  Similar results were uncovered for individuals scoring high on the cooperative 

dimension when faced with a humanitarian event.  In addition, the role of ideology 

appeared to play a much more substantive role than that of partisan effects.   

While ideology certainly has a strong impact on shaping assessments of leaders 

directly, no evidence was uncovered for the idea that ideology may be able to modify the 

impact of external stimuli (partisan effects in this experiment). This may be due to the 

more limited impact that party played in the first place.  However, even within the area 

where partisan effects were present, the partisan impact on approval was strongest among 

those groups expected to be most likely to ignore the partisan attachment (the high 

militant/cooperatives).  So in the end, the partisan effect is alive and well and not subject 

to manipulation by ideology (at least in this experiment).     

Finally, while not directly tied to the main focus of this chapter, one interesting 

theme from these results is that audience costs appear most substantive among those who 

should be more likely to support the President in the first place.  In the scenarios where 

the President stayed out of a conflict, much higher percentages of individuals who scored 

low on the militant/cooperative dimension, who shared the same partisan affiliation 

approved of the President, or who simply preferred to just stay out in the first place 

supported the President.  However, in the “back down” scenario, those same groups 

didn’t look all that different from the groups of individuals who would have disapproved 

of the President in either scenario (high militant/cooperatives or those of a different 

party).  There was a huge decrease in approval among these groups more likely to support 

the President when the President backed down.  While these results can’t speak to the 

idea of it being more prudent for leaders to simply fight instead of backing down (Trager 
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and Vavreck 2011), it does show that if a leader escalates conflict, he or she faces 

disapproval across the board if he/she decides the then back down.  If a leader simply 

stays out of a conflict, he or she will at least maintain some support from those more 

likely to support the President.  If anything, is this certainly something leaders should 

consider before even considering engagement in a conflict.       

This chapter has extended the empirical exploration of ideology on foreign policy 

preferences to a look at how this also influences leader evaluations, and specifically 

audience costs.  Similar to the empirical results from the earlier chapter, we see that 

foreign policy ideology is a strong predictor of both policy preferences and leader 

evaluations.  This chapter also began the indirect exploration of ideology and how it can 

modify the impact of external stimuli; specifically how ideology modified partisan 

effects.  Unfortunately, the indirect effect hypotheses were not confirmed.  However, the 

next chapter furthers this exploration by attempting to understand how ideology modifies 

the impact of contextual stimuli; specifically casualties.   
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Table 6.1: Factor Analysis of 25 Foreign Policy Items  

      

 

Factor 1 Factor 2 

  Militant  Cooperative 

1. Protecting weaker nations against foreign 

aggression     

2. Strengthening the United Nations     

3. Combating international terrorism 0.423   

4. Maintaining superior military power worldwide 0.705   

5. Protecting the jobs of American workers     

6. Helping to bring a democratic form of 

government to other nations     

7. Securing adequate supplies of energy     

8. Controlling and reducing illegal immigration 0.427   

9. Helping to improve the standard of living of 

less developed nations   0.794 

10. Improving the global environment   0.448 

11. Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons     

12. Promoting and defending human rights in 

other countries   0.64 

13. Promoting economic growth     

14. Combating world hunger   0.82 

15. Fostering international cooperation to solve 

common problems, such as food, inflation, and 

energy   0.499 

16. The best way to ensure peace is through 

American military strength. 0.846   

17. The use of military force only makes problems 

worse. -0.711   

18. Rather than simply reacting to our enemies, it 

is better for us to strike first. 0.555   

19. The U.S. needs to play an active role in 

solving conflicts around the world.     

20. The U.S. government should just try to take 

care of the well-being of Americans and not get 

involved with other nations.     

21. It is vital to enlist the cooperation of the U.N. 

in settling international disputes.     

22. Despite all the talk about a new world order, 

military strength and the will to use it is still the 

best measure of a country’s greatness. 0.64   
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Table 6.1 Continued 

  

 

    

23. The United States could learn a lot by following 

the example of other countries -0.474   

24. The United States should provide less economic 

aid to other countries   -0.408 

25.  People can be divided into two distinct classes: 

the weak and the strong     

 

Note: Iterated Principle Factor analysis performed.  Only items loading greater than .4 are 

displayed.  Question 1 to 15 reads: Below is a list of possible foreign policy goals that the 

U.S. might have. For each one, please select whether you think that it should be a very 

important foreign policy goal of the U.S., a somewhat important foreign policy goal, or 

not an important goal at all.  Responses range from 1 to 5 with 5 = one of the most 

important and 1 = not important.  Question 16 to 25 reads: Please tell us how much you 

agree with the following statements.  Responses range from 1 to 5 with 5 = strongly agree 

and 1= strongly disagree. 
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Table 6.2: Individual Level Support Military Intervention 

            

 

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

Nuclear Scenario  Humanitarian 

Scenario 

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 0.808** (0.161) 

 

0.754** (0.199) 

Cooperative Dimension -0.153 (0.133) 

 

0.857** (0.196) 

Party ID -0.102 (0.091) 

 

0.061 (0.145) 

Ideology 0.319* (0.134) 

 

-0.440** (0.170) 

Education 0.032 (0.104) 

 

0.115 (0.155) 

Income -0.018 (0.051) 

 

-0.066 (0.070) 

Known Mil. Cas. -0.062 (0.227) 

 

0.047 (0.316) 

Served In Military -0.523 (0.532) 

 

-1.354 (0.858) 

Nonwhite 0.349 (0.370) 

 

-0.832* (0.409) 

Age -0.014 (0.009) 

 

-0.032** (0.012) 

Female -0.177 (0.251) 

 

-0.129 (0.369) 

Evangelical Protestant 0.285 (0.557) 

 

0.220 (0.831) 

Catholic 0.160 (0.317) 

 

-0.088 (0.441) 

Secular -0.205 (0.304) 

 

-0.134 (0.477) 

Religious Attendance 0.037 (0.102) 

 

0.145 (0.154) 

Religious Beliefs -0.405 (0.214) 

 

-0.017 (0.284) 

Pol. Knowledge -0.273* (0.124) 

 

-0.291 (0.202) 

Constant 1.701 (0.986) 

 

5.158** (1.336) 

      Pseudo R-Squared 0.15 

  

0.203 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 70% 

  

88% 

 Prop. Reduction in Error 33% 

  

13% 

 N 427     425   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

 

Note: Models measured with logistic regression with robust standard errors. 
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Table 6.3: Individual Level Approval of President (PID and President Action 

Revealed) 

            

 

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

Nuclear  - Send Troops 
 

Nuclear  -  Stay Out 

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Supports Intervention 1.878** (0.210) 

 

-1.316** (0.204) 

Militant Dimension 0.418** (0.132) 

 

-0.032 (0.137) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.041 (0.113) 

 

0.090 (0.109) 

No Party Manip or Ind. 0.366 (0.206) 

 

0.569* (0.241) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.551* (0.237) 

 

0.527* (0.240) 

Party ID -0.001 (0.065) 

 

-0.066 (0.075) 

Domestic Ideology -0.025 (0.096) 

 

-0.316** (0.105) 

Education -0.064 (0.077) 

 

-0.026 (0.094) 

Income 0.047 (0.043) 

 

-0.089* (0.041) 

Known Mil. Cas. 0.258 (0.170) 

 

0.119 (0.207) 

Served In Military 0.092 (0.478) 

 

-0.082 (0.475) 

Nonwhite -0.180 (0.286) 

 

0.191 (0.270) 

Age -0.003 (0.007) 

 

-0.005 (0.008) 

Female 0.228 (0.197) 

 

0.356 (0.205) 

Evangelical Protestant -0.083 (0.483) 

 

-0.576 (0.460) 

Catholic 0.016 (0.218) 

 

-0.478 (0.283) 

Secular -0.149 (0.248) 

 

-0.151 (0.247) 

Religious Attendance 0.118 (0.079) 

 

-0.060 (0.088) 

Religious Beliefs -0.198 (0.189) 

 

-0.030 (0.180) 

Pol. Knowledge 0.100 (0.112) 

 

-0.087 (0.106) 

Constant 2.963** (0.854) 

 

7.351** (0.815) 

      R-Squared 0.51 

  

0.49 

 Root MSE 1.21 

  

1.3 

 N 216     209   
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Table 6.3 Continued 

            

 

Model 3 

 

Model 4 

 
Genocide - Send Troops 

 
Genocide - Stay Out 

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Supports Intervention 2.302** (0.285) 

 

-1.902** (0.288) 

Militant Dimension 0.209* (0.092) 

 

-0.204 (0.142) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.343** (0.093) 

 

-0.218 (0.115) 

No Party Manip or Ind. 0.472** (0.161) 

 

0.262 (0.268) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.396* (0.169) 

 

0.718** (0.265) 

Party ID -0.043 (0.058) 

 

0.025 (0.088) 

Domestic Ideology -0.022 (0.082) 

 

-0.162 (0.125) 

Education 0.041 (0.066) 

 

0.031 (0.109) 

Income 0.039 (0.031) 

 

0.016 (0.051) 

Known Mil. Cas. -0.018 (0.147) 

 

-0.091 (0.212) 

Served In Military 0.148 (0.413) 

 

0.457 (0.579) 

Nonwhite -0.018 (0.183) 

 

0.308 (0.381) 

Age -0.012 (0.006) 

 

-0.012 (0.009) 

Female -0.186 (0.143) 

 

0.492* (0.217) 

Evangelical Protestant -0.187 (0.438) 

 

0.532 (0.505) 

Catholic -0.274 (0.229) 

 

-0.238 (0.296) 

Secular 0.002 (0.200) 

 

-0.359 (0.324) 

Religious Attendance 0.122 (0.075) 

 

0.051 (0.102) 

Religious Beliefs -0.132 (0.125) 

 

-0.162 (0.206) 

Pol. Knowledge -0.021 (0.078) 

 

-0.183 (0.102) 

Constant 3.618** (0.710) 

 

6.037** (0.943) 

      R-Squared 0.57 

  

0.31 

 Root MSE 1.00 

  

1.44 

 N 213     212   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

 

Note: Models measured with OLS with robust standard errors. 
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Table 6.4:  Measure of Audience Costs (Mean Approval Comparison) 

              

     Back Down   Stay Out   Difference 

Overall  

 

2.84 

 

3.5 

 

-.66*** 

Nuclear Weapon Context 3.13 

 

4.22 

 

-1.1*** 

Genocide Context 2.58 

 

2.79 

 

-.21* 

       Nuclear Weapon Context 

     Militant Ideology 

     

 

High 2.78 

 

3.47 

 

-.69*** 

 

Indifferent  3.27 

 

4.31 

 

-1.04*** 

 

Low 3.44 

 

4.82 

 

-1.38*** 

 

Difference -.66*** 

 

-1.35*** 

  Genocide Context 

     Cooperative Ideology 

     

 

High 2.43 

 

2.37 

 

.07 

 

Indifferent  2.49 

 

2.51 

 

-.02 

 

Low 2.82 

 

3.51 

 

-.68*** 

 

Difference -.4** 

 

-1.14*** 

  

       Same Party 

 

2.8 

 

3.74 

 

-.94*** 

Different Party 2.88 

 

3.21 

 

-.33** 

 

Difference -.08 

 

.53*** 

  

       Nuclear Weapon Context 

     Same Party 

 

3.15 

 

4.49 

 

-1.34*** 

Different Party 3.2 

 

3.85 

 

-.65*** 

 

Difference -.05 

 

.64*** 

  

       Genocide Context 

     Same Party 

 

2.49 

 

2.93 

 

-.44** 

Different Party 2.61 

 

2.46 

 

.15 

 

Difference -.12 

 

.47** 

  

       Supported Intervention 2.53 

 

2.65 

 

-.13 

Did Not Support Intervention 3.56   5.23   -1.68*** 

 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05,  * p < .10, one-tailed 
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Table 6.5:  Ideology Influence on Partisanship (Mean Approval Comparison) 

              

     Back Down   

Stay 

Out   Expectation 

Nuke/High Militant 

     

 

Same Party 2.69 

 

3.87 

 No Difference 

 

Different Party 3.3   3.12 

 

 
Difference -.61* 

 

.75** 

 

       Nuke/Indifferent Militant 

     

 

Same Party 3.59 

 

4.51 

 
Higher Support 

for Same Party 
 

Different Party 2.78   4.27 

 

 
Difference .81** 

 

0.24 

 

       Nuke/Low Militant 

     

 

Same Party 3.32 

 

4.85 

 Higher Support 

for Same Party 
 

Different Party 3.56   4.47 

 

 
Difference -.24 

 

.38 

 

       

       Genocide/High Cooperative 

     

 

Same Party 2.48 

 

2.85 

 No Difference 

 

Different Party 2.59   1.69 

 

 
Difference -.11 

 

1.16*** 

 

       Genocide/Indifferent 

Cooperative 

     

 

Same Party 2.3 

 

2.61 

 Higher Support 

for Same Party 
 

Different Party 2.5   2.45 

 

 
Difference -.2 

 

.16 

 

       Genocide/Low Cooperative 

     

 

Same Party 2.7 

 

3.33 

 Higher Support 

for Same Party 
 

Different Party 2.73   3.43 

   Difference -.03   -.1   

 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05,  * p < .10, one-tailed 



170 
 

CHAPTER 7 

IDEOLOGY AND CASUALTY TOLERANCE 

Introduction 

The last two chapters have provided convincing evidence to point at the 

importance of a foreign policy ideology in shaping attitudes and leader evaluations.  

More specifically, both chapters have demonstrated how strongly the direct effect is on 

attitudes and evaluations.  One goal of the previous chapter was to also explore the 

indirect effect of ideology on preferences, specifically how ideology modified the 

partisan impact on leader evaluations.  This indirect effect was not uncovered in regards 

to partisanship.  However, this chapter continues the exploration of the indirect effect on 

external stimuli by analyzing how ideology shapes individual perceptions of casualties 

and individual level casualty tolerance.   

For decades, scholarship has understood how important casualties were in shaping 

public support for conflict and wartime events.  The basic idea is that as casualties 

increase, support decreases (Mueller 1973).  Extensions of this theory have looked at a 

wide range of conditions on when casualties should or should not impact support (for 

example, Gartner et al. 1997, Gartner and Segura 1998, Gelpi et al. 2005/2006, Boettcher 

and Cobb 2006, 2009).  I extend this analysis by looking at how individual differences, 

specifically ideology, shape the impact of casualties.  If it is shown that casualty tolerance 

is driven by individual factors, such as ideology, then this questions how exogenous 

casualties are in impacting preferences.  Perhaps a different model specification would be 

required to accurately understand how casualties shape preferences and how ideology 

plays a role.   
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Also, the role of casualties on preferences has tended to assume a uniform impact 

on individuals.  For example, as casualties increase, all individuals should decrease in 

support for a conflict.  There are some deviations from this assumption (e.g. Gelpi et al. 

2005/2006, Gartner et al. 1997), but largely the assumption has been of uniformity.  By 

looking at individual differences, this chapter directly challenges the assumption that all 

individuals will react in a similar manner to casualties.  This chapter argues that a 

uniform response is not correct and that how individuals perceive casualties is driven 

largely by their ideology and the context of the conflict.   

In the pages that follow, I explore the role that ideology plays in casualty 

tolerance.  First, I begin with a short literature review on the role of casualties on conflict 

preferences.  Then I move to applying the theory in chapter 4 to casualty tolerance.  The 

indirect effect argument from chapter 4 argues that while we should expect casualties to 

impact preferences during conflict situations, this impact should be modified by the 

ideological stance of the individual.  To explore this theory, this chapter relies on a 

survey experiment conducted at the University of Iowa in November of 2011.  Results 

indicate that ideology plays a moderate role in shaping the impact of casualties.  The 

perceptions of the intervention appear to be the most substantive predictors but ideology 

still plays an important role in shaping tolerance as well as perceptions of the 

intervention.       

