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The Role of "Enemy Images" and 
Ideology in Elite Belief Systems 

SHOON KATHLEEN MURRAY 

American University 

AND 

JONATHAN A. COWDEN 

Cornell University 

We use data from the Leadership Opinion Project (LOP), a panel survey 
of American opinion leaders which brackets the end of the Cold War, to 
investigate two interrelated questions about the structure of elites' foreign 
policy beliefs. We assess, first, whether the militant internationalism/coop- 
erative internationalism scheme, developed primarily by Wittkopf (1981, 
1990) and Holsti and Rosenau (1990), has continued relevance now that 
the USSR has collapsed; and second, whether Hurwitz and Peffley's (1987, 
1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 
1993) domain-specific, hierarchical model of mass belief structure can be 
applied to elite belief systems. The evidence indicates that respondents' 
past stances toward military and cooperative ventures are highly predictive 
of their views once the Cold War ends. This continuity in leaders' postures 
toward international affairs, in itself, suggests that "enemy images" of the 
Soviet Union were less important within elite belief systems than Hurwitz 
and Peffley (1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992) posited for the mass 
public. The starkest difference, however, between their findings for mass 
samples and our findings for a leadership sample centers on the impor- 
tance of ideology in constraining foreign policy beliefs, and the close 
interconnection with domestic beliefs. Consequently, as we illustrate, 
predictable ideological divisions among opinion leaders persist in the 
post-Cold War era. In sum, our evidence demonstrates considerable 
continuity in elites' beliefs despite profound changes in the global system, 
and reaffirms the importance that ideology plays in structuring attitudes 
within elite belief systems. 

How much did American leaders' beliefs change once the Cold War ended? Did 
elites recast their most basic beliefs about the U.S. role in the world? Or did they 
make more limited attitudinal adjustments in response to the disintegration of the 
Soviet Union? 

The answers to these simple empirical questions will tell us much about the 
structure of elite belief systems. For over forty years, Americans' concerns abroad 
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were fixated on competition with the Soviet Union; unavoidably, most research on 
public opinion and international affairs was conducted during this same time 
period. With the end of that era, we can revisit past research findings using 
previously unavailable evidence, and ascertain the extent to which they were the 
product of a particular historical context. 

This article examines two research findings in particular. The first described the 
broad dimensions underlying Americans' foreign policy beliefs. Several scholars had 
argued that two primary factors or dimensions were necessary, if not sufficient, to 
characterize beliefs of American elites and the mass public in the post-Vietnam era: 
namely, militant internationalism (MI) and cooperative internationalism (CI) 
(WVittkopf, 1981, 1990; Holsti and Rosenau, 1990; Hinckley, 1992). An obvious 
research question is whether individuals still adhere to their old stances regarding 
military and cooperative ventures in the new international context (Holsti, 1992). 
There has been some recent evidence, based on cross-sectional data, that these 
dimensions do continue to structure beliefs, and some speculation about why (Holsti 
and Rosenau, 1993, 1996, 1999; Holsti, 1994, 1996; Wittkopf, 1994, 1996; Koop- 
man, Shiraev, McDermott, Jervis, and Snyder, 1998). But in this article, we go 
further by employing a unique two-wave panel study on opinion leaders that 
brackets the period during which the Cold War ended (Murray, 1996). It allows us 
to present direct, individual-level evidence of the extent of attitude change that 
occurred between 1988 and 1992 on measures used to tap these factors, and to 
explore possible sources of cross-time constraint between these factors and other 
attitude constructs. 

A second strand of research we examine was concerned with the role that "enemy 
images" and ideology played in structuring foreign policy beliefs during the Cold 
War. Hurwitz and Peffley (1987, 1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, 
Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) posited a specific model for the structure of mass belief 
systems. They argued that mass beliefs are organized hierarchically according to 
domain-specific principles, and that citizens' images about the Soviet Union, in par- 
ticular, played a key role in structuring other foreign policy beliefs; ideology, a 
heuristic for domestic politics, did not. We test Hurwitz and Peffley's model using 
an elite sample, and find that some important qualifications need to be made for that 
stratum of the population. 

Briefly, our principal findings are as follows. First, although historical events 
forced American leaders to revise their old "enemy images" about the Soviet Union, 
the attitudinal reverberations emanating from that change had a circumscribed 
scope. Elites did alter their views on directly related issues, such as containment 
policy and defense spending, which, without a doubt, has had profound conse- 
quences for the conduct of American foreign policy. But they still adhered, for the 
most part, to their old postures (defined as general stances toward militant interna- 
tionalism and cooperative internationalism) about how the United States should 
conduct itself in the world, despite profound changes in global politics. 

Our second finding may help explain this continuity in beliefs. Contrary to the 
portrait of mass belief systems painted by Hurwitz and Peffley (1987, 1990; see also 
Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992), "enemy images"played a more limited role, and ideology played 
a significantly more central role, in structuring elites' foreign policy beliefs. Unlike their 
findings for mass samples, a strong interconnection exists between foreign and 
domestic beliefs within leadership samples, and ideology serves as a common, 
and potent, structuring principle in both policy domains. From this, we surmise 
(a) that elites' ideological attachments reflect long-standing commitments to 
core values, and (b) that respondents brought these old values to new interna- 
tional circumstances. 

Finally, we demonstrate the carryover of old ideological divisions into the 
post-Cold War era. Indeed, American leaders perceived the events surrounding the 



SHOON KATHLEEN MURRAY AND JONATHAN A. COWDEN 457 

end of the Cold War, and the lessons to be drawn from these events, through their 
old ideological lenses. 

Background 

Before the Cold War ended, three distinct scholarly dialogues-with some intermin- 
gling between them-had addressed the nature of the principles that structure 
Americans' foreign policy beliefs. One conversation focused on the political divisions 
evident following the Vietnam War. Researchers categorized various belief types, 
and their frequency in the population, in an attempt to understand the coalitions 
that characterized the post-Vietnam partisan environment (Mandelbaum and 
Schneider, 1979; Holsti and Rosenau, 1984; Wittkopf, 1990; Hinckley, 1992). 

A second scholarly debate focused on earlier claims made by Almond (1950) and 
Converse (1964) about the lack of any coherent intellectual structure in mass belief 
systems. Converse, in particular, argued that elite belief systems are organized 
according to a few abstract and widely shared principles, namely, liberalism and 
conservatism, while mass belief systems are not. He described mass beliefs as 
unformed, idiosyncratic, disorganized. During the 1970s and 1980s, and into the 
1990s, various scholars demonstrated otherwise. They showed that the citizenry's 
foreign policy views are organized according to meaningful principles, just not along 
the liberal-to-conservative dimension (Bardes and Oldendick, 1978; Wittkopf, 1981, 
1990; Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987, 1990; Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, 
and Seligson, 1993). Rather, scholars found that mass foreign policy beliefs are 
organized according to domain-specific principles, such as the MI/Cl scheme, or images 
about the Soviet Union. For example, Wittkopf's (1990:340) analysis demonstrated 
"unambiguously that the mass of the American people maintain highly structured 
foreign policy beliefs"; but at the same time he noted that "the nature of the 
conjuncture of their foreign and domestic policy beliefs" remained "unanswered." 
The domain-specific principles found to structure mass belief systems were later 
applied to leadership samples as well (Wittkopf and Maggiotto, 1983; Wittkopf, 
1990, 1994; Holsti and Rosenau, 1990, 1993; Koopman et al., 1998). 