 

Casualties and Casualty Tolerance 

With war come casualties.  While leaders and the public should expect casualties 

whenever military forces go into harm’s way, it doesn’t mean that casualties are 
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meaningless.  In fact, casualties are one of the most influential forces on public support 

regarding conflict events and scholarship has long studied its impact. An influential book 

by John Mueller (1973) was one of the first endeavors into exploring the connection 

between casualties and public support.  In researching support for the Korean and 

Vietnam wars, Mueller noted that as casualties increased, support decreased.  Extensions 

of this research has attempted to refine our understanding of casualties and also the 

conditions on which casualties should or should not matter.  For example, Scott Gartner 

and Gary Segura have spent over a decade refining the conditions on which casualties 

matter.  One argument they make is that total casualties should not matter as much as 

marginal casualties (Gartner and Segura 1998).  They find support for their argument in 

that when casualty rates are accelerating, marginal casualties seem to provide better 

explanatory power.  In addition, they refined scholarship’s understanding of how an 

individual’s connection to casualties impacted conflict support.  For example, Gartner, 

Segura and Wilkening (1997) found that local or proximate casualties also mattered 

greatly in shaping conflict support.  Gartner (2008b) noted that a personal connection to 

casualties (if the individual personally knew someone who was a wartime casualty) also 

shaped support for conflicts.  Another article by Garner (2008a) demonstrated the 

significance of the casualty “context”.  Beyond the total or marginal casualties, the 

casualty trend mattered in that in created a standard by which individuals would judge 

future casualties.  So, if casualties numbers neither increased or decreased in a month, it 

would look good in a situation where there was an increasing casualty trend but look poor 

in the context where casualties had been decreasing.   
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Another line of research has extended the exploration of casualties into attempting 

to understand what drives casualty tolerance and casualty’s impact on support.  Gelpi and 

colleagues (2005/2006) explored public tolerance for casualties, in the Iraq War, based on 

two distinct factors: the perceived rightness/wrongness of a conflict and the likelihood of 

success.  They discovered that both had a significant effect on casualty tolerance.  

However, the most important factor was the perceived likelihood of success.  When the 

public was confident in success in the mission, casualties meant very little.  When the 

public was not so confident, casualties had a much larger impact on overall support.  In 

addition, public perception of the overall importance of the mission can have a substantial 

impact on aggregate support.   Larson (1996, 2000) found that the perceived importance 

of the military operation had a major impact on if the public supported the mission and 

how influential the level of casualties were.  When a mission was perceived by the public 

as vital to the nation, casualties had a small effect on public support.  When the mission is 

not perceived as important, the public is not tolerant of casualties.  The framing and 

reporting of casualties has also been shown to shape public preferences.  Boettcher and 

Cobb (2006) demonstrated that individuals were significantly more supportive of 

conflicts when a body count ratio (American casualties vs. enemy casualties) is presented 

compared to just a report of American casualties.  A recent book by Gelpi, Feaver, and 

Reifler (2009) also looked at how individual level support for conflict in security oriented 

and humanitarian oriented missions drove support for casualty tolerance, and generally 

noted that those who supported the use of troops in each situation were also more likely 

to tolerate more casualties in such situations. 
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In summary, we know quite well that casualties matter and have a strong impact 

on public support for conflict situations.  We also know that there is a myriad of 

conditions that shape the impact of casualties on support.  However, one area that we 

know less about is how an individual’s ideology interacts with the casualty cue to shape 

conflict preferences.38  That is the goal of this chapter.   

 

Theory                    

Casualties are an external stimulus to individual attitude formation.  The general 

role of casualties is that individuals are exposed to casualty information and then update 

their preferences for a conflict accordingly.  As I have stated earlier, there is no disputing 

the significant role that casualties play on attitude formation.  What I challenge is the 

assumption that casualties have a uniform impact on individual preference formation and 

propose that the impact of casualties is biased by the ideological worldview of the 

individual.  This is important in that it signifies that some individuals are more or less 

tolerant to casualties depending on the interaction of his or her ideology and the 

intervention context (one based on security or one based on humanitarian issues).  Both 

pieces are important in assessing the impact of ideology on casualty tolerance.     

Stemming from the theory on ideology’s indirect effect (chapter 4), we should 

expect an interaction between the event context and the individual’s ideology.  First, 

                                                 
38 Gelpi et al. (2009) explore this to some degree by considering how general support for security 

and humanitarian issues shaped casualty tolerance.  While somewhat similar to a foreign policy ideology, 

their conceptualization is simply a more general attitude and not an ideology.  While I do not wish to enter 

into a battle of which concept is better, their measures are very focused on conflict issues where my 

concepts of a foreign policy ideology follow this more worldview conceptualization (similar to Wittkopf 

1990, Holsti 2004) that should have explanatory power outside of conflict situations as well.     
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depending on the event context (security oriented or humanitarian), either the militant or 

cooperative dimensions should influence preferences regarding the conflict event.    

When an individual is provided information regarding a foreign event, they should be 

able to label the event as security oriented, humanitarian oriented, etc.  Once the 

individual has labeled the event, he or she can then draw from his or her ideological 

worldview to help inform preferences for the specific event.  As discussed, and tested in 

earlier chapters, we should expect the militant dimension to influence preferences for 

security issues (with higher militants being supportive on such issues) and the 

cooperative dimension for humanitarian issues (with higher cooperatives being 

supportive on such issues).   This leads to the first set of hypotheses. 

H1A: The more militant an individual is in their foreign policy ideology, the more 

likely he or she should support the use of force in security oriented missions.  

H1B: The more cooperative an individual is in their foreign policy ideology, the 

more likely he or she should support the use of force in humanitarian oriented 

missions. 

Beyond simply supporting or opposing an intervention, ideology should shape the 

way an individual perceives the event.   Prior literature has argued that how an individual 

perceives an event, is quite important in shaping their support for the event and their 

tolerance for casualties (e.g. Gelpi et al. 2005/2006, Larson 1996, 2000, Boettcher and 

Cobb 2006).  While I don’t challenge this argument, I question how perceptions are 

formed in the first place and argue that ideology can explain much of this.  As discussed 

in chapter 4, individuals should use their foreign policy ideology as a schema to 

understand the event.  If an individual is looking at an event through their “ideological” 
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lens, then we should expect ideology to go beyond simply influencing preferences, but 

also shape how an individual perceives  key aspects of the event, such as if the event is 

just or worthwhile.  Essentially, ideology forms the entire perception of the event, not just 

support or opposition for the event.  This leads to the next hypothesis. 

H2:  An individual’s foreign policy ideology should shape how individuals 

perceive foreign policy events.        

The perception of casualties is an extension of this discussion.  Prior chapters 

have demonstrated that individuals with a more militant/cooperative ideology to be more 

supportive of conflicts that are security/humanitarian, respectively.  Also, as I have 

discussed in the previous hypotheses, we should also expect that ideology influences how 

an individual perceives foreign events.  What this argues is that ideology shapes much 

about the initial impression, perceptions, and preferences regarding a foreign policy 

event.  Given these initial preferences and perceptions, new information, such as 

casualties, should be biased by the individual to conform to their initial preferences and 

perceptions.  This differs greatly from rational choice explanations that argue casualties 

send information about a war, which then influences preferences.  My argument is that 

individuals will bias the incoming casualty information to fit in with their initial 

perceptions and preferences (which is dictated by their foreign policy ideology).  So, for 

example, if an individual is supportive of a conflict or perceives it as important, then he 

or she should be more likely to discount casualties, where a less supportive individual 

would be influenced more strongly by casualties.       

Let us explore this within the ideological dimensions.  High militants will look at 

security events as inherently vital to the wellbeing of the country.  Because they see the 
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world in a more threatening and realist manner, they should consider any security issue as 

a real and potential threat and support eliminating such threat.  Because of this, these 

individuals would be more likely to discount casualties to support their initial preferences 

and perceptions.  Casualties are discounted by high militants because the mission is too 

important or just to not intervene.  On the other hand, low militants would be less likely 

to support intervention in a security oriented mission because they are less likely to see 

the event as a threat in the first place.  To them, casualties should magnify their 

opposition and perceptions.  So in effect, when exposed to casualties, higher militants 

should be willing to continue an intervention compared to low militants due to this 

discounting of casualties.   This leads to the next hypothesis.        

H3: Individuals who are more militant in their foreign policy ideology should be 

more tolerant of casualties in security oriented missions compared to less militant 

individuals. 

When considering the cooperative dimension, we should expect the same type of 

casualty tolerance in humanitarian issues as militants in security issues.  High 

cooperatives will see addressing humanitarian issues as important and so they are more 

likely to discount the information brought on by casualties.  Lower cooperatives, on the 

other hand, use casualties to reinforce their initial preferences and perceptions.  Similarly, 

when faced with casualties, high cooperatives should be willing to continue an 

intervention compared to low cooperatives due to this discounting of casualties.      

H4: Individuals who are more cooperative in their foreign policy ideology should 

be more tolerant of casualties in humanitarian oriented missions compared to less 

cooperative individuals. 
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Finally, this section has also discussed how ideology influences perceptions of 

events and these perceptions should also influence casualty tolerance.  Individuals whose 

perceptions lead them to supporting an intervention, believing in its importance, and 

merit should be more likely to discount casualties compared to individuals who perceive 

an event as non-important, unjust, or are simply not supportive of the event.   

H5:   Individuals who perceive a foreign policy event in a supportive manner 

should be more tolerant of casualties compared to those who perceive the event in 

a non-supportive manner.  

In summary, the above discussion argues that individuals begin considering a 

foreign policy intervention through the lens of his or her foreign policy ideology.  This 

ideology will help the individual form preferences and perceptions of the intervention 

(i.e. how important is the mission, it is just, should it proceed).  In addition, when 

casualty information is provided to individuals, the individual’s tolerance to conflict 

casualties will be based on two aspects.  The first is the individual’s foreign policy 

ideology, and the second is the individual’s perceptions of the mission (which is largely 

caused by the individual’s ideology).  Now let us empirically evaluate this theory. 

 

Research Design 

To further understand the relationship between ideology and casualty tolerance, I 

turn to data from a survey experiment conducted at the University of Iowa in November 

of 2011.39   There were three main parts to the survey.  First, there was a 25 item battery 

                                                 
39 Survey was conducted between November 9 and 27, 2011.   An email was sent to all staff and 

students at the University of Iowa (approximately 43,000 emails were sent) advertising the study and 

providing a link to an online site for the study.  A follow up email was sent one week after the initial email.   
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of foreign policy belief questions which are used to identify the foreign policy ideology 

of the individual (similar to the study in Chapter 5).  Second, an experiment closely 

resembling Gartner’s (2008a) casualty tolerance panel experiment is included.  The 

experiment consisted of numerous parts and I will explain each in order below.40  

Finally, a battery of demographic questions was also gathered from each of the 

participants. 

At the beginning of the experiment, subjects were asked to read about a possible 

foreign policy intervention scenario.  The scenarios were manipulated to consist of either 

a foreign policy restraint scenario or a humanitarian intervention scenario (Jentleson 

1992, Jentleson and Britton 1998).  One scenario consisted of a South American nation 

attempting to enrich uranium to produce a nuclear weapon and threating US allies and the 

US itself.  The second scenario consisted of a South American nation committing ethnic 

genocide41. In both scenarios, the President of the United States decided to commit 

airstrikes and 30,000 US troops to this nation to either end the genocide or stop the 

nuclear ambitions (depending on the scenario).  Subjects also learn that opposition 

leaders in Congress strongly oppose this intervention, but the President asserts that the 

intervention is vital to the interests of the nation. Tied to this is a second manipulation 

that reveals the partisanship of the President and opposition leaders.  The President is 

either Republican or Democrat and opposition leaders are always the opposite party of 

                                                                                                                                                 

All participants who completed the study and provided their email address were entered into a drawing for 

one of three $100 rewards.  The study was conducted with the Decision Process Tracing Environment 

software (Lau and Redlawsk 2006).  A total of 1125 subjects participated in the study.   

40 See Figure 7.1 for a diagram of the experiment design. 

41 See Appendix D for the experiment text. 
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the President.  Once the scenario is described, participants are asked a small battery of 

questions to tap into his or her feelings regarding the importance of the mission, the 

rightness of the mission, how successful he or she believes the mission will be, and an 

overall support level for the mission. 

The next stage of the experiment consists of 10 rounds of casualty information for 

the mission.  Each round consists of one month of the intervention.  At each round, 

subjects are informed to the number of casualties for that month and provided a table 

showing the casualty trend throughout the mission.  In this stage a third manipulation is 

included: the casualty trend.  The casualty numbers either start high in round 1 and the 10 

round trend decreases or they start low and have an increasing trend over the 10 

rounds.42  After being informed of the casualties for the month, participants are asked if 

the intervention should continue.  If the participant answers “Yes”, the study continues.  

If the participant answers “No”, the study ends at that point.  This occurs at each round so 

the participant can end the intervention at any of the rounds.  If the subject supports 

continued intervention at round 10, the scenario ends and the observation is right 

censored.      

By design, this experiment allows for an exploration of the connection between 

ideology and casualty tolerance in a number of different ways.  First of all, I can explore 

how ideology influences support for the intervention when faced with starkly different 

casualty numbers.  In the first round, participants are provided with casualty figures that 

are very high (191 casualties in the first month) or very low (7 casualties in the first 

month).  The scenarios are the same but the casualties differ substantially so this provides 

                                                 
42 See Table D1 of Appendix D for the casualty trend figures. 
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a good exploration into what drives some individuals to wish to end the intervention at 

round 1 versus others who wish to continue the intervention.  This first dependent 

variable asks if the intervention should continue, with 1 indicating “yes” and 0 indicating 

“no”.   Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression with 

robust standard errors will be used.  

  Secondly, given the duration style of the experiment, I can explore how ideology 

shapes casualty tolerance over time and see who is more or less likely to end the 

intervention earlier compared to who is willing to go the distance.  What are the 

characteristics of individuals willing to continue military intervention when faced with 

different casualty contexts (increasing or decreasing), and how does ideology shape these 

preferences?  The dependent variable for this analysis is an ordinal variable that indicates 

at which round the participant wished to end the intervention.  The variable ranges from 1 

to 11 with each value indicating the round the participant ended the scenario and 11 

indicating if the subject wished to continue beyond round 10 (and are right censored).  

Similar to Gartner (2008a), I analyze this variable with a cox hazard model with robust 

standard errors.    

With these two dependent variables, we have two different ways to explore 

casualty tolerance, and the factors that lead to such a tolerance.  Also, the models are 

analyzed so that the different experimental manipulations for scenario (genocide or 

nuclear) and casualty context (increasing or decreasing) are split up so we have four 

different groups (1:genocide scenario with an increasing casualty tend [but low initial 

casualties], 2: genocide scenario with a decreasing casualty tend [but high initial 

casualties], 3: nuclear scenario with an increasing casualty tend [but low initial 
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casualties], 4: nuclear scenario with a decreasing casualty tend [but high initial 

casualties]).  By doing this, it allows for a very specific exploration into how ideology 

and the other variables shape casualty tolerance in these very specific scenarios.  One 

downside to this is it breaks to models down into smaller population samples (N is a little 

over 200 in each sample), but with the substantial differences within the experimental 

groups, it is necessary to break up the groups in such a manner. 

Also, a set of variables concerning the individual’s perception of the intervention 

are used as both dependent (as part of hypotheses 1 and 2) and independent variables (as 

part of hypothesis 5).  First, we have if the participant supported the intervention in the 

first place.  Naturally, we should expect those who support the mission to be more 

tolerant of casualties compared to someone less supportive.  Support is measured as a 

five point variable with 1 indicating “no support” and 5 indicating “very supportive”.  

Second, is the perception concerning the importance of the mission.  Individuals who 

perceive the mission as important should be more tolerant of casualties in such a mission 

(Larson 1996).  This is a seven point measure where higher values indicate more 

importance.  Third, is the success potential of the mission.  Gelpi and colleagues 

(2005/2006) found that individuals who perceived a mission to be more likely to be 

successful would be more casualty tolerant.  This is a four point measure where higher 

values indicate the participant believes the mission will be more successful.  Finally, we 

have the perceived rightness/wrongness of the mission.  Gelpi and colleagues 

(2005/2006) also showed greater casualty tolerance among individuals who believed the 

mission was just or right.  This is a dichotomous variable where 1= right and 0=wrong.   
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The primary independent variable of interest consists of the two foreign policy 

ideological dimensions (militant and cooperative).  Similar to the process in chapter 6, 

these dimensions are created by factor analyzing twenty-five questions aimed at tapping 

the general foreign policy beliefs of the individual.  The questions mirror the foreign 

policy importance questions used in the Chicago Council on Global Affairs (Chittick et 

al. 1995) along with questions used by other studies exploring foreign policy ideology 

(e.g. Holsti and Rosenau 1990, Herrmann et al. 1999, Herrmann and Keller 2004).  An 

iterated principle factor analysis was performed on these 25 items (see Table 7.1) and the 

first two factors consisted of a militant dimension (Factor 1) and a cooperative dimension 

(Factor 2).  Also, the factor analysis results closely resemble the analysis of chapter 6.  In 

both studies, the factor tables look nearly identical which provides support to the stability 

of the dimensions.    

Another important concept of interest is the partisan effect.  Individuals mirroring 

the partisanship of the President should be more supportive of the President where those 

not matching the President should be less supportive.  This measure is captured by a set 

of indicator variables for 1) if the President and the individual are of the same party or 2) 

the individual is a self-identified independent (with the President and individual being of 

differing parties as the reference category).43   In addition, partisan strength is also 

controlled for.   

Finally, the standard socio-demographic controls are included along with 

questions on ties to military service or personal connections to military casualties, 

                                                 
43 Individual partisanship is assessed through a set of questions asking for partisan identification 

and then strength of identification or leaning Republican or Democrat if independent.  Independent leaners 

were considered partisans.  
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political knowledge, and an extended battery of religious questions.44  Table D2 in 

Appendix D provides summary statistics for all variables used in the analysis.      

 

Results  

 Ideology and Intervention Perception 

Before delving into an analysis of how ideology impacts casualty tolerance, let us 

first consider how ideology shapes an individual’s perception of an intervention.  As 

hypothesized, ideology should directly influence how individual perceive an intervention 

and these perceptions should work with ideology in shaping casualty tolerance.  So 

essentially, ideology influence casualty tolerance directly and also indirectly through 

perceptions.  Tables 7.2 and 7.3 consider how ideology shapes perceptions.  Table 7.2 

looks at the nuclear scenarios where table 7.3 considers the genocide scenarios.  Table 

7.4 displays the substantive effects.  Because there are four different dependent variables 

and all on different scales, the empirical test used in each model differs.  For models 1 

(support) and 2 (success), I used ordered logistic regression.  For model 3 (right/wrong), I 

use logistic regression.  Finally, for model 4 (importance), I use OLS.      

                                                 
44 For “Known Military Casualties”, respondents are coded 1 if they personally knew a military 

casualty and 0 otherwise.  For “Served in Military”, respondents are coded 1 if they ever served in the 

military and 0 otherwise. Party identification is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher scores are more 

Republican.  Domestic ideology is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher scores equal more conservative.  

Education is a 7 point ordinal variable where higher values indicate more education.  Income is a 9 point 

ordinal variable where higher values indicate more education.  Race/ethnicity is measured by an indicator 

variable (1=nonwhite, 0=white).  Age is a continuous variable of the respondent’s age.  Female is an 

indicator variable (1=female, 0=male), Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, and Secular are all indicator 

variables where 1 = the specific religious tradition and 0 otherwise.  Religious attendance is a 6 point 

ordinal variable where higher values equal more attendance.  Religious beliefs is a three point ordinal 

variable where higher values equal more orthodox/traditional religious beliefs.  Political knowledge is a 

five point ordinal variable of self-identified political knowledge.  Higher values equal more knowledge.   
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Let us first consider the role of ideology in shaping preferences in the nuclear 

scenario (Table 7.2).  One variable truly stands out as shaping perceptions and that is 

ideology; specifically, the militant dimension.  In all four models, the militant dimension 

is highly significant (p < .01) and has a very large substantive effect.  For example, for 

model 4 (importance), the OLS coefficient for the militant dimension is .52.  The range 

for the importance variable is 1 to 7 and the range of the militant dimension is -2.11 to 

2.5.  So the militant dimension has the potential of shifting the perception of importance 

over two and a half points.  In a similar manner, if we consider model 3 (right/wrong), 

going from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the 

mean shifts the probability of believing the intervention is right from .22 to .73.  Models 

1 and 2 also show strong substantive effects (although given the larger number of 

categories in the dependent variables, the probabilities are not as high).  For model 1, the 

probability of being very supportive (score 5 of 5) moves from .01 (- 1 SD on the militant 

scale) to .15 (+ 1 SD on the militant scale).  Likewise for model 2, the probability of 

believing the conflict is “very likely to succeed” (score 4 of 4) goes from .11 (- 1 SD on 

the militant scale) to .34 (+ 1 SD on the militant scale).  

Beyond the militant dimension, we also see a significant impact from 

partisanship.  Particularly, those that share the party affiliation of the President seem to 

have more positive perceptions of the intervention in three of the four models (p < .05).  

Substantively, however, the impact is not very large.  For model 1 (support), the 

probability of being very supportive (score 5 of 5) moves from .05 (different party) to .07 

(same party).  For model 3 (right/wrong), the probability of believing the intervention is 

right goes from .47 (different party) to .59 (same party).  Finally, in model 4, the OLS 
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coefficient is .28 so going from not having the same party affiliation as the President to 

having the same affiliation only has a change of .28 on the 7 point scale of importance.  

Also, the cooperative dimension is only significant in model 1.  It has a negative effect, 

meaning the more cooperative the less supportive, but the substantive effects are minor 

(.02 decrease in probability of being “very supportive” when going from – 1 SD to + 1 

SD). 

Turning to the genocide scenario (Table 7.3), we see a very similar story.  With 

the exception partisanship being significant in model 3, foreign policy ideology is the 

only significant influence on these perceptions.  This time both the militant and 

cooperative dimensions are significant (p < .01) and have large substantive effects.   For 

model 1 (support), 1 standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above 

the mean moves the probability of being “very supportive” (5 on the 5 point scale) from 

.05 to .18 for the militant dimension and .06 to .15 for the cooperative dimension.  

Likewise, for model 2 (success), the probability of believing the intervention is “very 

likely to succeed” goes from .09 (- 1 SD) to .26 (+1 SD) for the militant dimension and 

.11 to .21 for the cooperative dimension.  For model 3 (right/wrong), the probability of 

believing the intervention is right goes from .44 (-1 SD) to .85 (+1 SD) for the militant 

dimension and .55 to .79 for the cooperative dimension.  Finally, the OLS coefficients in 

model 4 (importance) again show a substantial impact out of ideology.  The militant 

dimension has the potential to shift the seven point scale a little under a point and a half 

and the cooperative dimension (range goes from -2.4 to 2.2) has the potential to shift the 

scale over two points.   
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In looking at these first tables, we get a very good sense of how foreign policy 

ideology shapes perceptions of foreign intervention.  Included with a host of variables 

including partisanship and domestic ideology, foreign policy ideology is truly the only 

consistent influence on how individuals perceive an intervention.  Also, the substantive 

effect from ideology is substantial.  While partisan identification was significant in a 

number of models, most notably in the nuclear scenario, its substantive effect was minor.  

These results give strong support to hypotheses 1 and 2. How an individual sees the 

world has a major influence, and according to these models is the largest influence, on 

how he or she perceives foreign events.  This is immensely important because we will 

discover later in this chapter that perceptions  of the intervention (which I have just 

shown is driven by ideology) have a strong influence on casualty tolerance.       

 

Ideology and Casualty Tolerance –  

Intervention Continuation 

Now that we have analyzed how ideology shapes perceptions of foreign 

intervention, now let us explore the role ideology plays on casualty tolerance.  Let us first 

consider preferences for staying in the conflict at the first round.  Recall that in this part 

of the experiment, subjects have read the scenario and have been exposed to the first 

round of casualties (month one).  While subjects got a scenario based on nuclear 

enrichment or genocide, we can compare these subjects who got the same scenario and 

see how individual factors interact with casualties to inform preferences.  The one major 

difference subjects are exposed to in round one is the number of casualties.  Subjects 

either got a high casualty manipulation (191 casualties) or a low casualty manipulation (7 

casualties).   
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Before delving into a multivariate analysis of the relationship, let us first consider 

some bivariate tables between ideology and intervention continuation beyond the first 

round.  Table 7.5 presents six separate bivariate tables.  The first three tables (A, B, and 

C) explore the relationship between continuing the intervention and the initial casualties 

at different militant levels (for presentational purposes, the militant dimension is 

condensed from its interval scale into a three point ordinal scale (low ½, middle 1/3 

[titled indifferent] and high 1/3).45   

A few insights are derived from these three models.  First of all, there is a stark 

contrast in continuing beyond round 1 between low militants and high militants.  In both 

the high and low casualty scenario, over 80 percent of high militants continue the 

intervention beyond the first round.  In contrast, only 33 percent of low militants do so in 

the high casualty scenario and 48 percent do so in the low casualty scenario.  Secondly, 

we see that low militants are much more sensitive to casualties compared to high 

militants.  Where there is very little difference in high militants regardless of the number 

of casualties, there is a 15 point difference for low militants.  What these bivariate tables 

imply is that casualties don’t seem to matter much for high militants but casualties do 

seem to matter for low militants.  Low militants are more likely to continue an 

intervention when faced with low casualty numbers where high militants don’t care.  In 

addition, the “indifferent” militants (middle 1/3) appear to have a sensitivity to casualties 

that is somewhat in-between the high and low militants (about 7 points).  

                                                 
45 64% of subjects go beyond round 1 in the nuclear scenario and 70% continue past round 1 in 

the genocide scenario.  When including casualties in the nuclear scenario, 68% continue with low initial 

casualties and 61% continue with high casualties.  For the genocide scenario, the percentages are 73% for 

low initial casualties and 67% for high initial casualties.      
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Models D, E and F of Table 7.5 now look at the genocide scenario and the 

cooperative dimension.  Similar to the militant dimension, the cooperative dimension is 

also condensed into three categories.  A few interesting findings are noteworthy here as 

well.  First of all, there is a substantial contrast between high cooperatives and low 

cooperatives in regarding to intervention continuation (on average, about a 20 point 

difference).  The difference is not nearly as substantial as that found among militants in 

the nuclear scenario but it is still a large difference.  A second interesting finding is that 

there does not appear to be much of a sensitivity to casualties in the low and high 

cooperatives but there does appear to be a sensitivity among the indifferent group.  Low 

cooperatives have a 2 point difference between the high casualty and low casualty 

scenarios, high cooperatives have about a 5 point difference but the indifferent group has 

about a 13 point difference.  This differs from the tables looking at the militant dimension 

but makes some sense in that the indifferent group is probably less committed in their 

preferences so may also be likely to be swayed by the casualty cue.     

Now that we have looked at this relationship in a bivariate manner, let us turn to 

multivariate models to see how ideology holds in the presence of additional important 

factors.   Table 7.6 provides logistic models for the nuclear enrichment scenario (Model 1 

for the high initial casualty scenario and Model 2 for the low initial casualty scenario).46  

The models include the same variables as the models in Tables 7.2 and 7.3, but also 

include the four perceptual variables (support, importance, success potential, and 

                                                 
46 Splitting the sample into high initial casualties and low initial casualties was selected over 

including the casualty type as a control and interacting with ideology because the focus was not simply to 

explore the role of ideology but also the other variables involved in the model.  By splitting the sample, I 

am able to explore the role of all the variables at different casualty contexts. 
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rightness) that were the dependent variables in those tables.47  Looking at Table 7.6, we 

see some evidence for the role of ideology but more so for some of the perceptual 

variables.  In the high casualty scenario, the militant dimension is significant at p= .101.  

While outside the normal range of significance, given the small N (220), and high 

statistical and substantive influence of ideology on perceptions (see Table 7.2 and 7.3) it 

is a noteworthy relationship.  If we consider the substantive effect of the militant 

dimension, one standard deviation below the militant dimension mean provides a 

probability of .80 of staying in the conflict.  At one standard deviation above the mean, 

this probability is .93.  As for the perceptual variables, both support and right/wrong are 

highly significant (p < .01).  Substantively, not supporting the intervention at all (scored 1 

on the 5 point scale) leads to a probability of .47 of staying in the conflict.  At moderate 

support (score of 3), the probability is .9, and at “very supportive” (scored 5), the 

probability is .99.  As for right/wrong, if the individual feels the intervention is wrong, 

probability of staying in the conflict is .48 where it is .88 if the individual felt the 

intervention was right.  Beyond ideology and perceptions, both being female and having 

more traditional religious beliefs are significant and negative.     

Turning to the low casualty scenarios (model 2), a slightly different story is 

revealed.  Ideology is not significant at all for this model but two perceptual variables are 

again significant (p < .01): right/wrong and importance.  In this low casualty scenario, if 

the respondent feels the intervention is wrong, probability of staying in the conflict is .48 

                                                 
47 While collinearity problems were not detected in the full models, these perceptual variables are 

correlated with each other and also with ideology (mostly the militant dimension).  Most notably, in the 

nuclear scenarios support is correlated .58 with the militant dimension, .67 with rightness, and over .5 with 

success and importance.   
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and it is .93 if the individual felt the intervention was right.  As for importance, the 

probability of staying in the intervention is .79 if the respondent felt it was “not at all 

important” (score 1 of 7).  This probability shifts to .96 at a score of 4 on the 7 point scale 

and moves to .99 if the respondent felt the intervention was “extremely important” (score 

7 of 7).  Beyond these two perceptual variables, only religious attendance is significant ( 

P < .05) and negative.         

Table 7.7 provides a set of models based on the genocide scenario, with model 1 

considering the high casualty scenario and model 2 considering the low casualty scenario.  

Let us first turn to model 1.  Surprisingly, the ideology variables are not significant in the 

model.  This is possibly due to reasons I will outline a little later.  Once again, the 

strongest predictor is the belief in the rightness of the intervention.  Believing the conflict 

was wrong leads to only a .19 probability of continuing the intervention, where believing 

the conflict was right leads to a .89 probability.   Believing the conflict is important is 

also significant (p < .10) and also provides a strong substantive effect (from .64 for “not 

important” [scored 1] to .96 for “extremely important” [scored 7]).  There is also a 

partisan effect but the effect is a bit strange in that only independents are more likely to 

continue the intervention (compared to the reference category of those of the opposite 

party).  The probability of continuing the intervention for independents is .55 where it is 

.89 for opposing partisans.48   

                                                 
48 An initial inclination with this result is it may be due to some modeling or collinearity issue.  

Rerunning the model as OLS and checking the VIF shows no collinearity issue.  Also, running a simple 

cross tab with same party, different party, and independents along with continuing the intervention shows a 

substantial difference between both individuals of the same and different party compared to independents 

(7 points higher for respondents of the opposite party and 19 points higher for respondents of the same 

party. 
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Results from the low casualty scenario (model 2) paint somewhat of a similar 

picture.  We again see ideology as not being significant.  Also, similar to model 1, the 

strongest predictor is if the respondent believes the conflict is right.  The probability of 

continuing the conflict goes from .4 to 1 if the respondent believes the intervention is 

right.  Support for the intervention is also significant at p =.06.  The probability of 

continuing the intervention for respondents who did not support the intervention at all 

(coded as 1) was .69.  For those who were “very supportive” the probability was .99 

(coded as 5).   