A third scholarly discussion focused on the role of "enemy images" and misper- 
ceptions in foreign policy decisionmaking. Borrowing from research in cognitive 
and social psychology, scholars cautioned that decisionmakers often relied upon 
heuristics, such as their preconceived images about the Soviet Union, as a short-cut 
when interpreting new events. They hypothesized that both American leaders and 
the mass public possessed cognitive structures stored in memory about the Soviet 
Union (often referred to as Soviet schemas1) that influenced how they perceived 
world events and what policies they advocated (Jervis, 1976; Tetlock, 1983; Koop- 
man, Snyder, and Jervis, 1989, 1990). Carrying this a step further, some scholars 
investigated the extent to which these Soviet schemas constrained other foreign 
policy attitudes, and posited that these schemas played a broad organizational role 
within the architecture of Americans' belief systems (Herrmann, 1986; Hurwitz and 
Peffley, 1990; Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992).2 

Two specific research findings emerged from these various dialogues which we 
will address in greater detail here. The first regards the main dimensions or factors 

I Crocker, Fiske, and Taylor (1984) define a schema as "an abstract or generic knowledge structure, stored in 
memory, that specifies the defining features and relevant attributes of some stimulus domain, and the interrelations 
among those attributes." See Fiske and Taylor, 1991, for a more detailed explanation of this concept. 

2 Herrmann (1986) found that a Soviet-containment schema was related to many international issues, more so than 
party identification and ideological self-identification. But he cautioned that a global Soviet schema did not successfully 
integrate diverse attitudes into a single belief structure, and that a variety of schemata might be necessai-y to describe 
foreign policy beliefs (see also Herrmann and Fischerkeller, 1995). 



458 The Role of "Enemy Images" and Ideology in Elite Belief Systems 

thought to underlie Americans' beliefs in the post-Vietnam era, most commonly 
referred to as militant internationalism and cooperative internationalism; the 
second regards the role that images of the Soviet Union played in constraining 
beliefs, and more generally, the applicability of domain-specific models of belief 
structure to leadership populations. 

Descriptions of Belief Structure 

Whether their ultimate purpose was searching out the hidden organizing principles 
that provided coherence in mass beliefs, or categorizing the competing belief types 
that together created the political discord evident after the Vietnam War, many 
scholars have sought to identify the dimensions underlying Americans' foreign 
policy beliefs. The most influential account is the militant internationalism/coop- 
erative internationalism scheme, originally developed by Wittkopf (1981, 1990). His 
principal components analyses of the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations (CCFR) 
trend data indicated that the lion's share of the variance in both mass and elite beliefs 
regarding foreign policy could be explained by two dimensions, one oriented toward 
cooperative relations with other countries, and one oriented toward more competi- 
tive, militaristic, and interventionist goals.3 With this information, he devised the 
MI/Cl scheme, which yields four belief types: hardliners (support MI and oppose 
CI); accommodationists (support CI and oppose MI); internationalists (support 
both MI and CI); and isolationists (oppose both MI and CI). 

Holsti and Rosenau (1990) reaffirmed these findings when they applied 
Wittkopf's scheme to their elite samples, specifically the 1976, 1980, and 1984 
Foreign Policy Leadership Project (FPLP) data. Whereas "Wittkopf generated 
superordinate dimensions inductively from exploratory factor analyses of correla- 
tions between specific attitudes," Holsti and Rosenau "measured the dimensions 
directly" (1990:121). In other words, they used the descriptions of the factors found 
by Wittkopf and measured militant and cooperative internationalism with appro- 
priate question items. They used the two resultant scales to group respondents into 
the four belief types defined by Wittkopf, and then compared the different groups' 
answers to a wide variety of questions. Despite some questions about the applicability 
of the isolationist category to their elite samples, Holsti and Rosenau (1990:122) 
concluded that the "MI/Cl classification scheme" had "survived a demanding series 
of tests." 

But did the "MI/Cl classification scheme" survive the end of the Cold War? 
Dramatic changes within the international arena have raised the research question 
of whether these findings are time bound (Holsti, 1992). These scholars have already 
reported some indirect evidence on this score. Wittkopf (1994:384) extended his 
previous analyses to the 1990 CCFR data-a transitional period during which the 
Cold War was ending-and found "striking continuity with the past when similar 
analytical procedures are followed." Holsti and Rosenau (1993:249) analyzed their 
1992 FPLP data to see whether militant and cooperative internationalism persisted 
as central beliefs in the post-Cold War era, and they concluded that "positions on 
militant and cooperative internationalism, yielding four distinct types, continue to 
provide an effective way of organizing attitudes on a broad range of issues." 

But these analyses of individual-level change are based on samples of different 
individuals, on cross-sectional trend data, and hence suffer some limitations for 
observing the dynamics of opinion change (Hsiao, 1986). The Leadership Opinion 
Project (LOP) panel study allows us to observe more directly how individuals' 
beliefs change on measures used to tap these factors. We will show the over-time 

3 Mandelbaum and Schneider (1979) observed a similar pattern using the 1974 Chicago Council on Foreign 
Relations data on the mass public. 
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correlations for scales used to measure these factors, as well as indicators of attitude 
change for the specific issue items that make up these scales.4 The evidence shows 
that opinion leaders' general stances toward these postures did not change wholesale 
as they revised their images about the Soviet Union, although we do see some 
adjustments in their views toward individual issue items. 

Enemy Images and Other Domain-Specific Heuristics 

Hurwitz and Peffley's research concomitantly participated in two of the scholarly 
dialogues mentioned above: the one about coherence within mass beliefs, and the 
one about the role played by Soviet schemas within Americans' belief systems. 
Drawing extensively on "schemata literature," they posited that "perceivers have 
very severe cognitive limitations (with limited capacities for attending to, storing, 
retrieving, and using information) and consequently have a need to simplify their 
environment" (Hurwitz and Peffley, 1990:6). For this reason they discounted the 
possibility "that individuals would employ a generic criteria, or ideology, to structure 
attitudes in all policy domains" (1987:1100). This would explain why Converse 
(1964) had failed to find much structure within mass beliefs: he was looking for 
coherence across policy domains based upon the principles of liberalism and 
conservatism. He did so, in Hurwitz and Peffley's words, by comparing the "rela- 
tionship between idea elements at the same level of abstraction," viz., by assessing 
the level of "horizontal constraint" between various attitudes (Hurwitz and Peffley, 
1987:1100). But given the inherently restricted capacities of human information 
gathering and processing, they proposed that researchers would be much more 
likely to find strong associations between abstract and particular predispositions, 
that is, a high degree of "vertical constraint" between idea elements.5 

Hurwitz and Peffley identified images of the Soviet Union as a key organizing 
principle that vertically constrained Americans' foreign policy beliefs during the 
Cold War. Due to the salience of the superpower rivalry, they argued, "beliefs about 
the basic nature of the Soviet Union" became the "central premises in mass belief 
systems in foreign affairs" (1990:4, 22; emphasis added). More specifically, they 
proposed a hierarchical model wherein images of the Soviet Union were "super- 
ordinate" to "postures-or, broad, abstract beliefs regarding the general direction 
the government should take in international affairs"; these postures, in turn, 
"constrain[ed] more specific policy attitudes in a top-down fashion" (1990:4, 5). 