Results from Tables 7.6 to 7.8 paint an interesting picture regarding the 

relationship between ideology and casualty tolerance.  First of all, my main hypothesis 

regarding the role of ideology finds some support but only in the nuclear scenario.  When 

faced with high casualties at the onset, high militants seem to be more likely to continue 

the intervention in the nuclear scenario compared to other militants.  Again, the 

significance is p = .101, but still noteworthy for the reasons mentioned before.  With low 

initial casualties, there doesn’t appear to be a difference.  Interestingly, ideology does not 

seem to play a role in the genocide context.  To a degree, this questions the impact of 

ideology on casualty tolerance.  However, before jumping to that conclusion, we must 

consider that ideology is an important predictor of each of these four perceptual variables 

(as shown in Tables 7.2 and 7.3).  Theoretically, ideology would be considered a longer 

term factor and these perceptions would be shorter term attitudes.  We should expect that 

ideology would influence the formation of these attitudes and results from Table 7.2 and 

7.3 provide support for this expectation.  So while only significant in one of the models, 

ideology is also working through the perceptual variables to influence intervention 
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continuation.  Also, if the models are rerun without the four perceptual variables, 

ideology is highly significant in all the models.  This lends support that there is a 

relationship between ideology and perceptions, and as Tables 7.2 and 7.3 have shown, the 

relationship is from ideology to perceptions.  

 Also, perception of the intervention matters significantly (Gelpi et al. 2005/2006, 

Larson 1996, 2000).  In line with Gelpi and colleagues (2005/2006), the perception of the 

rightness of the intervention is consistent across all models and has a very large 

substantive effect.  However, not in line with Gelpi and colleagues (2005/2006), the 

prospect for success does not seem to influence continuing the intervention.  We also see 

that importance perception and general support play a role although they are not 

consistent predictors like perceptions of the rightness. 

Finally, given the focus of a partisan battle over the significance of the 

intervention within the experiment text, I expected some partisan effect to be present but, 

strangely, it was not.  I also ran these models, as well as the other models of this chapter, 

without the 7 point partisan measure and found no difference.  Also, instead of having 

two indicator variables (same party as President and different party as President, with 

independents as the reference category), I ran the models with just an indicator for the 

same party and still did not find anything.  Like ideology, some impact from partisanship 

may be running through the perceptual variables.  But as Tables 7.2 and 7.3 showed, the 

partisan influence was not consistent, and when it was the substantive effects were minor.   
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Panel Analysis - Hazard Models 

The above models demonstrated the moderate importance of ideology and how it 

ties in with casualties at one specific point in time: the beginning of an intervention.  

Now we turn to the entire experiment (10 rounds) to see how ideology plays a role in 

tolerance of casualties over time.   

Let us first consider a set of bivariate tables to explore the relationship between 

ideology and the involvement duration.  Table 7.9 (A to C) explore the relationship 

between the nuclear scenario and the militant dimension and Table 7.9 (D to F) explore 

the relationship between the genocide scenario and the cooperative dimension.  Turning 

to nuclear scenario (Table 7.9 [A to C]) we see some very interesting findings that mirror 

much of the results from the cross tabs in Table 7.5.  First of all, in both the increasing 

and decreasing casualty scenarios, high militants are much more likely to stay in the 

conflict longer and for the full duration compared to low militants.  Looking at the 

decreasing casualty scenario, 75 percent of high militants go beyond round 10 where only 

20 percent of low militants do so.  Likewise, only 11 percent of high militants end in 

round one where 67 percent of low militants do so.  In the increasing casualty scenario 

we see similar, but not quite as stark, results.  Forty-nine percent of high militants go 

beyond round 10 where only 15 percent of low militants do so.  Again, when looking at 

ending in round 1, only 17 percent of high militants do compared to 52 percent of low 

militants.  A second noteworthy point is the difference in duration between the increasing 

and decreasing casualty trends.  In the decreasing trends, a larger percentage of 

individuals drop in round 1 since this group begins with a very high casualty figure.  

After round 1, however, between 10 and 20 percent of respondents drop in the remainder 
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of the scenario, where the remainder ends up never stopping.  Compare that to the 

increasing trend where 30 to 40 percent of subjects drop out between rounds 2 and 10.  

This points to the overall notion that context does make a difference (Gartner 2008a), and 

while high militants are still much more likely to maintain a longer duration, they are not 

completely immune to an increasing casualty trend.  There does seem to be a tipping 

point (Redlawsk et al. 2010) for some high militants.  

Tables 7.9 (D to F) look at the relationship between duration in the humanitarian 

intervention and the cooperative dimension.  Overall, these tables provide a similar story 

to the one above but uncover a weaker relationship.  High cooperatives are more likely to 

stay in the intervention longer compared to low cooperatives but the difference is not as 

great.  For example, in the decreasing trend, 24 percent of high cooperatives drop in 

round 1 where 52 percent never drop, compared to 41 percent of low cooperatives 

dropping in round 1 and 42 percent never dropping.  Secondly, we again see a much 

higher percentage of individuals dropping in rounds 2 through 10 in the increasing 

casualty scenarios compared to the decreasing scenarios.  Between 15 and 25 percent of 

subjects dropped during these rounds in the decreasing trend scenario where between 45 

and 60 percent did so in the increasing context.  Again, while high cooperatives were still 

more likely to have a longer duration (i.e. be more casualty tolerant), they were impacted 

substantially by an increasing casualty trend (as were the indifferent and low 

cooperatives). 

Now let us turn to a set of multivariate models.   Tables 7.10 and 7.11 provide the 

Cox Hazard model estimates.  Table 7.10 presents models for the nuclear scenario and 

Table 7.11 presents models for the genocide scenario.  Within each table, multiple 
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models are used for the two different casualty trends (increasing trend and decreasing 

trend [Gartner 2008a]).  Following Gartner (2008a), I use a Cox Hazard Model to explore 

how ideology shapes the duration of staying in the conflict.49  Hazard ratios are reported 

in the tables.50 

Let us first begin by exploring the role of ideology on casualty tolerance in the 

nuclear scenario (Table 7.10).  Generally, the story is quite similar to results from looking 

strictly at the initial round and preferences for continuation (Tables 7.6 to 7.8).  In both 

the increasing and decreasing trend, the militant ideology is not significant.  Instead, 

many of the perceptual variables are significant across both models.  Support for the 

intervention is significant in both models and leads to between a 20 and 30 percent 

decrease in the hazard rate depending on the casualty trend.  Also significant in both 

models is the perception of the rightness of the intervention.  Again, the substantive effect 

is quite large with about a 50 percent decrease in the hazard rate for both models.  

Success and importance are also significant but only in the increasing trend.  Both lead to 

about a 25 percent decrease in the casualty trend.  Finally, the cooperative dimension is 

significant in only the increasing trend.  A unit increase in the cooperative dimension 

leads to about a 27 percent increase in the hazard rate.  In addition, a wide range of 

control variables are significant with the most notable being that females lead to a 110% 

                                                 
49 I also ran Weibull models and the Weibull results (not shown) were very similar to the Cox 

results.  

50 With hazard ratios, the baseline hazard is 1.Ratios above 1 indicate an increase in the hazard of 

failure (or end the conflict) where ratios below 1 indicate a decrease in the hazard of failure (less likely to 

end the conflict).   
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increase in the hazard rate for the increasing trend and a 40 percent increase in the hazard 

rate for the decreasing trend. 

Table 7.11 explores the genocide scenarios.  Again, we see a strong influence on 

the hazard rate coming from perceptions of the intervention.  Perception of the rightness 

of the intervention leads to around a 70 percent decrease in the hazard rate in both 

casualty trends where support leads to about a 25 percent decrease in the increasing trend 

and importance leads to about a 16 percent decrease in the decreasing casualty trend.  In 

addition, foreign policy ideology plays a role in these models.  In the increasing casualty 

trend, the cooperative dimension is significant and a unit increase leads to about a 21 

percent decrease in the hazard rate.   In the decreasing trend, the militant dimension is 

significant at p = .051, and a unit increase also leads to about a 21 percent decrease in the 

hazard rate.  In addition, a wide range of controls are again significant, with female again 

being the most notable with a 94 percent increase in the hazard rate for the decreasing 

trend.   

In general, the results from Tables 7.10 and 7.11 provide a similar story to that of 

Tables 7.6 to 7.8.  Once again, perceptions appear to drive casualty tolerance.  All four 

perceptual variables were significant in at least one model for the nuclear scenario and 

three of the four in the genocide scenario.  Furthermore, rightness was significant in all 

models and support was significant in all but one.  Substantively, their effects were also 

quite large (ranging anywhere from a 20 to a 50 percent decrease in the hazard rate for 

the nuclear scenario and up to 70 percent in the genocide scenario).  As for ideology, the 

results are mixed.  In the nuclear scenario, the militant dimension is in the correct 

direction but is not significant (p = .18 and .25).  It is possible that larger Ns may uncover 
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a significant relationship.  The cooperative dimension is also significant in one model for 

the nuclear scenario and leads to an increase in the hazard rate.  As for the genocide 

scenarios, the cooperative dimension is significant in the increasing trend where the 

militant dimension barely misses conventional significance (p < .05) in the decreasing 

trend.  Like the earlier tables (Tables 7.6 to 7.8), this mixed significance from ideology is 

largely due to including the perceptual variables in the models.  If the perceptual 

variables are removed (models not shown), ideology is highly significant across 

intervention type and casualty context.  For example, in the nuclear scenario, the militant 

dimension is highly significant and leads to over a 40 percent decrease in the hazard rate 

for every unit increase.  In the genocide scenarios, both dimensions are significant and a 

unit increase leads to anywhere between a 20 and 40 percent decrease in the hazard rate.  

Pairing this with the theoretical connection between ideology and perception, along with 

the results from Tables 7.2 to 7.4 showing a strong significant and substantive influence 

from ideology on perceptions, there is strong suggestive evidence that ideology certainly 

plays a role in casualty tolerance, but that the majority of its influence is by indirectly 

working through perceptions.              

 

Expanding the Link between Ideology,  

Perceptions, and Casualty Tolerance 

While ideology’s impact on casualty tolerance is inconsistent in the previous 

tables, I have argued (both theoretically and empirically), that much of ideology’s impact 

is through the perceptual variables.  One final way to explore this connection is through 

the use of path analysis.  Path analysis techniques allow for an analysis of not just direct 

relationships (such as OLS) but also indirect relationships (relationships that occur 
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through mediating variables).  This works well here because I can attempt to assess if 

ideology is working through perceptions to influence casualty tolerance.  Using STATA 

12’s SEM package, I perform a path analysis that links ideology to preferences and 

intervention continuation.  The dependent variable in this analysis is the 11 point scale 

used in the panel analysis (Tables 7.10 and 7.11).51  Based on the theoretical discussion 

and earlier empirical results, I tested a number of model specifications.  A base model 

that solely included ideology, perception, and casualty tolerance had a less than desirable 

fit.  After considering the other empirical results, I added a few of the control variables 

and modified the path between some of the perceptual variables to obtain adequate model 

fits.52  Given the paths, additional endogenous variables include support for the 

intervention, rightness of the intervention, importance, and success potential.  In general, 

the paths started with ideology and party identification influencing perceptions.53  Then 

ideology, party identification, perceptions, and a few select control variables all led into 

                                                 
51 Given the structure of the dependent variable, using path analysis is not entirely appropriate 

because it assumes a non-censored, continuous and linear dependent variable (like OLS).  However, I 

present these models to display the overall picture that ideology indirectly influences casualty tolerance 

through these perceptual variables rather than be entirely accurate on the coefficients.  Also, if the Cox 

hazard models (Tables 7.10 and 7.11) are rerun with OLS, the overall picture from the hazard models does 

not change substantively.  In other words, running OLS does not distort the results.  Given that these OLS 

models are quite close to the hazard models, I assume the path analysis models will be relatively accurate.       

52 According to Klein (2005), model fit is acceptable if the SRMR < .10, CFI  > .90, RMSEA < 

.10 (but lower is better), and Chi-squared/df to be at least below 5 but more likely 2 or 3.  While not all of 

the models met these standards, the models generally had adequate model fit according to a number of the 

fit statistics (see tables for fit statistics).   

53 The path analysis also indicated support for importance, rightness, and success potential to 

influence support for the intervention.   
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continuation of the intervention (primary dependent variable).54  Tables 7.12 through 

7.15 provide the model results.   

While the models present some interesting results, I will confine my discussion to 

the main purpose of showcasing these tables; demonstrating the influence of ideology.  

All four tables show that ideology has a significant effect on intervention continuation.  

Ideology appears to have both a significant direct and indirect effect on continuation but 

the substantive effects show the bulk of the influence from ideology being done indirectly 

through the perceptual variables (compare the direct effect to the total effect).  These 

results are largely in line with my explanation for why ideology’s significant influence 

has been mixed; mainly, because ideology is working through the perceptual variables to 

influence casualty tolerance.   

 

Discussion 

The last few chapters have demonstrated that a foreign policy ideology matters 

greatly in preferences during foreign intervention and how individuals assess leaders 

during these interventions.  This chapter also demonstrated the importance of ideology, 

but on how it influences another major factor in preference formation, casualty tolerance.  

In general, this chapter has shown that ideology has a strong influence on casualty 

tolerance, but that this influence is mostly through shaping preferences and support for 

intervention, which in turn influence casualty tolerance.  So in summary, what we have is 

                                                 
54 I began the models by including variables and paths that were based off my theory and Tables 

7.2 and 7.3 (where perceptions of conflict are the dependent variable) along with Tables 7.10 and 7.11 

(hazard models I am comparing to).  I then made some adjustments to the models to attempt to improve 

model fit. 
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an individual viewing the start of a foreign policy event through the lens of his or her 

foreign policy ideology.  This influences how an individual perceives the intervention 

and initial support for the intervention (as shown in Table 7.2 and 7.3).  When new 

information about the intervention is provided to the individual (in this case casualties), 

he or she views this new information in the context of his or her worldview and 

perceptions of the intervention.  New information (or casualties for this chapter) has a 

lesser impact on individuals whose ideology and perceptions lead them to support the 

intervention in the first place.  This differing impact is demonstrated by preferences for 

the continuation of a conflict.  Individuals who are more supportive of the intervention 

(based on ideology and perceptions) stay in the intervention longer, regardless of what 

the casualty trend is.  In effect, these individuals are biasing against this new information 

and are more casualty tolerant.      

A possible way of looking at this ideology to preferences to casualty tolerance 

connection may be to think of this as a foreign policy version of the “funnel model” from 

the American Voter (Campbell, Converse, Miller, Stokes, 1960).  We can think of 

ideology as this long term effect that influences factors further down the funnel.  These 

further down the funnel, and more short term, factors are perceptions of the intervention.  

What this chapter seems to indicate is that on its own, a long term factor, such as 

ideology plays a substantial role.  However, when ideology is included with these more 

short term attitudes, the effect from ideology gets drowned out by these other factors.  At 

the same time, this does not invalidate the influence of ideology because it still has an 

effect on these shorter term attitudes.  As shown multiple tables, ideology is a strong 

predictor behind these different perceptions.   
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All in all, there is significant evidence to point to the notion that casualty 

tolerance is not a uniform effect and is mediated by a wide range of considerations, 

including ideology.  While casualties are an important external cue on individual attitudes 

(as shown by a wide range of studies), the perception of casualties and its impact is 

heavily determined by the ideology and perceptions of the individual.      

Before concluding it is important to acknowledge some weaknesses in this study 

surrounding the experiment.  One major caution here lies with the lack of realism 

surrounding the only bit of information individuals receive is casualty figures.  Certainly 

this is very limiting and not realistic at all.  In a real situation, we should expect a wide 

range of additional factors to play a role, such as elite cues throughout, progress on the 

battlefield, changing objectives, etc.  While limiting, it was essential to only have 

casualty numbers because including other data would have required additional 

manipulations and groups, which would have required a more subjects (which I did not 

have access to).  Secondly, by only providing casualty information, this does improve 

internal validity in that we can be sure that the only changing condition in each round is 

the number of casualties.     
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Table 7.1: Factor Analysis of 25 Foreign Policy Items  

      

  Factor 1 Factor 2 

  Militant  Cooperative 

1. Protecting weaker nations against foreign 

aggression 

  2. Strengthening the United Nations 

  3. Combating international terrorism 0.484 

 4. Maintaining superior military power worldwide 0.725 

 5. Protecting the jobs of American workers 

  6. Helping to bring a democratic form of 

government to other nations 

  7. Securing adequate supplies of energy 

  8. Controlling and reducing illegal immigration 0.402 

 9. Helping to improve the standard of living of 

less developed nations 

 

0.755 

10. Improving the global environment 

 

0.483 

11. Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons 

  12. Promoting and defending human rights in 

other countries 

 

0.671 

13. Promoting economic growth 

  14. Combating world hunger 

 

0.835 

15. Fostering international cooperation to solve 

common problems, such as food, inflation, and 

energy 

 

0.515 

16. The best way to ensure peace is through 

American military strength. 0.855 

 17. The use of military force only makes problems 

worse. -0.666 

 18. Rather than simply reacting to our enemies, it 

is better for us to strike first. 0.586 

 19. The U.S. needs to play an active role in 

solving conflicts around the world. 

  
20. The U.S. government should just try to take 

care of the well-being of Americans and not get 

involved with other nations. 

  21. It is vital to enlist the cooperation of the U.N. 

in settling international disputes. 

  
22. Despite all the talk about a new world order, 

military strength and the will to use it is still the 

best measure of a country’s greatness. 0.691   
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Table 7.1 Continued 

      

23. The United States could learn a lot by 

following the example of other countries -0.445 

 24. The United States should provide less 

economic aid to other countries 

  25.  People can be divided into two distinct 

classes: the weak and the strong     

 

Note: Iterated Principle Factor analysis performed.  Only items loading greater than .4 are 

displayed.  Question 1 to 15 reads: Below is a list of possible foreign policy goals that the 

U.S. might have. For each one, please select whether you think that it should be a very 

important foreign policy goal of the U.S., a somewhat important foreign policy goal, or 

not an important goal at all.  Responses range from 1 to 5 with 5 = one of the most 

important and 1 = not important.  Question 16 to 25 reads: Please tell us how much you 

agree with the following statements.  Responses range from 1 to 5 with 5 = strongly agree 

and 1= strongly disagree. 
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Table 7.2: Role of Ideology in Intervention Perception - Nuclear Scenario 

            

 

Support (1) 
 

Success (2)  

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 1.451** (0.151) 

 

0.814** (0.144) 

Cooperative Dimension -0.238* (0.106) 

 

-0.214 (0.121) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.452* (0.204) 

 

0.139 (0.199) 

No Party Connection -0.152 (0.369) 

 

-0.100 (0.375) 

Party ID -0.041 (0.080) 

 

-0.065 (0.081) 

Domestic Ideology 0.129 (0.105) 

 

0.031 (0.098) 

Education -0.060 (0.076) 

 

-0.161* (0.076) 

Income 0.018 (0.050) 

 

0.017 (0.047) 

Known Mil. Cas. 0.319 (0.193) 

 

0.078 (0.200) 

Served In Military -0.206 (0.374) 

 

-0.195 (0.396) 

Nonwhite 0.520 (0.346) 

 

0.179 (0.318) 

Age 0.008 (0.008) 

 

-0.004 (0.008) 

Female -0.117 (0.224) 

 

-0.389 (0.230) 

Evangelical Protestant 0.301 (0.396) 

 

0.262 (0.382) 

Catholic -0.211 (0.236) 

 

0.360 (0.249) 

Secular -0.467 (0.315) 

 

-0.584* (0.293) 

Religious Attendance -0.215* (0.088) 

 

-0.130 (0.086) 

Religious Beliefs -0.028 (0.174) 

 

-0.280 (0.172) 

Pol. Knowledge -0.154 (0.098) 

 

0.016 (0.110) 

Constant 

     

      Cut 1 -3.742** (0.765) 

 

-6.314** (0.908) 

Cut 2 -1.534* (0.753) 

 

-3.783** (0.843) 

Cut 3 0.791 (0.758) 

 

-0.882 (0.818) 

Cut 4 2.406** (0.774) 

   
      Pseudo/ R-Squared 

 

0.17 

 

0.09 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 

 

0.44 

 

0.59 

 Prop. Reduction in Error 

 

0.08 

 

0.09 

 Root MSE 

     N   442   442   
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Table 7.2 Continued 

            

 
Right/Wrong (3)  

 
Importance (4)  

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 1.230** (0.168) 

 

0.521** (0.080) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.195 (0.131) 

 

-0.005 (0.074) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.508* (0.239) 

 

0.277* (0.128) 

No Party Connection 0.218 (0.396) 

 

-0.165 (0.245) 

Party ID -0.097 (0.091) 

 

-0.119* (0.047) 

Domestic Ideology 0.072 (0.117) 

 

0.161** (0.061) 

Education -0.072 (0.088) 

 

0.035 (0.052) 

Income -0.034 (0.057) 

 

0.006 (0.031) 

Known Mil. Cas. 0.018 (0.235) 

 

0.084 (0.127) 

Served In Military 0.170 (0.496) 

 

-0.292 (0.248) 

Nonwhite 0.115 (0.394) 

 

-0.005 (0.211) 

Age 0.007 (0.009) 

 

0.010* (0.005) 

Female -0.115 (0.261) 

 

-0.280 (0.145) 

Evangelical Protestant -0.105 (0.471) 

 

-0.184 (0.267) 

Catholic 0.077 (0.308) 

 

-0.323* (0.150) 

Secular -0.507 (0.335) 

 

-0.383 (0.203) 

Religious Attendance -0.151 (0.102) 

 

-0.073 (0.057) 

Religious Beliefs 0.142 (0.191) 

 

-0.081 (0.111) 

Pol. Knowledge -0.355** (0.128) 

 

-0.014 (0.073) 

Constant 1.726 (0.895) 

 

4.719** (0.513) 

      Cut 1 

     Cut 2 

     Cut 3 

     Cut 4 

     
      Pseudo/ R-Squared 0.2 

  

0.21 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 0.72 

    Prop. Reduction in Error 0.44 

    Root MSE 

   

1.27 

 N 439     442   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

 

Note: Models 1 and 2 measured with ordered logit, Model 3 measured with logistic 

regression, Model 4 measured with OLS.
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Table 7.3: Role of Ideology in Intervention Perception - Genocide Scenario 

            

 

Support (1) 
 

Success (2)  

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 0.815** (0.144) 

 

0.667** (0.159) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.550** (0.118) 

 

0.400** (0.126) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.194 (0.190) 

 

0.338 (0.213) 

No Party Connection 0.168 (0.475) 

 

-0.222 (0.396) 

Party ID -0.102 (0.072) 

 

-0.066 (0.075) 

Domestic Ideology 0.033 (0.111) 

 

0.055 (0.120) 

Education 0.042 (0.087) 

 

-0.116 (0.102) 

Income -0.086 (0.054) 

 

-0.064 (0.052) 

Known Mil. Cas. 0.081 (0.196) 

 

0.242 (0.210) 

Served In Military -0.028 (0.371) 

 

-0.226 (0.473) 

Nonwhite -0.073 (0.346) 

 

-0.121 (0.347) 

Age -0.010 (0.008) 

 

-0.005 (0.008) 

Female 0.257 (0.205) 

 

-0.170 (0.249) 

Evangelical Protestant 0.040 (0.386) 

 

0.306 (0.389) 

Catholic -0.199 (0.274) 

 

0.066 (0.287) 

Secular -0.404 (0.277) 

 

-0.724* (0.295) 

Religious Attendance -0.055 (0.090) 

 

-0.118 (0.092) 

Religious Beliefs -0.057 (0.171) 

 

0.021 (0.177) 

Pol. Knowledge 0.066 (0.110) 

 

0.063 (0.112) 

Constant 

     

      Cut 1 -3.799** (0.891) 

 

-4.631** (0.946) 

Cut 2 -1.833* (0.859) 

 

-2.479** (0.937) 

Cut 3 0.392 (0.841) 

 

0.460 (0.932) 

Cut 4 1.769* (0.827) 

   
      Pseudo/ R-Squared 0.08 

  

0.09 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 0.48 

  

0.57 

 Prop. Reduction in Error 0.05 

  

0.02 

 Root MSE 

     N 413     413   
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Table 7.3 Continued 

            

 
Right/Wrong (3)  

 
Importance (4)  

  β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 1.082** (0.183) 

 

0.285** (0.099) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.608** (0.145) 

 

0.465** (0.087) 

Same Party as Pres. 0.726** (0.257) 

 

0.119 (0.134) 

No Party Connection 0.580 (0.533) 

 

0.058 (0.285) 

Party ID -0.193* (0.094) 

 

-0.096 (0.049) 

Domestic Ideology -0.041 (0.131) 

 

-0.049 (0.077) 

Education 0.181 (0.116) 

 

0.079 (0.063) 

Income -0.047 (0.063) 

 

-0.056 (0.035) 

Known Mil. Cas. 0.215 (0.254) 

 

-0.168 (0.134) 

Served In Military 0.322 (0.456) 

 

-0.488 (0.267) 

Nonwhite -0.442 (0.449) 

 

0.203 (0.248) 

Age -0.016 (0.010) 

 

0.007 (0.006) 

Female 0.202 (0.274) 

 

0.180 (0.156) 

Evangelical Protestant -0.359 (0.511) 

 

-0.013 (0.234) 

Catholic -0.391 (0.325) 

 

-0.180 (0.189) 

Secular 0.267 (0.356) 

 

-0.155 (0.184) 

Religious Attendance 0.038 (0.110) 

 

-0.066 (0.058) 

Religious Beliefs 0.165 (0.207) 

 

0.175 (0.119) 

Pol. Knowledge -0.119 (0.128) 

 

0.058 (0.075) 

Constant 0.797 (1.030) 

 

4.300** (0.626) 

      Cut 1 

     Cut 2 

     Cut 3 

     Cut 4 

     
      Pseudo/ R-Squared 0.17 

  

0.19 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 0.74 

    Prop. Reduction in Error 0.22 

    Root MSE 

   

1.3 

 N 412     413   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

 

Note: Models 1 and 2 measured with ordered logit, Model 3 measured with logistic 

regression, Model 4 measured with OLS. 
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Table 7.4: Substantive Effects from Tables 7.2 and 7.3 

                

Nuclear Scenario 

 

Support (1) Success (2)  

    Probability 95% CI Probability 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

       -1 SD 

 

0.01 0 0.02 0.11 0.05 0.16 

Mean 

 

0.05 0.02 0.07 0.2 0.13 0.27 

 + 1 SD 

 

0.15 0.08 0.22 0.34 0.23 0.46 

        Cooperative 

Dimension 

      -1 SD 

 

0.06 0.03 0.09 

   Mean 

 

0.05 0.02 0.07 

    + 1 SD   0.04 0.02 0.06       

        Genocide Scenario 

 

Support (1) Success (2)  

    Probability 95% CI Probability 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

       -1 SD 

 

0.05 0.02 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.14 

Mean 

 

0.1 0.05 0.14 0.16 0.08 0.23 

 + 1 SD 

 

0.18 0.11 0.26 0.26 0.15 0.36 

        Cooperative 

Dimension 

      -1 SD 

 

0.06 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.05 0.18 

Mean 

 

0.1 0.05 0.14 0.16 0.08 0.23 

 + 1 SD   0.15 0.08 0.22 0.21 0.12 0.3 
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Table 7.4 Continued 

        

Nuclear Scenario Right/Wrong (3)  

  Probability 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

   -1 SD 0.22 0.12 0.33 

Mean 0.47 0.34 0.59 

 + 1 SD 0.73 0.61 0.84 

    Cooperative Dimension 

  -1 SD 

   Mean 

    + 1 SD       

    Genocide Scenario Right/Wrong (3)  

  Probability 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

   -1 SD 0.44 0.27 0.61 

Mean 0.68 0.55 0.81 

 + 1 SD 0.85 0.77 0.94 

    Cooperative Dimension 

  -1 SD 0.55 0.39 0.72 

Mean 0.68 0.55 0.81 

 + 1 SD 0.79 0.68 0.9 

 

Note: For model 1, substantive effect is probability of individual being very supportive (5 

on 5 point scale). For model 2, substantive effect is probability of objective being "very 

likely to succeed" (4 on 4 point scale). For model 3, substantive effect is probability of 

President being right in sending troops (1 on dichotomous scale). 
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Table 7.5: Relation of Ideology to Intervention 

Continuation  

        

A: Nuclear/High Militant 

Total N = 195 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

16 11 

  

16.7% 11.1% 

Yes 

 

80 88 

  

83.3% 88.9% 

Total N 

 

96 99 

    100% 100% 

    

 B: Nuclear/Indifferent Militant 

Total N = 185 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

27 33 

  

29.0% 35.9% 

Yes 

 

66 59 

  

71.0% 64.1% 

Total N 

 

93 92 

    100% 100% 

    

    C: Nuclear/Low Militant 

Total N = 190 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

45 70 

  

52.3% 67.3% 

Yes 

 

41 34 

  

47.7% 32.7% 

Total N 

 

86 104 

    100% 100% 
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Table 7.5 Continued 

        

D: Genocide/High Cooperative 

Total N = 177 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

15 23 

  

18.8% 23.7% 

Yes 

 

65 74 

  

81.3% 76.3% 

Total N 

 

80 97 

    100% 100% 

    

 E: Genocide/Indifferent Cooperative 

Total N = 189 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

21 35 

  

22.6% 36.5% 

Yes 

 

72 61 

  

77.4% 63.5% 

Total N 

 

93 96 

    100% 100% 

    

    F: Genocide/Low Cooperative 

Total N = 165 

    Initial Casualties 

Continue 

Intervention   Low High 

No 

 

31 34 

  

38.3% 40.5% 

Yes 

 

50 50 

  

61.7% 59.5% 

Total N 

 

81 84 

    100% 100% 
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Table 7.6: Initial Casualty Tolerance - Nuclear Scenario 

              

  

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 
 

High Casualties 
 

Low Casualties 

    β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 

 

0.667 (0.406) 

 

0.155 (0.386) 

Cooperative Dimension 

 

-0.137 (0.273) 

 

-0.134 (0.284) 

Supports Intervention 

 

1.136** (0.418) 

 

0.307 (0.346) 

Success Potential 

 

0.462 (0.265) 

 

0.150 (0.380) 

Right/Wrong 

 

2.077** (0.628) 

 

3.887** (1.017) 

Importance of Mission 

 

0.244 (0.195) 

 

0.653** (0.180) 

Same Party as Pres. 