In their empirical analyses of mass attitudes, Hurwitz and Peffley found much 
evidence for their vertically constrained, intra-domain approach to the study of 
belief systems. Their early findings indicated that respondents' positions on a host 
of foreign policy issues "were strongly consistent with their images of the USSR," 

4 We treat these factors as two separate attitude constructs, thereby loosening assumptions about how they are related 
to each other. This is somewhat of a departure from earlier approaches: Wittkopf (1990, 1994) and Holsti and Rosenau 
(1990, 1993) conceptualize these factors as two orthogonal dimensions and use them to classify people into four belief 
types. Yet there is reason to doubt that the relationship between these two factors is so clear-cut. If the dimensions were 
orthogonal, then it should not be "possible to know an individual's position on one dimension by knowing his or her 
position on the other; only by considering the two together [should it be] possible to appropriately describe an 
individual's foreign policy beliefs" (Wittkopf, 1986:428). Yet when Holsti and Rosenau (1990: 100) measure these factors 
using elite data, they find "a tendency for persons expressing negative views to a CI item to react positively toward MI 
questions, and vice versa." Also, Mandelbaum and Schneider (1979:42) found a slight association using mass data. 

5 In their own words, they object to "Converse's operationalization of constraint, which errs ... by focusing on horizonatal 
constraint, or correlations between pairs of specific policy attitudes within and across different policy domains. The core 
assumption behind this traditional operationalization of constraint [is] that specific attitudes must be constrained by a 
single liberal-conservative dimension," an assumption that finds little empirical support in mass data. But researchers 
have found structure in mass beliefs by focusing on "vertical linkages between multiple abstract orientations like postures 
and specific attitudes within a given policy domain like foreign affairs" (Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993:247, 
emphasis in original). 
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and that "the standard heuristics that have been found to structure domestic policy 
choices," such as liberalism-conservatism, "are not closely related to foreign policy 
preferences" (Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992:432, 433). In later work, they found 
"impressive evidence of dynamic constraint" once the relations between the super- 
powers began to change: "revised Soviet images appear to have affected . . . 
respondents' views on many different national security issues" (Peffley and Hurwitz, 
1992:452). In short, they found that citizens' general beliefs about the nature of the 
Soviet Union, and their broad postures toward militarism, are key organizing 
principles that constrain, in a hierarchical manner, more specific foreign policy 
preferences, and that ideology plays only a minor role (Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987, 
1990; Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993). 

But how well do domain-specific models work when the sample in question is 
composed exclusively of opinion leaders? Based on their survey of contemporary 
literature, Holsti and Rosenau (1996:31) declare that "conclusions on this score 
should be drawn with some caution," and for good reason. On the one hand, some 
empirical evidence indicates that "standard heuristics" such as ideology (to use 
Hurwitz and Peffley's phrase) do in fact constrain elites' foreign policy preferences. 
For example, Russett and Hanson (1975), in a study of business and military leaders, 
found that respondents' positions on domestic issues were a powerful predictor of 
their foreign policy attitudes. Holsti and Rosenau (1988:277, 1996, 1999) found 
during the 1980s, and into the 1990s, that American opinion leaders' "responses to 
many domestic and foreign policy issues follow a consistent pattern of overlapping 
cleavages that finds liberals on one side and conservatives on the other." Studies 
about congressional representatives-yet another leadership group-also revealed 
an alignment on foreign policy issues according to ideological orientations (e.g., 
Russett, 1970; Moyer, 1973; Bernstein and Anthony, 1974; Schneider, 1979; 
Fleisher, 1985; Poole and Rosenthal, 1997). But, on the other hand, scholars have 
successfully applied domain-specific taxonomies, like the MI/Cl scheme, to elite 
populations (Wittkopf and Maggiotto, 1983; Wittkopf, 1990, 1994; Holsti and 
Rosenau, 1990, 1993). Moreover, substantial research has demonstrated that lead- 
ers, like citizens, rely upon heuristics, such as their preconceived notions about an 
enemy, to make sense of a complex world (Jervis, 1976; Larson, 1985; Herrmann, 
1986; Koopman, Snyder, and Jervis, 1989, 1990). In short, then, the efficacy of 
domain-specific models for leadership samples remains an open question because 
"contradictory evidence does exist" (Holsti and Rosenau, 1996:32). 

The LOP panel study provides a good mechanism for addressing this contro- 
versy, for it allows us to search for evidence of both "dynamic constraint" and "static 
constraint" in elite beliefs, during a time period when a key variable, namely, images 
about the Soviet Union, undergoes change (Converse, 1964; Peffley and Hurwitz, 
1992). We will show that there is only limited "dynamic constraint" between 
respondents' enemy images and their broad postures about how the United States 
should conduct itself in the world: that is, respondents' evaluations of Russia change 
over time, but without causing much movement in these other beliefs. This finding 
suggests that enemy images played a less significant role in elites' belief systems than 
Hurwitz and Peffley found for the mass public. We will also demonstrate that while 
specific beliefs about foreign policy are constrained by more abstract beliefs in a 
vertical fashion, a substantial degree of horizontal constraint is also found in elite belief 
systems, in contrast to Hurwitz and Peffley's results with mass data. A different model 
of belief structure than that proposed by Hurwitz and Peffley is necessary to convey 
the convergence of foreign policy beliefs with domestic beliefs found within elite 
belief systems. Indeed, while Converse (1964) erred in his description of mass 
beliefs, his characterization of elites' belief structure does the data much morejustice 
than does a domain-specific alternative. 
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Data 
The evidence presented here is drawn from the Leadership Opinion Project (LOP) 
panel study. The data allow us to track how 660 opinion leaders responded to a wide 
variety of issues first in 1988 and again in 1992. The remarkable feature of the LOP 
study is that the two panel waves bracket the end of the Cold War. 

The events that ended the Cold War can be dated, more or less, as the winter of 
1989 and spring of 1990. To be sure, there had been considerable warming between 
the two superpowers before 1989, as epitomized by the signing of the INF (Inter- 
mediate Range Nuclear Forces) Treaty in December 1987. Yet poll data with elite 
respondents revealed a continued wariness of Soviet intentions through 1988, a 
wariness that is also reflected within the contemporaneous political debate (Holsti, 
1990; Murray, 1996). Both national parties during the 1988 presidential campaign, 
for example, had held that the Soviets' goodwill still needed to be "tested," that 
changes within the Soviet Union were as yet "unproven" (Blumenthal, 1990; 
Murray, 1996). Then, beginning in the summer and fall of 1989, Americans 
witnessed the revolutions in Eastern Europe, culminating in the dramatic and highly 
symbolic demolition of the Berlin Wall, all of which occurred without Soviet 
interfefence. By December, George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev had met in Malta, 
and jointly announced the end of the Cold War epoch. By mid-1990, the Soviet 
Union had even agreed upon an arrangement for the reunification of Germany 
within NATO. "If there is a single point at which the Cold War ended," Beschloss 
and Talbott (1993:238) observe, "it was probably this." 

The change in American leaders' attitudes toward the Soviet Union following the 
events of late 1989 was quick and decisive (Murray, 1996). Returning in January 
1990 after a two-month recess, Sam Nunn, chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, said, "We've seen the threat change on TV every night.... We'll be 
looking at this changed threat as the foundation on which we build the budget" 
(Wines, 1990:A1 1). The term peace dividend became the new catchphrase of the day. 
By mid-autumn 1990, a strong majority-73 percent-of the CCFR elite respon- 
dents believed the Cold War was over (Rielly, 1991). 

The second wave of the LOP panel study was administered in the spring of 1992. 
By that time, the Cold War had been over for about two years. During the interum, 
the Warsaw Pact Treaty Organization was dissolved; the United States and the Soviet 
Union cooperated with each other on the U.N. Security Council in the execution of 
the Persian Gulf War; Soviet military forces withdrew from Czechoslovakia and 
Hungary and were in the process of withdrawing from Germany and Poland; Boris 
Yeltsin, the president of the Russian Republic, banned the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union after seventy-four years in power; and finally, the Soviet Union ceased 
to exist altogether (Garthoff, 1994). Not surprisingly, then, the LOP data capture 
the transformation in opinion leaders' images regarding Russia and containment 
policy. 

The first wave of this panel study is actually a portion of the 1988 FPLP data. 
Murray (1996) devised a double-blind procedure to identify respondents, and to 
send them a second questionnaire, without ever violating their original guarantee 
of anonymity. The original FPLP sample is composed of individuals randomly 
selected from Who's Who in America as well as State Department officials, labor 
officials, foreign policy experts outside government, military officers, and media 
leaders drawn from other sampling frames.6 The identification process used to 
create the LOP panel study-although not random-did not introduce any system- 
atic bias: a comparison of the demographic characteristics of all the original FPLP 

6 Holsti and Rosenau's response rate for the 1988 FPLP survey was approximately 57 percent (N = 2,226) (Holsti, 
1 990). 
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respondents and of the individuals included in the LOP panel show the groups to 
be quite similar. Further, the panel members' responses in the first wave are 
remarkably close to the responses of the other respondents in the original cross- 
sectional survey (Murray, 1996). 

Measures 

We will evaluate (a) the extent of stability in elites' stances toward militant interna- 
tionalism and cooperative internationalism; (b) the degree of horizontal constraint 
evident between these postures and ideological orientations, and between specific 
foreign policy preferences and specific domestic policy preferences, over time. For 
these tests, we measured the following attitude constructs using summated rating 
scales.7 Specific question wordings are detailed in the Appendix. 

a. Changing Images of the Adversary. We defined enemy images as beliefs about 
the nature and motivations of the Soviet Union, and measured this construct using 
three question items from the 1988 panel wave about whether that country has 
inherently expansionist foreign policy goals. The items are scaled in a "liberal" 
direction, meaning that a person who believed the Soviet Union to be highly 
expansionist would receive a low score and a person who thought the Soviet Union 
was a status quo power would receive a high score. The resulting scale, SU88, holds 
together extremely well: the Cronbach alpha, a general measure of reliability 
(Cronbach, 1951; Spector, 1992), is .80. 

A potential problem with this measure is that the softening of Americans' 
perceptions about the Soviet Union may have begun in earnest by 1988. However, 
as noted above, analyses of survey results from various elite trend studies reveal a 
continued wariness about the changes occurring in the Soviet Union through 1988, 
and a major shift in perceptions only later, in late 1989 and early 1990, following 
the revolutions in Eastern Europe (Holsti, 1990; Murray, 1996:11-48). These 
contentions are further borne out by the marginals for the question items composing 
the index: a strong majority of LOP respondents believed in 1988 that the Soviet 
Union had expansionist aims.8 

Because the Soviet Union collapsed, it is impossible to use repeated questions to 
measure leaders' perceptions toward Russia in 1992. We created a second scale, 
RUS92, using similar questions to tap respondents' concern about Russia's potential 
for expansionist behavior. 

b. Cooperative Internationalism. The "essential elements" of the CI dimension 
have been defined as "attitudes toward detente and active cooperation with other 
nations" (Holsti and Rosenau, 1990: 100). We measured this construct for 1988 and 
1992 using seven repeated questions about the importance of international coop- 
eration, worldwide arms control, strengthening multilateral institutions, helping 
less developed countries, and protecting the global environment.9 The resulting 
scales (CI88, CI92) hold together quite well: the Cronbach alpha is .80 in both panel 

7 We rescaled the individual question items to range from zero to one, reversing the polarity of some questions as 
necessary, and then calculated the respondents' average score. Missing data are placed at the sample mean for that 
question item. 

8 When asked whether " [t]he Soviet Union is generally expansionist rather than defensive in its foreign policy goals," 
73 percent agreed in 1988. When asked whether "Soviet foreign policy goals are inherently expansion-ist and will not 
change until there is a fundamental transformation of the Soviet system," 62 percent agreed. 

9 We measure CI in a manner almost identical to Holsti and Rosenau (1990). They use the same questions, except 
that they include an additional question about the United Nations, and they do not include the question about the global 
enviroinment. 
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waves. The polarity of the indices is such that a respondent who supported CI 
activities would score high, and a respondent who did not would score low. 

c. Militant Internationalism. The MI dimension has been defined by "two core 
elements: attitudes toward communism and the use of force" (Holsti and Rosenau, 
1990:98). We would intuit, however, that respondents' views on the Soviet Union 
and containment would change simply because the object has changed: the Soviet 
Union no longer exists; its containment is no longer relevant. We would expect 
respondents, especially elites, to recognize these changes. Less clear is whether 
respondents' more general orientations about the projection of military force 
abroad would change as well. Therefore, we separated the core elements of militant 
internationalism, and used two pairs of scales to measure the stability and change 
of this dimension. The first pair of scales (COMM88, COMM92) taps respondents' 
beliefs about the containment of communism. The second pair (MI88, MI92) taps 
respondents' more general beliefs about the use of military instruments of power. 
Although separated, the Cronbach alpha scores for each pair of scales are high.10 
Again, the polarity of the scales is in a "liberal" direction: those who support military 
activities or the containment of communism score low on these scales, and those 
who do not score high.1 1 

d. Domestic Policy Preferences. We included a measure of respondents' domestic 
policy preferences to test whether, in elite belief systems, there is horizontal 
constraint "at the same level of abstraction," to use Hurwitz and Peffley's words, 
between these views and preferences toward specific foreign policy issues. We 
created a pair of scales (DOM88, DOM92) using five repeated questions about the 
redistribution of income through taxation and subsidies; the death penalty; rights 
of homosexuals; prayer in schools; and environmental regulation. Again, the 
resultant scales hold together well: the Cronbach alpha is .75 for DOM88 and .76 
for DOM92. Those who support typically conservative positions on these policies 
would receive a low score on these scales, and those who support liberal positions 
would receive a high score. 

e. Ideological Orientations. Ideology is measured using respondents' self-descrip- 
tion about their political views on a seven-point scale: "far right," "very conserva- 
tive," "somewhat conservative," "moderate," "somewhat liberal," "very liberal," and 
"far left." The question items are again scaled such that conservatives receive low 
scores and liberals high scores. 