 

0.303 (0.511) 

 

0.628 (0.529) 

No Party Connection 

 

0.794 (0.698) 

 

1.550 (1.039) 

Party ID 

 

0.201 (0.187) 

 

-0.020 (0.228) 

Domestic Ideology 

 

0.144 (0.244) 

 

-0.005 (0.307) 

Education 

 

0.137 (0.217) 

 

-0.298 (0.268) 

Income 

 

0.211 (0.135) 

 

-0.012 (0.117) 

Known Mil. Cas. 

 

0.912 (0.497) 

 

-0.427 (0.498) 

Served In Military 

 

-0.436 (0.904) 

 

-1.400 (0.890) 

Nonwhite 

 

0.667 (1.097) 

 

-0.513 (0.698) 

Age 

 

0.023 (0.020) 

 

0.017 (0.019) 

Female 

 

-1.093* (0.531) 

 

-1.050 (0.627) 

Evangelical Protestant 

 

-0.767 (0.880) 

 

-0.143 (0.704) 

Catholic 

 

-0.909 (0.821) 

 

0.004 (0.652) 

Secular 

 

0.306 (0.868) 

 

-0.814 (0.672) 

Religious Attendance 

 

0.241 (0.255) 

 

-0.414* (0.189) 

Religious Beliefs 

 

-0.977* (0.411) 

 

0.161 (0.352) 

Pol. Knowledge 

 

-0.327 (0.255) 

 

0.191 (0.253) 

Constant 

 

-6.655* (2.661) 

 

-1.720 (2.585) 

       Pseudo R-Squared 

 

0.54 

  

0.5 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 

 

89% 

  

87% 

 Prop. Reduction in Error 

 

69% 

  

55% 

 N   220     218   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: Models measured with Logistic Regression with robust standard errors 
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Table 7.7: Initial Casualty Tolerance - Genocide Scenario 

              

  

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 
 

 High Casualties 
 

Low Casualties 

    β (SE)   β (SE) 

Militant Dimension 

 

0.157 (0.341) 

 

0.637 (0.594) 

Cooperative Dimension 

 

0.255 (0.419) 

 

0.202 (0.407) 

Supports Intervention 

 

0.544 (0.408) 

 

1.008 (0.542) 

Success Potential 

 

0.214 (0.424) 

 

0.198 (0.482) 

Right/Wrong 

 

3.610** (0.804) 

 

3.302** (0.580) 

Importance of Mission 

 

0.438 (0.232) 

 

0.087 (0.273) 

Same Party as Pres. 

 

0.282 (0.562) 

 

-0.066 (0.604) 

No Party Connection 

 

-1.937* (0.785) 

 

-0.178 (1.061) 

Party ID 

 

0.065 (0.213) 

 

0.135 (0.232) 

Domestic Ideology 

 

0.249 (0.279) 

 

0.100 (0.240) 

Education 

 

-0.145 (0.204) 

 

0.071 (0.242) 

Income 

 

-0.542** (0.136) 

 

-0.023 (0.152) 

Known Mil. Cas. 

 

-1.622** (0.540) 

 

-0.263 (0.576) 

Served In Military 

 

0.439 (0.919) 

 

-0.962 (0.841) 

Nonwhite 

 

-0.530 (0.824) 

 

-1.267 (0.751) 

Age 

 

0.073** (0.022) 

 

0.030 (0.030) 

Female 

 

-1.308* (0.595) 

 

-1.138 (0.588) 

Evangelical Protestant 

 

-1.564 (1.014) 

 

1.715 (1.179) 

Catholic  

 

0.743 (0.605) 

 

0.432 (0.904) 

Secular 

 

0.158 (0.772) 

 

0.611 (0.957) 

Religious Attendance 

 

0.113 (0.228) 

 

-0.114 (0.210) 

Religious Beliefs 

 

-0.111 (0.433) 

 

0.432 (0.640) 

Pol. Knowledge 

 

0.652* (0.272) 

 

0.190 (0.343) 

Constant 

 

-5.864* (2.932) 

 

-6.205* (3.057) 

       Pseudo R-Squared 

 

0.54 

  

0.55 

 Percent Correctly Pred. 

 

88% 

  

91% 

 Prop. Reduction in Error 

 

64% 

  

63% 

 N   216     196   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: Models measured with Logistic Regression with robust standard errors 



216 
 

 

2
1
6
 

 

Table 7.8 - Substantive Effects from Tables 7.6 and 7.7 

                

  

Nuclear - High 

Casualties 

Nuclear - Low 

Casualties 

    Prob. 95% CI Prob. 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

       -1 SD 

 

0.8 0.46 1 

   Mean 

 

0.88 0.71 1 

    + 1 SD 

 

0.93 0.84 1 

   

        Supports 

Intervention 

       1 (Not at all ) 

 

0.47 0 1 

   3 (Moderately) 

 

0.9 0.74 1 

   5 (Very ) 

 

0.99 0.96 1 

   

        Right/Wrong 

       Wrong 

 

0.48 0.13 0.84 0.48 0.24 0.73 

Right  

 

0.88 0.71 1 0.98 0.93 1 

        Importance of 

Mission 

      1 (Not at all ) 

    

0.79 0.37 1 

4 

    

0.96 0.89 1 

7 (Extremely )         0.99 0.98 1 
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Table 7.8 Continued 

              

 

Genocide - High 

Casualties 

Genocide - Low 

Casualties 

  Prob. 95% CI Prob. 95% CI 

Militant Dimension 

      -1 SD 

      Mean 

       + 1 SD 

      

       Supports Intervention 

      1 (Not at all ) 

   

0.69 0.23 1 

3 (Moderately) 

   

0.94 0.85 1 

5 (Very ) 

   

0.99 0.97 1 

       Right/Wrong 

      Wrong 0.19 0 0.4 0.39 0.06 0.73 

Right  0.89 0.79 1 0.95 0.86 1 

       Importance of Mission 

     1 (Not at all ) 0.64 0.16 1 

   4 0.87 0.73 1 

   7 (Extremely ) 0.96 0.91 1       
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Table 7.9: Relation of Ideology to Intervention 

Involvement Duration 

        

A: Nuclear/High Militant 

Total N = 195 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

11 16 

 
 

11.1% 16.7% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

11 18 

 
 

11.1% 18.8% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

2 10 

 
 

2.0% 10.4% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

1 5 

  

1.0% 5.2% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

74 47 

  

74.7% 49.0% 

Total N 

 

99 96 

    100% 100% 

    

 B: Nuclear/Indifferent Militant 

Total N = 186 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

33 27 

 
 

35.9% 28.7% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

13 23 

 
 

14.1% 24.5% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

6 11 

 
 

6.5% 11.7% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

2 4 

  

2.2% 4.3% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

38 29 

  

41.3% 30.9% 

Total N 

 

92 94 

    100% 100% 
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Table 7.9 Continued 

        

C: Nuclear/Low Militant 

Total N = 190 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

70 45 

 
 

67.3% 52.3% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

12 19 

 
 

11.5% 22.1% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

1 6 

 
 

1.0% 7.0% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

0 3 

  

0.0% 3.5% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

21 13 

  

20.2% 15.1% 

Total N 

 

104 86 

    100% 100% 

    

    D: Genocide/High Cooperative 

Total N = 176 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

23 15 

 
 

23.7% 19.0% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

21 18 

 
 

21.6% 22.8% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

1 11 

 
 

1.0% 13.9% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

2 9 

  

2.1% 11.4% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

50 26 

  

51.5% 32.9% 

Total N 

 

97 79 

    100% 100% 
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Table 7.9 Continued 

        

E: Genocide/Indifferent Cooperative 

Total N = 190 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

35 21 

 
 

36.5% 22.3% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

8 29 

 
 

8.3% 30.9% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

8 21 

 
 

8.3% 22.3% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

3 8 

  

3.1% 8.5% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

42 15 

  

43.8% 16.0% 

Total N 

 

96 94 

    100% 100% 

    

    F: Genocide/Low Cooperative 

Total N = 162 

    Casualty Trend 

Duration   Decreasing Increasing 

Round 1 

 

34 31 

 
 

41.0% 39.2% 

Rounds 2-4 

 

13 14 

 
 

15.7% 17.7% 

Rounds 5-7 

 

1 15 

 
 

1.2% 19.0% 

Rounds 8-10 

 

0 6 

  

0.0% 7.6% 

Never Ended 

(Censor) 

 

35 13 

  

42.2% 16.5% 

Total N 

 

83 79 

    100% 100% 
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Table 7.10: Panel Experiment - Nuclear Scenario 

              

  

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

 
Increasing Casualties 

 

Decreasing 

Casualties 

    HR (SE)   HR (SE) 

Militant Dimension 

 

0.866 (0.109) 

 

0.838 (0.111) 

Cooperative Dimension 

 

1.270** (0.108) 

 

1.101 (0.079) 

Supports Intervention 

 

0.770* (0.095) 

 

0.717* (0.118) 

Success Potential 

 

0.760* (0.105) 

 

0.991 (0.109) 

Right/Wrong 

 

0.499** (0.091) 

 

0.455** (0.113) 

Importance of Mission 

 

0.738** (0.052) 

 

0.962 (0.057) 

Same Party as Pres. 

 

1.240 (0.192) 

 

1.164 (0.210) 

No Party Connection 

 

0.602 (0.160) 

 

1.069 (0.312) 

Party ID 

 

1.108 (0.067) 

 

0.971 (0.077) 

Domestic Ideology 

 

0.948 (0.073) 

 

0.871 (0.085) 

Education 

 

0.995 (0.063) 

 

0.928 (0.056) 

Income 

 

0.973 (0.033) 

 

0.915* (0.036) 

Known Mil. Cas. 

 

1.216 (0.180) 

 

0.621** (0.114) 

Served In Military 

 

1.578 (0.521) 

 

1.209 (0.509) 

Nonwhite 

 

1.254 (0.270) 

 

0.582* (0.151) 

Age 

 

0.985* (0.006) 

 

1.001 (0.007) 

Female 

 

2.083** (0.428) 

 

1.416* (0.243) 

Evangelical Protestant 

 

1.212 (0.309) 

 

1.102 (0.440) 

Catholic 

 

1.542* (0.290) 

 

1.244 (0.363) 

Secular 

 

0.960 (0.213) 

 

1.119 (0.254) 

Religious Attendance 

 

1.044 (0.063) 

 

1.002 (0.076) 

Religious Beliefs 

 

0.808 (0.092) 

 

1.364* (0.205) 

Pol. Knowledge 

 

0.805* (0.068) 

 

0.982 (0.085) 

Decreasing Casualty Trend 

      

       Log Pseudolikelihood 

 

-652.38 

  

-547.87 

 N   219     220   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: Cox Hazard models with robust standard errors, hazard rate reported. 
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Table 7.11: Panel Experiment - Genocide Scenario 

              

  

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

 
Increasing Casualties 

 

Decreasing 

Casualties 

    HR (SE)   HR (SE) 

Militant Dimension 

 

0.926 (0.114) 

 

0.791 (0.095) 

Cooperative Dimension 

 

0.789* (0.075) 

 

1.020 (0.117) 

Supports Intervention 

 

0.765* (0.091) 

 

0.822 (0.108) 

Success Potential 

 

0.960 (0.130) 

 

0.957 (0.134) 

Right/Wrong 

 

0.298** (0.058) 

 

0.341** (0.076) 

Importance of Mission 

 

0.942 (0.066) 

 

0.839** (0.057) 

Same Party as Pres. 

 

1.316 (0.202) 

 

1.021 (0.185) 

No Party Connection 

 

1.092 (0.404) 

 

1.270 (0.353) 

Party ID 

 

0.965 (0.055) 

 

0.952 (0.053) 

Domestic Ideology 

 

0.856 (0.068) 

 

0.914 (0.073) 

Education 

 

0.971 (0.071) 

 

0.953 (0.062) 

Income 

 

0.913* (0.041) 

 

1.124** (0.046) 

Known Mil. Cas. 

 

0.921 (0.147) 

 

1.591** (0.266) 

Served In Military 

 

0.718 (0.221) 

 

0.955 (0.361) 

Nonwhite 

 

1.505 (0.343) 

 

0.985 (0.307) 

Age 

 

1.001 (0.007) 

 

0.985* (0.006) 

Female 

 

1.225 (0.221) 

 

1.939** (0.372) 

Evangelical Protestant 

 

1.069 (0.361) 

 

1.015 (0.298) 

Catholic 

 

1.249 (0.267) 

 

0.914 (0.174) 

Secular 

 

0.659 (0.166) 

 

0.910 (0.228) 

Religious Attendance 

 

1.057 (0.069) 

 

1.055 (0.078) 

Religious Beliefs 

 

0.899 (0.141) 

 

1.074 (0.139) 

Pol. Knowledge 

 

0.881 (0.077) 

 

0.851 (0.074) 

Decreasing Casualty Trend 

      

       Log Pseudolikelihood 

 

-668.41 

  

-548.43 

 N   195     215   

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: Cox Hazard models with robust standard errors, hazard rate reported. 
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Table 7.12: Structural Equation Models - Casualty Tolerance of Nuclear Scenario - 

Decreasing Casualties 

    

 

Direct Effect 

 

Total Effect 

  Coef SE   Coef SE 

DV: Continue Intervention 

     Support  0.925** (0.344) 

 

0.925** (0.344) 

Right/Wrong 2.796** (0.698) 

 

3.611** (0.704) 

Militant Dimension 0.93** (0.344) 

 

2.253** (0.295) 

Income 0.213 (0.110) 

 

0.213 (0.110) 

Known Mil. Casualties 0.110 (0.954) 

 

0.110 (0.954) 

Nonwhite 0.152 (0.682) 

 

0.152 (0.682) 

Female -1.166* (0.500) 

 

-1.166* (0.500) 

Religious Beliefs -0.197 (0.355) 

 

-0.197 (0.355) 

Success - - 

 

0.266* (0.115) 

Importance - - 

 

0.144* (0.061) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.209 (0.114) 

      DV: Support 

     Right/Wrong 0.88** (0.105) 

 

0.88** (0.105) 

Militant Dimension 0.304** (0.055) 

 

0.558** (0.057) 

Success 0.288** (0.064) 

 

0.288** (0.064) 

Importance 0.156** (0.032) 

 

0.156** (0.032) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.057 (0.044) 

 

0.095 (0.050) 

      DV: Right/Wrong 

     Militant Dimension 0.289** (0.029) 

 

0.289** (0.029) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.043 (0.028)   0.043 (0.028) 

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

    

      N = 235, RMSEA = ..085, CFI = .947, SRMR = .039 , Chi2/df = 2.71 
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Table 7.13: Structural Equation Models - Casualty Tolerance of Nuclear Scenario - 

Increasing Casualties 

    

 

Direct Effect 

 

Total Effect 

  Coef SE   Coef SE 

DV: Continue Intervention 

     Support  0.427 (0.277) 

 

0.427 (0.277) 

Success 0.586 (0.303) 

 

0.692* (0.305) 

Right/Wrong 2.916** (0.498) 

 

3.248** (0.500) 

Importance 0.607** (0.168) 

 

0.696** (0.168) 

Militant Dimension 0.463 (0.261) 

 

1.836** (0.264) 

Cooperative Dimension -0.535* (0.218) 

 

-0.535* (0.218) 

Age -0.037** (0.013) 

 

-0.037** (0.013) 

Female -1.615** (0.422) 

 

-1.615** (0.422) 

Catholic -0.978** (0.476) 

 

-0.978* (0.476) 

No Religious Preference -0.044 (0.434) 

 

-0.044 (0.434) 

Political Knowledge 0.468* (0.203) 

 

0.468* (0.203) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.278* (0.124) 