Methods and Findings 
The evidence will be presented in three parts. The first illustrates the transformation 
in opinion leaders' beliefs about the threat posed by the Soviet Union/Russia, as well 
as the circumscribed attitudinal adjustments made within their belief systems as a 
result of this change. The second section investigates the source of this continuity, 
and reveals a substantial degree of horizontal constraint across domains evident in 

The Cronbach alpha is .86 for COMM88, .75 for COMM92, .78 for MI88, and .71 for MI92. 
1 1 One concern about the question items used for MI88 and MI92 might be that they only indirectly measure stances 

toward military intervention. However, the validity of these measur-es is corr-oborated by how str-ongly they are correlated 
with other measures for militarism (not chosen because they were not asked in both waves), and by how well they predict 
respondents' views toward specific interventions or military strikes in the recent past (e.g., Nicaragua, Libya, and 
Panama), as shown in the upcoming data analysis. On the 1992 questionnaire, the following two questions were added: 
(1) "It is necessary to use force to stop aggression; economic sanctions are not enough"; (2) "There is nothing wrong 
with the United States unilaterally using force abroad." The Pearson correlations between the MI88 and MI92 scales 
and these question items were .54 and .50 for the former, and .53 and .59 for the latter. These are impressive by the 
standards of public opinion research. 



464 The Role of "Enemy Images" and Ideology in Elite Belief Systems 

leaders' belief systems. The third section demonstrates the continued importance 
of old ideological divisions following the denouement of the Cold War. 

Continuity and Change in Beliefs 

Tables 1 and 2 show conclusively that the LOP respondents revised their perceptions 
about Russia and reassessed the importance of containment policy in response to 
the end of the Cold War. When asked in 1988 whether "[t]he Soviet Union is 
generally expansionist rather than defensive in its foreign policy goals," most 
respondents-421 out of 660-had agreed. But these same people answered very 
differently when asked in 1992 whether "Russia will become an expansionist military 
power" once their economy stabilizes. This time only 20 percent of the 421 people 
who had agreed in 1988 that the Soviet Union was expansionist still thought in 1992 
that Russia had expansionist tendencies; fully 80 percent had changed their minds 
between the two waves of the panel study (Table 1). In sharp contrast, those 165 
respondents who, in 1988, had not perceived the Soviet Union as expansionist 
maintained their views: almost all-93 percent-dismissed Russia's potential for 
expansionism when asked in 1992.12 

New perceptions of a much-reduced Russian threat were accompanied by opinion 
change about containment policy. As shown in Table 2, respondents were asked 
"how much importance" they thought should be attached to the goal of "containing 
communism" first in 1988 and again in 1992. Of the 216 people who in 1988 had 
thought the goal to be "very important," only 23 percent felt the same way by 1992; 
55 percent had downgraded the goal to "somewhat important" and 23 percent 
thought it to be "not important at all." Again, the change in attitudes is unidirec- 
tional: almost all (94 percent) of the 95 people who in 1988 had considered 
containment not to be an important goal felt the same way by 1992. 

Attitudes about specific military policies that had been established to counter or 
contain Soviet power also changed between the two panel waves. For instance, 
respondents were asked whether "the United States should bring home all its troops 
stationed in Europe" in both 1988 and 1992. In 1988, only 20 percent agreed with 
this strongly worded statement; this percentage more than doubled-growing to 47 
percent-by 1992. Attitudes also changed on defense spending. Respondents were 
asked in 1988 about "reducing the defense budget in order to increase the federal 
education budget," and 67 percent had agreed with this statement, showing that 
sentiment about reducing the defense budget preceded the end of the Cold War. 
But by 1992 that sentiment had swelled into a consensus. Respondents were asked 
in the second wave whether defense spending "should be increased, kept the same, 
or decreased," and over 90 percent believed it should be cut back. Most telling, 80 
percent of those respondents who in 1988 were against reducing the defense budget 
had changed their positions by 1992 (Table 3). 

The LOP data show unambiguously that respondents' perceptions about Russia 
and containment had changed by 1992, and they had adjusted their views on some 
related policy issues as well. But further analysis reveals that the attitudinal rever- 
berations resulting from the loss of an enemy did not emanate widely within elites' 
belief systems. Table 4 presents the interwave Pearson coefficients and difference 
of means scores for the militant internationalism and cooperative internationalism 
indices, as well as the polychoric correlation coefficients and difference of means 

12 The same over-time pattern occurs with other questions about the Soviet Union/Russia. For instance, in 1988, 
respondents were asked whether "Soviet foreign policy is essentially guLided by Marxist-Leninist ideology." A majority 
(62%) agreed. When asked in 1992 whether "[r]ecent changes notwithstanding, Russian foreign and domestic policy is 
essentially guided by Marxist-Leninist ideology," only 19 percent agreed. In this instance, 76 percent of respondents 
who had perceived the Soviet Union as "Marxist-Leninist" in 1988 did not think the same about Russia by 1992. 
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TABLE 1. Over-Time Perceptions About the Expansionist Tendencies of the 
Soviet Union in 1988 and Russia in 1992, Turn-Over Table 

TIME 1 
Soviet Union Expansionist, 1988 

[Columns] 
TIME 2 Agree Disagree Total 
Russia Agree 20% 7% 17% 
Expansionist, Disagree 80% 93% 83% 
1992 Total 100% 100% 100% 
[Rows] N 421 165 586 

TABLE 2. Over-Time Attitudes About the Importance 
of Containing Communism, Turn-Over Table 

TIME 1 
[Columns] 

1988 
Very Somewhat Not Total 

TIME 2 Very 23% 3% 0% 9% 
[Rows] Somewhat 55% 33% 6% 37% 
1992 Not 23% 64% 94% 54% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
N 216 314 95 625 

Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. 

TABLE 3. Over-Time Attitudes About Defense 
Spending, Turn-Over Table 

TIME 1 
Reduce Spending, 1988 

[Columns] 
Agree Disagree Total 

TIME 2 Increase 0% 4% 1% 
Defense Keep Same 4% 16% 8% 
Spending Decrease 96% 80% 91% 
Policy, 1992 Total 100% 100% 100% 
[Rows] N 418 210 628 

scores for the individual question items that make up these scales. 13 For comparison, 
we also include the same indicators of attitude stability for the domestic policy 
indices and containment indices. 

Let us first consider the over-time stability of respondents' attitudes toward 
domestic policy-a variable that did not change en masse with the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. Because of the presence of random measurement error, we would not 

13 Polychoric correlation coefficients provide good estimates of the correlation between continuous latent variables 
when: (1) the observed measures are ordered, discrete realizations of the variables; and (2) the continuous latent variables 
have pairwise, bivariate normal distributions. The first assumption seems reasonable in our case: our measures may be 
viewed as discrete representations of intensities wvhich are continuous on some interval of the real line. PRELIS provides 
a fit statistic for the second assumption; in most cases, the critical value for the statistic is within a conventionally defined 
critical region (p > . 1). 
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expect that a particular sample, elite or otherwise, would answer the same question- 
naire at two different times in exactly the same manner (Achen, 1975; Krosnick, 
1991). Hence, we need to assess, short of a perfect interwave correlation, what 
amount of fluctuation constitutes attitude stability within a sample, and the domestic 
policy items provide us with a rough benchmark by which to judge the other indices. 
As shown in Table 4, the interwave Pearson coefficient for DOM88 and DOM92 is 
quite high at .86 and the mean-difference score is minuscule at .01: the high 
correlation shows that respondents' views as recorded at TI strongly predict their 
views as recorded at T2 (74% of the variance), and the tiny shift in the mean shows 
that the whole sample did not move in one direction while keeping their relative 
placements. Surprisingly, even this tiny shift in the mean is statistically significant 
at the .05 level, a good example of how statistical significance is not the same as 
substantive significance. Looking at the measures of stability for the individual 
question items that constitute these domestic preference scales, we see, first, that 
the polychoric correlations for all the items are high (the range is between .71 and 
.85), and, second, that the mean-difference scores are small (.06 or less on a 
one-point scale). The evidence also shows that the changes in the means for the 
individual question items do not all move in the same direction: for example, slightly 

TABLE 4. Indicators of Interwave Attitude Stability 

Indices and Questions Over-Time Change in 
Correlation* Means 

Scales: M188, M192 0.72 0.04 
Q1: Nothing wrong with using CIA to undermine hostile governments 0.69 0.00 
Q2: American foreign affairs relies excessively on militaiy advice 0.53 0.14 
Q3: Military aid programs draw the U.S. into unnecessaiy wars 0.52 0.01 
Q4: U.S. military superiority is an effective approach to world peace 0.61 -0.01 

Scales: C188, C192 0.69 0.02 
Ql: Fostering international cooperation is an important goal 0.64 0.03 
Q2: Combatting world hunger is an important goal 0.64 0.06 
Q3: Helping less developed countries is an important goal 0.63 0.11 
Q4: Protecting the global environment is an important goal 0.67 0.05 
Q5: Worldwide arms control is an important goal 0.56 0.03 
Q6: U.S. should give economic aid to poorer countries 0.61 0.06 
Q7: Strengthening the U.N. is an effective approach to world peace 0.58 -0.19 

Scales: COMM88, COMM92 0.74 -0.16 
Ql: There is validity in the "domino theory" 0.70 0.16 
Q2: Any communist victory is a defeat for U.S. interests 0.65 0.07 
Q3: The U.S. should take all steps to stop the spread of communism 0.63 0.05 
Q4: Containing communism is an important goal 0.68 0.32 

Scales: DOM88, DOM92 0.86 0.01 
Ql: Permitting prayer in schools 0.85 -0.05 
Q2: Relaxing environmental regulations to stimulate growth 0.71 -0.06 
Q3: Barring homosexuals from teaching in public schools 0.85 0.04 
Q4: Redistributing income through taxation and subsidies 0.79 -0.02 
Q5: Banning the death penalty 0.85 0.03 

Scales: IDE088, IDE092 0.84 -0.01 

*We used Pearson r for the indices, and polychoric correlations for the individual question items. 



SHOON KATHLEEN MURRAY AND JONATHAN A. COWDEN 467 

fewer respondents agreed with "permitting prayer in school" in 1992 than in 1988, 
thus the question mean moved in a liberal direction; slightly more respondents 
agreed with "barring homosexuals from teaching in public schools" during the 
second panel wave, thus moving the question mean in a conservative direction. The 
overall mean-difference score for the scale, therefore, is somewhat smaller than that 
for the individual question items. 

The results from the domestic indices, then, constitute a rough standard by which 
to assess continuity or change in elites' foreign policy beliefs. We can see that, for 
the most part, respondents' more general orientations toward cooperative ventures 
abroad show impressive over-time stability. The over-time correlation between the 
CI indices is strong at .69, and the mean-difference score is small at .02. The 
over-time polychoric coefficients for the individual question items all reveal consid- 
erable continuity in individuals' positions: the range is between .56 and .67. The 
mean-difference scores for most of the individual items reveal little change: ques- 
tions about the importance of fostering cooperation to solve common problems, 
combatting world hunger, protecting the global environment, promoting worldwide 
arms control, and providing economic aid all show only minor movement. However, 
for two of the items there is evidence of a notable shift in the question mean over 
time: attitudes toward the United Nations moved significantly in the direction of 
greater support (-.19 on a one-point scale); and attitudes about improving the 
standard of living in less developed countries moved in the direction of less support 
for such efforts (.1 1 on a one-point scale). 

One interpretation of these results is that leaders' beliefs shifted slightly toward 
increased support for burden-sharing with the Cold War over. The use of the United 
Nations and other multilateral institutions connotes sharing responsibility with 
other nations for collective security; the reduced support for aiding less developed 
countries may reflect a desire to concentrate more on problems at home, a perspec- 
tive much articulated during the 1992 presidential election (e.g., "It's the economy, 
stupid"). Also, individuals' attitudes about the United Nations reflect an objective 
change in that institution. During the Persian Gulf War, the two superpowersjoined 
together, under the leadership of the United States but also under the auspices of 
the U.N., to stop the territorial aspirations of Iraq. This event symbolized that the 
old Cold War logjam-the institutionalization of the superpower rivalry within the 
U.N. Security Council-had been broken. Consequently, American elites may have 
begun to reconsider-at least for a time-the role the United Nations could play, 
potentially, in the post-Cold War era. Nonetheless, the overall picture painted by 
the indicators of attitude change for measures of cooperative internationalism show 
remarkable stability, and, like the domestic policy indices, the CI indices should be 
viewed as a better measure for overall orientations toward this posture than the 
individual question items. 

Likewise, the correlation between the militant internationalism indices is quite 
high at .72, and the mean difference score is small at .04. The polychoric correlations 
for the individual question items are all high, ranging between .52 and .69. The 
mean-difference scores are small for three of the four question items: for general 
views on covert operations, military aid, and the virtues of U.S. military superiority. 
The question item about whether policymakers rely too much on military advice 
does reveal some change-more respondents disagree with this statement in 1992 
than before-most likely reflecting the successful execution of the GulfWar. Overall, 
however, the evidence suggests much continuity in respondents' general views 
toward military-related issues. 

Regarding attitudes toward containment, we see two patterns: continuity in 
individuals' views regarding past strategies toward communism, yet considerable 
change in their perceptions about the continued need for this policy. Again, the 
over-time correlation for the indices is quite high, at .74, but in this case the mean 
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change is significantly larger at -.16 on a one-point scale, showing that many 
respondents shifted together, without much leap-frogging in their placements, in 
the liberal direction on this scale. An inspection of the individual question items 
shows that attitudes measured at TI predict attitudes measured at T2: the interwave 
polychoric correlations for these four question items range from .63 to .70. Yet, two 
of the items reveal significant change in the question mean over time. On the question 
of whether containing communism is an important foreign policy goal, the mean 
moved dramatically, .32 on a one-point scale, as individuals downgraded the need 
for this long-time policy in response to events. Individuals also reassessed the 
"validity of the domino theory that when one nation falls to communism, others 
nearby will soon follow a similar path," in light of the democratic revolutions in 
Eastern Europe. The other two items do exhibit stability. Respondents did not recast 
their old views about whether communism is contrary to the interests of the United 
States or whether the United States should prevent its spread. Indeed, many who 
had supported such positions during the Cold War perceive changes in the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe as a vindication of these views, while those who had 
opposed such positions are drawn to other explanations for why the Cold War 
ended, as will be illustrated below. 