      DV: Support 

     Success 0.249** (0.069) 

 

0.249** (0.069) 

Right/Wrong 0.779** (0.103) 

 

0.779** (0.103) 

Importance 0.209** (0.036) 

 

0.209** (0.036) 

Militant Dimension 0.29** (0.056) 

 

0.635** (0.062) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation -0.006 (0.046) 

 

0.070 (0.055) 

      DV: Success 

     Militant Dimension 0.253** (0.051) 

 

0.253** (0.051) 

      DV: Right/Wrong 

     Militant Dimension 0.208** (0.035) 

 

0.208** (0.035) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.041 (0.031) 

 

0.041 (0.031) 

      DV: Importance 

     Militant Dimension 0.574** (0.095) 

 

0.574** (0.095) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.213* (0.086)   0.213 (0.086) 

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: N = 244, RMSEA = .111, CFI = .851, SRMR = .074 , Chi2/df = 4.02 
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Table 7.14: Structural Equation Models - Casualty Tolerance of Genocide Scenario - 

Decreasing Casualties 

    

 

Direct Effect 

 

Total Effect 

  Coef SE   Coef SE 

DV: Continue Intervention 

     Support  0.667* (0.304) 

 

0.667* (0.304) 

Right/Wrong 3.783** (0.633) 

 

4.409** (0.638) 

Importance 0.476* (0.211) 

 

0.617** (0.213) 

Militant Dimension 0.548* (0.258) 

 

1.272** (0.279) 

Cooperative Dimension -0.275 (0.281) 

 

0.83** (0.296) 

Income -0.333** (0.110) 

 

-0.333** (0.110) 

Known Mil. Casualties -0.463 (0.825) 

 

-0.463 (0.825) 

Age -0.058** (0.018) 

 

-0.058** (0.018) 

Female -2.69** (0.502) 

 

-2.69** (0.502) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.341* (0.135) 

      DV: Support 

     Right/Wrong 0.938** (0.119) 

 

0.938** (0.119) 

Importance 0.212** (0.040) 

 

0.212** (0.040) 

Militant Dimension 0.163** (0.053) 

 

0.298** (0.060) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.080 (0.059) 

 

0.354** (0.064) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.072* (0.029) 

      DV: Right/Wrong 

     Militant Dimension 0.132** (0.029) 

 

0.132** (0.029) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.153** (0.031) 

 

0.153** (0.031) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.077** (0.029) 

 

0.077** (0.029) 

      DV: Importance 

     Militant Dimension 0.053 (0.087) 

 

0.053 (0.087) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.612** (0.092)   0.612** (0.092) 

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: N = 241, RMSEA = .12, CFI = .866, SRMR = .061 , Chi2/df = 4.50 
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Table 7.15: Structural Equation Models - Casualty Tolerance of Genocide Scenario - 

Increasing Casualties 

    

 

Direct Effect 

 

Total Effect 

  Coef SE   Coef SE 

DV: Continue Intervention 

     Support  0.638* (0.300) 

 

0.638* (0.300) 

Right/Wrong 2.896** (0.546) 

 

3.458** (0.550) 

Importance 0.341 (0.177) 

 

0.52** (0.179) 

Militant Dimension 0.464 (0.251) 

 

1.24** (0.267) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.284 (0.234) 

 

0.864** (0.256) 

Income 0.187* (0.095) 

 

0.187* (0.095) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.251* (0.114) 

      DV: Support 

     Right/Wrong 0.88** (0.107) 

 

0.88** (0.107) 

Importance 0.28** (0.035) 

 

0.28** (0.035) 

Militant Dimension 0.212** (0.054) 

 

0.408** (0.066) 

Cooperative Dimension -0.001 (0.052) 

 

0.214** (0.064) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation - - 

 

0.064* (0.029) 

      DV: Right/Wrong 

     Militant Dimension 0.152** (0.034) 

 

0.152** (0.034) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.099** (0.032) 

 

0.099** (0.032) 

Respondent/Pres Affiliation 0.072* (0.031) 

 

0.072* (0.031) 

      DV: Importance 

     Militant Dimension 0.224* (0.105) 

 

0.224* (0.105) 

Cooperative Dimension 0.461** (0.101)   0.461** (0.101) 

 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05, two-tailed 

Note: N = 223, RMSEA = .116, CFI = .941, SRMR = .059 , Chi2/df = 3.98 
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CHAPTER 8 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE CAUSES AND  

CONSEQUENCES OF A FOREIGN POLICY IDEOLOGY 

 

Summary and Insights 

 

The public is indeed a powerful force in shaping policy on foreign issues (Aldrich 

et al. 1989, 2006, Russett 1990, Sobel 2001).  Because of this importance, decades of 

research has explored the causes of public opinion on foreign policy issues.  The primary 

objective of this dissertation has been to explore the role of one of these influences on 

public opinion: a foreign policy ideology.  This exploration has consisted of two parts.  

First, chapter 3 provided an initial analysis of the causes of an individual’s foreign policy 

ideology.  Secondly, the bulk of this dissertation’s exploration consisted of analyzing the 

consequences of an individual’s foreign policy ideology on shaping intervention 

preferences, perceptions of events, leader evaluations, casualty tolerance, and the ability 

of ideology to bias the interpretation of external information.  Through these numerous 

chapters, a number of important insights have been uncovered.  Below I summarize these 

major insights. 

First, and most importantly, the overarching theme from this dissertation is that a 

foreign policy ideology matters greatly.  Earlier research has shown that ideology can 

influence preferences for foreign events (e.g Hurwitz and Peffley 1987, Herrmann et al. 

1999, Gelpi et al. 2009), and results from this research certainly confirm these earlier 

findings.  In addition, this research has expanded beyond just looking at how ideology 

influences preferences by considering the role of ideology in influencing perceptions of 

events, leader assessments, casualty tolerance and the interpretation of new information 
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regarding a foreign event.  Essentially, ideology does more than just influence if an 

individual supports or opposes a conflict, it shapes how he or she sees the entire event.  

This was shown most clearly in chapter 7 in that ideology strongly influenced how 

individuals perceived an event (success potential, justness, importance, support).  

Furthermore, ideology’s influence goes beyond simply the event to shaping how 

individuals assess the actions of leaders during such events (chapter 6).  An individual’s 

ideology shapes his or her preferences and beliefs in the best way to handle a foreign 

event.  If leaders do not act in a fashion favorable to how one’s ideology would dictate, 

assessments of the leader suffer substantially.  Finally, ideology has the potential to shape 

how new information regarding an event is interpreted by individuals.  I say potential 

because empirical results were somewhat conflicting.  While ideology did not appear to 

influence the impact of partisanship on leader evaluations, ideology did shape casualty 

tolerance (although mainly indirectly through perceptions). 

Tied closely to the above discussion, a second insight is that the type of event 

dictates how ideology influence preferences.  Given the multidimensional nature of 

ideology, it was hypothesized that different dimensions of ideology should matter 

depending on the nature of the event. In security oriented missions, what drives an 

individual’s reaction to an event comes largely from the militant dimension.  In 

humanitarian oriented missions, it was hypothesized that preferences and perceptions 

would be largely driven by the cooperative dimension but empirical results generally 

showed that both the militant and cooperative dimension played a role.  I suspect this 

dual influence in humanitarian issues is largely due to the involvement consisting of the 

use of force.  As I will elaborate a bit later in this chapter, further analysis should 
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consider humanitarian events that attempt other means at achieving humanitarian goals 

(such as sanctions) to see if this dual influence is still present.  Nevertheless, while 

ideology plays an important role in shaping preferences and perceptions, what parts of 

ideology do the influencing depends on the nature of the event.  

A third insight is regarding the causes of ideology in the first place.  As I have 

mentioned, earlier research is quite limited in this area.  The most notable exploration of 

the causes of a foreign policy ideology comes from Hurwitz and Peffley (1987) but they 

only consider two causes.  In addition, a handful of studies (e.g. Barker et al. 2008, 

Schoen 2007, Guth 2010) consider a limited set of causes.  In contrast, Page and Bouton 

(2006) theorize an elaborate model but do not test it.  The purpose of chapter three was to 

combine this scattered research and attempt to create a unified model of ideology 

formation and also empirically test the model.  Certainly we can consider this an initial 

exploration given some data limitations, but in general, the empirical tests showed that 

ideology is influenced by both sociological (external events) and psychological 

(personality traits and core values) forces.  Beyond this, the empirical analyses identified 

specific forces within personality traits, core values, and external events that do seem to 

influence the formation of ideology.   

A final insight is a challenge to the IR assumption that the public reacts uniformly 

in foreign events.  For example, a major assumption of audience costs is that the public 

will uniformly punish a leader if the leader backs down in an escalated conflict or breaks 

an international agreement.  What this dissertation (specifically, chapter 6) demonstrated 

was that ideological differences play a major role in if an individual punishes a leader and 

how severely.      
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Implications 

The results presented in this research yield a number of implications for scholars 

of political science.  First, and most importantly, ideology matters!  This has been stated 

numerous times throughout this dissertation and purposely done to signify how important 

this is.  Ideology is hardly, if ever, considered when we talk about public opinion and 

foreign policy, yet this dissertation, along with a handful of prior studies, has consistently 

demonstrated its usefulness in explaining preferences, perceptions, and a host of other 

factors related to foreign events.  In some cases, this dissertation even showed ideology 

as being a stronger influence on preferences and perceptions than partisan identification 

or context.   

The role of ideology has importance beyond simply influencing preferences.  If an 

individual’s worldview is as powerful as I have demonstrated, then we need to consider 

what else it may also influence.  Aldrich and colleagues (1989) showed how attitudes and 

preferences on foreign events can influence elections.  Given the tight connection 

between ideology and preferences, then we need to ask how ideology can shape electoral 

choice.  Certainly this may not be a powerful influence in all elections, but if a foreign 

event is highly salient during an election, it would not be surprising if an individual’s 

ideology could have an influence.  Beyond vote choice, this also has implications in 

regards to rally effects or diversionary attempts.  Like audience costs, rally effects and 

diversionary theory consider a uniform reaction among the public.  I have demonstrated 

that this assumption is false for audience costs and it would make sense that the same 

would be true for rally effects and diversionary theory.  Results from this dissertation 
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suggest we should spend more time researching who is more likely to rally or more likely 

to divert instead of assuming everyone will.            

If we are going to start putting more emphasis on the role of ideology on foreign 

policy attitudes and preferences, then we need to have measures for ideology readily 

available on the public opinion surveys that we regularly use.  One reason researchers put 

less emphasis, if any, on ideology is because rarely can we find measures for it.  Beyond 

the Chicago Council for Global Affairs surveys, there are few surveys that contain a set 

of questions that can be used to form the dimensions of a foreign policy ideology.  The 

American National Election Study started putting some questions on in 2004 and 

occasionally some questions are found on PEW surveys, but generally we are missing the 

tools to really study ideology.  This would not be terribly difficult to achieve.  For 

example, only four items were used to create the militant and cooperative dimensions in 

the two Hawkeye Poll surveys.  Certainly a few more items would be preferred but even 

a few items are better than nothing.              

Another implication is additional support to the notion of turning to a more 

domain specific conceptualization of ideology.  While the standard left/right or 

liberal/conservative ideology is a simple and easy measure, it works poorly when 

considering foreign policy.  Throughout this entire analysis, domestic ideology (from a 

liberal/conservative) perspective was significant a handful of times. Liberal and 

conservative doesn’t have much of a meaning when it comes down to foreign events, as 

others have argued the same for economic or social issues (e.g. Feldman 1983, 1988, 

Layman and Carsey 2002, Jost, Federico and Napier 2009).  Again, a problem here falls 
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upon having the right questions on surveys to be able to consider domain specific 

ideologies, but given the overwhelming evidence, something needs to be done. 

 

Future Extensions 

This research is not without a wealth of fruitful extensions.  First of all, future 

research should continue exploring the connection between ideology and the event 

context.  This dissertation only considered conflict events but international relations is 

ripe with other events beyond conflict and intervention.  For example, we should consider 

if ideology influences preferences for sanctions in different contexts.  This would be 

especially useful for humanitarian events because with conflict events, both the militant 

and cooperative dimensions were generally significant.  If we find that only the 

cooperative dimension is significant for sanction events, then this gives us a better picture 

of when these ideologies actually do influence preferences (so for this example, the 

militant dimension only influences preferences for humanitarian issues if intervention or 

conflict is involved).   

Second, a more thorough and complete analysis should be performed on the 

causes of ideology.  While some of the more popular factors were considered (e.g. 

personality traits and core values), a wide range of other psychological measures could 

and should be considered (e.g. right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance 

orientation).  Also, my analysis only considered two external influences and neither 

related to the cooperativism dimension.  Countless environmental influences could be 

considered.  Finally, the last few years has shown an explosion in the interest of 

biological factors.  This would be another fruitful consideration for ideology.       
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Third, future research should explore if the impact of ideology differs depending 

on the level of political knowledge of the individual.  Knowledge has been shown to be a 

key aspect when considering preferences and attitude formation (Zaller 1992, Berinsky 

2007, Converse 1964, Krosnick and Kinder 1990, Krosnick and Brannon 1993).  

Converse (1964) discussed how individuals with higher levels of knowledge should be 

more constrained (or consistent) in their ideology.  If an individual is more constrained, 

then they should be more likely to link his or her ideology to other situations.  At the 

same time, more knowledge should lead individuals to have more information available 

to maintain their consistency bias (Zaller 1992, Lodge and Hamill 1986, Taber and Lodge 

2006). 55  Determining if knowledge leads to a stronger effect from ideology would be a 

useful extension by providing some conditionals on the impact of ideology, while also 

providing more evidence in the debate over the role of political knowledge.       

Finally, the bulk of research on public opinion and foreign policy has focused on 

the American public.  This dissertation has also focused solely on Americans.  However, 

these theories should be explored with respect to other nations to see if they are unique to 

the US.  This would not be difficult given that the CCGA surveys publics across the 

globe.  