Overall, the evidence indicates a high level of continuity in opinion leaders' 
beliefs between 1988 and 1992. Their views on some issues did change substantially. 
They revised their perceptions about the motivations of Russia, the need for 
containment policy, and their views on directly related military issues between the 
two waves of the panel. The LOP panel study also captures elites' hopeful reevalu- 
ation of the role that the United Nations can play in world affairs in the aftermath 
of the Persian Gulf War, a view that probably shifted back following the subsequent 
debacle in Somalia in 1993. Still, leaders' general stances toward cooperation with 
other countries and the use of military instruments of power remained, for the most 
part, quite stable over time. This finding suggests that individuals' images of the 
Soviet Union were less central within leaders' belief systems than Hurwitz and Peffley 
(1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992) had posited for mass beliefs, as there is 
only limited attitudinal adjustment in response to the loss of America's long-time 
enemy. It is toward a more formal investigation of this issue that we now turn. 

Vertical and Horizontal Constraint Within Elite Belief Systems 

As noted above, Hurwitz and Peffley (1987, 1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; 
Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) propose a "hierarchical model" of foreign 
policy belief systems for the mass public. The two main features of this model are 
as follows: first, most constraint between attitudes is found within, and not across, 
policy domains; and second, specific policy attitudes, such as attitudes toward 
defense spending, are constrained vertically by more general attitudes, such as 
broad postures like militant internationalism, which, in turn, are constrained 
vertically by images of the Soviet Union. 

To test the veracity of their approach for elite samples, we begin by assessing 
whether specific foreign policy attitudes are constrained, (a) vertically by more abstract 
foreign policy postures, and (b) horizontally by specific domestic policy beliefs. The 
specific foreign policy attitudes we predict using the 1988 LOP panel wave are views 
toward "imposing sanctions on South Africa," "supporting rebels fighting in Nica- 
ragua," and "bombing Libya in 1986." The results for these question items are 
illustrative of patterns found in other items, not shown here due to space limitations. 
Our predictors include respondents' stances toward specific domestic policy issues 
(DOM88), their broad foreign policy postures (CI88, MI88, and COMM88), and their 
images of the Soviet Union (SU88). If elite beliefs are like mass beliefs, we would 
expect that respondents' specific foreign policy preferences would be constrained 
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TABLE 5. Probit Regressions, 1988 Panel Wave 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables. Specific Foreign Policy Views 
1. Imposing Sanctions 2. Supporting Contras 3. Bombing Libya 

on South Africa in Nicaragua in 1986 
Estimate Std. Error Estimate Std. Error Estimate Std. Error 

Intercept 3.12*** 0.20 -2.47*** 0.19 -2.53*** 0.18 
Other Specific Views 

DOM88 -1.99** 0.28 1.35** 0.31 1.42** 0.31 
Broad Postures 

MI88 -0.79** 0.27 3.61** 0.32 2.14** 0.26 
CI88 -1.41** 0.28 0.22 0.29 0.92** 0.30 
COMM88 0.51 0.26 1.96** 0.27 0.86** 0.29 

National Images 
SU88 -0.70** 0.24 0.79** 0.27 0.69** 0.26 

MU] 1.04** 0.07 1.37** 0.10 0.97** 0.07 
MU2 1.82** 0.08 2.27** 0.12 1.73** 0.09 

***p < .01, two-tail test; **p < .01 one-tail test; *p < .05 one-tail test 

vertically by their broad postures toward foreign affairs, and, equally important, that 
they would not be constrained horizontally by specific domestic policy preferences. 

The results for the ordered probit regressions are presented in Table 5.14 As can 
be seen, they indicate intra-domain constraint for each of the three dependent 
variables: all but one of the coefficients for the foreign policy postures have the 
appropriate sign (COMM88 in regression 1), and most are statistically significant by 
a one-tailed test at conventional levels of significance (p < .05). In short, elites' 
general beliefs about how the United States should behave in international affairs 
help generate and constrain more specific foreign policy beliefs. In addition, and 
contrary to the model proposed by Hurwitz and Peffley (1987, 1990; see also Peffley 
and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) for mass samples, there is 
substantial evidence of inter-domain constraint as well in this leadership sample. 
Respondents' domestic policy preferences have a statistically significant impact on 
their specific foreign policy beliefs; what is more, the impacts are in the expected 
direction. The coefficients indicate that, ceteris paribus, a shift on the domestic 
policy preferences scale in a liberal direction increases the probability that the most 
liberal response option for the dependent variable will be chosen, and reduces the 
probability that the most conservative response option will be chosen. 

Absolute statements about the levels of constraint in leadership samples are not 
possible here, since the predicted probabilities are nonlinear functions of the 
independent variables (Greene, 1993; Long, 1997). Nonetheless, we can give 
readers a concrete manifestation of the magnitude of the associations between the 
independent and dependent variables by conducting "first difference" analyses 
(King, 1989). The results are reported in Table 6. The first row of numbers in the 
table represents the response probabilities when a particular regressor assumes its 
most conservative value, holding all of the other regressors constant at their sample 
means. The second row of numbers presents these probabilities when the said 
independent variable takes on its most liberal value, whilst the other regressors are 

14 Since the dependent variable is ordered but discrete, the variance-covar-iance matrix of parameter estimates 
returned by ordinary least squares (OLS) will be incorrect. The estimators for the slope coefficients may also be biased 
and inconsistent. For more on these points, see Long, 1997. 
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still fixed at their sample means. The final row presents the difference in prob- 
abilities, the so-called "first difference statistic" (King, 1989:107). 

In each case, the first difference analyses suggest substantial horizontal as well as 
vertical constraint. Begin first with attitudes regarding policy toward South Africa, 
a country that still practiced apartheid in the 1980s. Observe that as one moves 
across the range of the domestic preferences scale in a liberal direction, a respon- 
dent's probability of answering "agree strongly" with the policy of "imposing 
sanctions" on South Africa (a policy not supported by the Reagan administration) 
vaults from .04 to .59. There is also evidence of vertical constraint. The probability 
that a respondent strongly agrees with the imposition of sanctions leaps from .06 to 
.46 as a respondent's score on the cooperative internationalism scale moves from 
its lowest score (anti-Cl) to its highest score (pro-CI). 

We see the same basic pattern in the first difference statistics when we switch our 
attention toward our measures of interventionist policies. Consider first respon- 
dents' attitudes about aiding the contras, an anti-communist rebel group, supported 
by the Reagan administration, who were trying to overthrow the Sandinista govern- 
ment in Nicaragua. A respondent with a conservative score on the domestic 
preferences scale and mean-level scores on the other independent variables has a 
very low probability of strongly disagreeing with the provision of contra aid, while 
a respondent with a liberal view on the domestic policy preferences scale and 
mean-level scores on the other variables has a markedly higher propensity to 
disagree strongly with assisting the contras. The first difference analyses reported 
in Table 6 suggest an equally impressive role for domestic policy preferences when 
the dependent variable concerns the Reagan administration's decision to bomb 
Libya: as we move across the range of the domestic policy preferences scale in a 
liberal direction, the probability of "strongly" supporting the policy plummets from 
.52 to .09. 