                                                 
55 However, a counter-argument is that higher sophisticates would possess more information in 

general and may be more willing to acknowledge and update contradictory information (e.g. Krosnick and 

Brannon, 1993, Gilens 2001). 
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APPENDIX A 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 3 

 

Table A1: Summary Statistics for Chapter 3 

 

Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max 

Militant Dimension 1142 0 0.921 -2.143 2.487 

Cooperative Dimension 1142 0 0.916 -2.483 1.998 

Party ID 1087 2.960 1.881 1 7 

Ideology 1134 3.080 1.588 1 7 

Education 1150 5.875 1.184 1 7 

Income 1062 5.253 2.439 1 9 

Known Mil. Casualties 1147 0.447 0.497 0 1 

Prior Mil. Service 1147 0.0436 0.204 0 1 

Nonwhite 1124 0.140 0.347 0 1 

Age 1130 33.60 13.57 18 100 

Female 1139 0.582 0.493 0 1 

Evangelical Protestant 1121 0.0419 0.201 0 1 

Mainline Protestant 1121 0.244 0.429 0 1 

Catholic 1088 0.187 0.390 0 1 

Other Christian 1088 0.0689 0.253 0 1 

Other Non-Christian 1088 0.0772 0.267 0 1 

Religious Attendance 1135 2.662 1.514 1 6 

Religious Orthodoxy 1023 1.966 0.701 1 3 

Pol. Knowledge 1150 3.350 1.013 1 5 

Security Value 1148 -0.102 1.010 -3.095 2.571 

Conformity Value 1145 -0.587 1.147 -3.333 2.333 

Tradition Value 1146 -0.868 1.135 -3.714 3.095 

Benevolence Value 1146 1.052 0.751 -2.714 2.714 

Universalism Value 1148 0.979 0.826 -2.476 3.048 

Self-Direction Value 1146 0.681 0.846 -1.905 2.952 

Stimulation Value 1148 0.0330 1.033 -3.095 2.619 

Hedonism Value 1145 -0.333 0.959 -3.095 2.667 

Achievement Value 1147 -0.134 1.048 -3.143 2.381 

Power Value 1147 -1.211 0.882 -3.476 3.750 

Extraversion  Trait 1151 4.191 1.602 1 7 

Agreeableness Trait 1151 4.972 1.194 1.500 7 

Conscientiousness Trait 1151 5.631 1.153 1 7 
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Table A1 Continued 

 

Emotional Stability Trait 1151 4.931 1.354 1 7 

Openness Trait 1151 5.490 1.040 1 7 



236 
 

 

2
3
6
 

APPENDIX B 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 5 

 

Table B1: Summary Statistics from CCGA data in Chapter 5 

            

Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max 

DV - Ensure Oil Supply 1162 0.481 0.500 0 1 

DV - Iran Nukes 1171 0.651 0.477 0 1 

DV - Humanitarian 

Crisis 1169 0.699 0.459 0 1 

DV - Peacekeeping 1155 0.699 0.459 0 1 

Militant Dimension 1151 -6.08e-11 0.815 -3.639 1.172 

Cooperative Dimension 1151 -5.69e-10 0.889 -2.400 1.799 

Party ID 1227 3.959 2.062 1 7 

Ideology 1196 3.404 1.190 1 6 

Female 1227 0.500 0.500 0 1 

Protestant 1209 0.325 0.469 0 1 

Catholic 1209 0.264 0.441 0 1 

Secular 1209 0.186 0.389 0 1 

Education 1227 4.197 1.724 1 9 

Age 1227 47.12 15.98 18 95 

Income 1227 10.22 4.206 1 19 

Nonwhite 1227 0.264 0.441 0 1 

Pol. Knowledge 1227 0.817 0.788 0 2 
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Table B2: Summary Statistics from Fall 2010 Hawkeye Poll data in Chapter 5 

 

Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max 

DV - Troop Timetable 1329 1.926 0.875 1 3 

Militant Dimension 1305 3.17e-09 0.767 -2.484 1.116 

Cooperative Dimension 1305 -1.42e-09 0.673 -2.067 1.006 

Party ID 1359 4.149 2.179 1 7 

Ideology 1350 4.543 1.914 1 7 

Estimated Casualties 

(Log) 1142 7.895 1.545 0 11.51 

Rec. Casualties Same 1247 0.330 0.471 0 1 

Rec. Casualties Decrease 1247 0.132 0.338 0 1 

Will Win in Afghanistan 1380 0.262 0.440 0 1 

Income 1152 5.462 2.213 1 9 

Education 1389 5.046 1.554 1 7 

Nonwhite 1377 0.112 0.315 0 1 

Religious Attendance 1366 3.785 1.677 1 6 

Evangelical 1336 0.196 0.397 0 1 

Catholic 1336 0.233 0.423 0 1 

Secular 1336 0.147 0.354 0 1 

Female 1387 0.526 0.500 0 1 

Age 1366 58.05 16.13 18 98 

 



238 
 

 

2
3
8
 

Table B3: Summary Statistics from Spring 2011 Hawkeye Poll data in Chapter 5 

            

Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max 

DV - Libya Support 682 0.463 0.499 0 1 

Militant Dimension 770 

-2.69e-

09 0.770 -1.896 1.578 

Cooperative 

Dimension 770 

-9.87e-

10 0.765 -2.270 1.151 

Party ID 790 3.999 2.132 1 7 

Ideology 785 4.451 1.839 1 7 

Income 671 5.587 2.220 1 9 

Education 807 4.828 1.553 1 7 

Nonwhite 800 0.0725 0.259 0 1 

Religious Attendance 797 3.784 1.615 1 6 

Evangelical 773 0.208 0.406 0 1 

Catholic 773 0.260 0.439 0 1 

Secular 773 0.144 0.351 0 1 

Female 805 0.516 0.500 0 1 

Age 804 58.90 16.71 18 96 

Political Knowledge 804 2.591 1.000 0 4 
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APPENDIX C 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 6 

 

Experiment Text from Chapter 6 

Below is the survey experiment text with the manipulated text in brackets. 

All respondents received the following introduction:  

The following questions are about U.S. relations with other countries around the world.  

You will read about a situation our country has faced many times in the past and will 

probably face again.  Different leaders have handled the situation in different ways.  We 

will describe one approach U.S. leaders have taken, and ask whether you approve or 

disapprove.  

 

[Break] 

 

A country is [attempting to enrich uranium to produce a nuclear weapon OR 

brutally murdering thousands of individuals in an ethnic genocide].  The international 

community has condemned the acts and has initiated sanctions against the nation.  

However, it is estimated that [a nuclear weapon  OR  the massacre of the entire ethnic 

group] will be complete in 3 months.  The country has a relatively weak military and it 

would not take a major effort by the United States to end the [nuclear program OR 

genocide]. 
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Question 1 [EXP1] 

Should the United States take military action to end the [nuclear program OR 

genocide]? 

 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t Know 

4. Refuse 

 

Each respondent was randomly assigned to receive X1, or X2. 

X1: The U.S. president, [a Republican OR Democrat OR NONE STATED], said 

the United States would stay out of the situation. [Republican OR Democratic (party is 

always the opposite of President) OR NONE STATED] leaders in Congress criticized the 

President for his decision.     

 

X2: The U.S. president, [a Republican OR Democrat OR NONE STATED], said 

that if the attack continued, the U.S. military would intervene and end the [nuclear 

program OR genocide].  [Republican OR Democratic (party is always the opposite of 

President) OR NONE STATED] leaders in Congress criticized the President for his 

decision.     

 

Question 2 [EXP2 – EXP2c] 

[EXP2] 

Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the decision by 

the President?   

1. Approve 

2. Disapprove 

3. Neither Approve nor Disapprove 

4. Don’t Know 

5. Refuse 



241 
 

 

2
4
1
 

[If approve (EXP2=1)]:  

[EXP2a] 

Do you approve very strongly, or only somewhat?  

1. Approve Strongly 

2. Somewhat Approve 

3. Don’t Know 

4. Refuse 

[If disapprove (EXP2=2)]:  

[EXP2b} 

Do you disapprove very strongly, or only somewhat?   

1. Disapprove Strongly 

2. Somewhat Disapprove 

3. Don’t Know 

4. Refuse 

[If neither or DK/Refuse (EXP2= 3, 8, 9]:  

[EXP2c] 

Do you lean toward approving the decision of the U.S. president, lean toward 

disapproving, or don't you lean either way? 

1. Lean Towards Approving 

2. Lean Towards Disapproving 

3. Not Leaning Either Way 

4. Don’t Know 

5. Refuse 

Each respondent was randomly assigned to receive X1, or X2. 

  

X1: The country continued to [create the nuclear weapon OR commit genocide].  In the 

end, the U.S. president did not send troops, and the country [produced a nuclear weapon 

OR eliminated the ethnic group].  
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X2: The country continued to [create the nuclear weapon OR commit genocide].  In the 

end, the U.S. president did not send troops, and the country [produced a nuclear weapon 

OR eliminated the ethnic group].  

 

All respondents got the next two bullet points:  

To summarize,  

a. The international community has condemned the acts and has initiated 

sanctions against the nation. 

b. It is estimated that [a nuclear weapon  OR  the massacre of the entire ethnic 

group] will be complete in 3 months 

c. The country has a relatively weak military and it would not take a major 

effort by the United States to end the [nuclear program OR genocide]. 

  

Respondents received additional bullet points, depending on whether they had been 

assigned to X1 or X2. 

 [If X1, include these additional bullet points]  

a. The U.S. president, [a Republican OR Democrat OR NONE STATED], said 

the United States would stay out of the situation.  

b. [Republican OR Democratic (party is always the opposite of President) OR 

NONE STATED] leaders in Congress criticized the President for his decision.    

c. The country continued to [create the nuclear weapon OR commit genocide]. 

d. The U.S. president did not send troops.  

 

[If X2, include these additional bullet points]  

a. The U.S. president, [a Republican OR Democrat OR NONE STATED], said 

that if the attack continued, the U.S. military would intervene and end the 

[nuclear program OR genocide].   

b. [Republican OR Democratic (party is always the opposite of President) OR 

NONE STATED] leaders in Congress criticized the President for his decision.   

c. The country continued to [create the nuclear weapon OR commit genocide]. 

d. The U.S. president did not send troops.  
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All respondents received the final bullet point and the approval question:  

  

[Final bullet point for all conditions]  

a. The country [produced a nuclear weapon OR eliminated the ethnic group] 

 

Question 3 [EXP3 – EXP3c] 

[EXP3] 

Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the way the U.S. 

president handled the situation?   

1. Approve 

2. Disapprove 

3. Neither Approve nor Disapprove 

4. Don’t Know 

5. Refuse 

 

[If approve (EXP3=1)]:  

[EXP3a] 

Do you approve very strongly, or only somewhat?  

1. Approve Strongly 

2. Somewhat Approve 

3. Don’t Know 

4. Refuse 

[If disapprove (EXP3=2)]:  

[EXP3b] 

Do you disapprove very strongly, or only somewhat?   

1. Disapprove Strongly 

2. Somewhat Disapprove 

3. Don’t Know 

4. Refuse 

 

[If neither or DK/Refuse (EXP3= 3, 8, 9]:  
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[EXP3c] 

Do you lean toward approving the of the way the U.S. president handled the 

situation, lean toward disapproving, or don't you lean either way? 

1. Lean Towards Approving 

2. Lean Towards Disapproving 

3. Not Leaning Either Way 

4. Don’t Know 

5. Refuse 



245 
 

 

2
4
5
 

Table C1: Summary Statistics from Chapter 6 

            

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min. Max 

DV and IV -Conflict Support 1144 0.69 0.462 0 1 

DV - Initial Leader 

Assessment 1146 4.61 1.739 1 7 

DV - Final Leader 

Assessment 1149 3.17 1.719 1 7 

Militant Dimension 1142 0.00 0.92 -2.14 2.487 

Cooperative Dimension 1142 0.00 0.92 -2.48 1.998 

No Party Manip. or Ind. 1114 0.40 0.489 0 1 

Different Party of President 1114 0.31 0.463 0 1 

Party Identification 1087 2.96 1.881 1 7 

Domestic Ideology 1134 3.08 1.588 1 7 

Education 1150 5.88 1.184 1 7 

income 1062 5.25 2.439 1 9 

Known Mil. Casualties 1147 0.45 0.497 0 1 

Served In Military 1147 0.04 0.204 0 1 

Non-white 1124 0.14 0.347 0 1 

Age 1130 33.60 13.57 18 100 

Female 1139 0.58 0.493 0 1 

Evangelical Protestant 1088 0.04 0.203 0 1 

Catholic 1088 0.19 0.39 0 1 

Secular 1088 0.42 0.493 0 1 

Religious Attendance 1135 2.66 1.514 1 6 

Religious Beliefs 1023 1.97 0.701 1 3 

Pol. Knowledge 1150 3.35 1.013 1 5 
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APPENDIX D 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 7 

 

Initial Scenario Text from Chapter 7 

 

Genocide Scenario  

[Bold and Bracketed portions indicate partisan manipulation] 

 

Six months ago, the government of a South American country collapsed under the 

pressure of the public to replace its corrupt leadership.  While the United States and 

international community celebrated this as a demonstration of public strength, this 

celebration quickly ended when the new faction that came to power began an ethnic 

genocide.  As of last week, the faction in power had killed 50,000 citizens and over 

300,000 citizens had already become refugees in neighboring countries. International 

condemnation and sanctions have had no success in stopping the genocide, and it is 

estimated that within three months, another 500,000 will either be murdered or displaced.  

Given the situation, the President of the United States, a [Republican or Democrat], 

made an address to the American people announcing the approval of the use of airstrikes 

and 30,000 troops in an effort to protect the helpless citizens.  [Democratic/Republican] 

leaders in Congress have openly criticized the President’s decision to use the US military 

in this situation, claiming that this is a conflict the US does not need to be involved in.  

The [Republican/Democratic] President shot back, stating that this is situation is vital to 

the interests of the United States.    While the US has substantial military superiority over 

the nation, the nation has significant military assets and the jungle terrain will slow 

ground advances.   
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Nuclear Scenario  

[Bold and Bracketed portions indicate partisan manipulation] 

 

Six months ago, the government of a South American country collapsed under the 

pressure of the public to replace its corrupt leadership.  While the United States and 

international community celebrated this as a demonstration of public strength, this 

celebration quickly ended when the new faction that came to power withdrew from the 

Nuclear Nonproliferation Agreement.  Within months, the nation began enriching 

uranium in an effort to build nuclear weapons and began threatening the United States 

and its allies if any efforts were made to stop the enrichment.  International condemnation 

and sanctions have had no success at stopping the movement towards nuclear weapons 

and it is estimated that within three months, the nation could have up to three nuclear 

weapons and have the missile technology to strike US allies in South and Central 

American, along with the southern tip of the United States.  Given the situation, the 

President of the United States, a [Republican or Democrat, made an address to the 

American people announcing the approval of the use of airstrikes and 30,000 troops in an 

effort to permanently end the nuclear threat from the nation. [Democratic or 

Republican] leaders in Congress have openly criticized the President’s decision to use 

the US military in this situation, claiming that this is a conflict the US does not need to be 

involved in.  The [Republican or Democrat President shot back, stating that this is 

situation is vital to the interests of the United States.    While the US has substantial 

military superiority over the nation, the nation has significant military assets and the 

jungle terrain will slow ground advances.   
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Table D1: Casualty Trend from Chapter 7 Experiment 

 

  Increasing Context   Decreasing Context 

Month 

Monthly 

Casualties 

Total  

Casualties   

Monthly 

Casualties 

Total  

Casualties 

1 7 7   191 191 

2 22 29   162 353 

3 39 68   138 491 

4 55 123   117 608 

5 80 203   99 707 

6 99 302   80 787 

7 117 419   55 842 

8 138 557   39 881 

9 162 719   22 903 

10 191 910   7 910 
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Table D2: Summary Statistics from Chapter 7 

 

Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max 

DV - Continue Beyond R1 1110 0.671 0.470 0 1 

DV - Intervention Duration 1109 5.757 4.412 1 11 

Militant Dimension 1105 0 0.922 -2.114 2.502 

Cooperative Dimension 1105 0 0.916 -2.368 2.166 

Supports Intervention 1114 2.946 1.042 1 5 

Success Potential 1111 2.914 0.753 1 4 

Right/Wrong 1104 0.567 0.496 0 1 

Importance of Mission 1111 4.701 1.428 1 7 

Same Party as Pres. 1041 0.443 0.497 0 1 

No Party Connection 1041 0.104 0.305 0 1 

Party ID 1032 3.060 1.897 1 7 

Domestic Ideology 1099 3.226 1.578 1 7 

Education 1108 5.773 1.239 3 7 

Income 1037 5.616 2.202 1 9 

Known Mil. Cas. 1113 0.515 0.500 0 1 

Served In Military 1111 0.0810 0.273 0 1 

Nonwhite 1091 0.115 0.319 0 1 

Age 1095 36.14 14.46 18 72 

Female 1100 0.611 0.488 0 1 

Evangelical Protestant 1090 0.0853 0.279 0 1 

Catholic 1052 0.193 0.395 0 1 

Secular 1052 0.359 0.480 0 1 

Religious Attendance 1101 2.766 1.525 1 6 

Religious Beliefs 1026 1.981 0.700 1 3 

Pol. Knowledge 1113 3.361 1.016 1 5 
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