Furthermore, in each case, foreign policy postures help constrain specific atti- 
tudes. The probability that a respondent disagrees strongly with support of the 
Nicaraguan contras soars from .00 to .89 as his score on the militant internationalism 
scale shifts from its lowest point (pro-MI) to its highest point (anti-MI). Views about 
the use of force also exert a substantial effect on support for the bombing of Libya; 
the first difference statistic for the response option "agree strongly" is a whopping 
.59. Overall, then, the 1988 LOP data suggest that a substantial degree of horizontal 
constraint as well as vertical constraint exists in elite beliefs. 

And this close interconnection between foreign policy views and domestic views 
persists following the end of the Cold War. To illustrate, we use our measures of 
foreign policy postures and domestic policy preferences for 1992 to predict three 
different specific foreign policy attitudes: views about developing the Strategic 
Defense Initiative (S.D.I.), maintaining high levels of defense spending, and the 
Bush administration's military intervention in Panama. 

We present the estimated slopes, cut points, and standard errors in Table 7. As 
before, the results for the 1992 analyses provide support for the hypothesis that 
foreign policy postures constrain foreign policy beliefs in a vertical fashion; all but 
two of the coefficients have the appropriate sign (CI92 and RUS92 in regression 3), 
and most are statistically significant at standard levels. But again, the results also 
indicate that respondents' domestic views, as measured in 1992, are a statistically 
significant predictor of their foreign policy positions. 

The first difference analyses for the ordered probit regressions are presented in 
Table 8. As can be seen from the table, domestic policy preferences exert a 
substantial pull on foreign policy preferences when the foreign policy postures and 
images about Russia are held constant at their means. For instance, the probability 
of disagreeing strongly with the statement: "Because the future is uncertain, the 
United States needs to maintain high levels of defense spending" increases from . 10 
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TABLE 7. Probit Regressions, 1992 Panel Wave 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables: Specific Foreign Policy Views 
1. Maintaining Defense 2. Developing SDI 3. Intervention in 

Spending Panama 
Estimate Std. Error Estimate Std. Error Estimate Std. Error 

Intercept -2.66*** 0.22 -2.40*** 0.21 -1.74*** 0.20 
Other Specific Views 

DOM92 1.38** 0.28 2.00** 0.29 2.43** 0.26 
Broad Postures 

MI92 1.81** 0.28 1.61** 0.26 1.60** 0.26 
CI92 0.40 0.28 0.18 0.26 -0.03 0.25 
COMM92 0.90** 0.26 1.44** 0.26 1.51** 0.26 

National Images 
RUS92 1.70** 0.26 0.95** 0.24 -0.22 0.24 

MU] 1.44** 0.08 1.27** 0.08 1.38** 0.09 
MU2 1.88** 0.09 2.21** 0.10 

***p < .01, two-tail test; **p < .01 one-tail test 

to .54 as we move across the range of the domestic policy preferences scale in a 
liberal direction. In each case, the domain-specific variables are important as well. 
Militant internationalism, for instance, exerts a strong pull on all three of the foreign 
policy attitudes, as we would expect given the militaristic connotations of the 
measures employed as dependent variables. 

As a second test of Hurwitz and Peffley's (1987, 1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 
1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) top-down, domain-specific model, we 
investigate constraint among attitudes at a higher level of abstraction, that is, 
between foreign policy postures, ideology, and images of the Soviet Union/Russia. 
According to their model, enemy images should generate and constrain foreign 
policy postures; however, as an abstract albeit domain-specific organizing princi- 
ple-for the domestic policy domain-ideology should exert little or no inde- 
pendent effect on foreign policy postures. 

Table 9 presents the results of the ordinaiy least squares regressions.15 Consistent 
with the hypotheses of Hurwitz and Peffley (1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 
1992), images about the Soviet Union do exert a substantial impact on militant 
internationalism and containment in 1988, and images about Russia exert an impact 
on militant internationalism and cooperative internationalism in 1992. However, 
the evidence also attests to the potency of ideology in predicting these foreign policy 
stances both before and after the end of the Cold War. In all of the regressions, the 
coefficient for ideology is statistically significant and has the appropriate sign. Since 
all of the regressors are scaled on a zero-to-one metric, we may also deduce from 
the results in the table that ideology has a larger impact on foreign policy postures than do 
enemzy imnages of the Soviet Union (or national images about Russia) in all but one case: 
COMM88. In this instance, the point estimate for respondents' images of the Soviet 
Union is slightly larger than that for ideology.16 This should come as no surprise, 

15 Although none of the summated ratings scales is continuous over any interval on the real line, each of them 
includes a much larger number of response categories than do any of the measures of specific foreign policy beliefs; 
hence the use of ordered probit has at best a marginal statistic benefit. Moreover, ordinary least squares estimates are 
much easier to interpret, since the dependent variable is an additive, linear function of the regressors. 

16 The difference is not statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE 9. Predicting Elites' Foreign Policy Postures, OLS Regression Results, 1988 and 1992 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables 

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] 
MI88 CI88 COMM88 MI92 CI92 COMM92 

Constant 0.07 0.43 0.06 0.09 0.35 0.25 
[.02] [.02] [.02] [.03] [.03] [.03] 

Ideology 0.66** 0.56** 0.52** 0.60** 0.43** 0.55** 
[.05] [.04] [.04] [.04] [.04] [.04] 

Image of Soviet Union 0.26** 0.03 0.56** N/A N/A N/A 
[.03] [.03] [.03] 

Image of Russia N/A N/A N/A 0.11** 0.14** 0.27 
[.04] [.04] [.04] 

Adjusted R Squared 0.45 0.28 0.57 0.27 0.18 0.32 
Standard Error 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.19 
N 660 660 660 660 660 660 

*p <.05, *p < .01. Ideology is measured using the scale for that year, i.e., IDE088 for 1988 and IDE092 
for 1992. 

given the central role that the Soviet Union played in U.S. policymakers' formula- 
tion and implementation of containment policy. 

Overall, the evidence suggests that the model Hurwitz and Peffley (1987, 1990; 
see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) posit for 
mass belief systems needs to be adjusted for leadership samples. While there is 
evidence of vertical constraint between general and specific beliefs, elite belief 
systems also reveal considerable horizontal, or inter-domain, constraint. Leaders' 
views on specific foreign policies, such as imposing sanctions on South Africa or 
aiding the Nicaraguan contras, are related to their views on specific domestic issues. 
Likewise, their broad stances toward foreign affairs, such as cooperative internation- 
alism and militant internationalism, are constrained by their ideological orienta- 
tions. In short, leaders' foreign policy views are bound together with, and 
constrained by, their domestic policy views and their ideological orientations. 

Old Ideological Orientations and New Circumstances 

The "debate over why the Cold War ended is of more than historical interest," 
Deudney and Ikenberry (1992:123) observe: "At stake is the vindication and 
legitimation of an entire world view and foreign policy orientation." The LOP panel 
data reveal that conservatives and liberals did tend to interpret the lessons of the 
end of the Cold War, and their stances on post-Cold War issues, in a manner 
consistent with their prior ideological commitments and values.17 

For example, as shown in Table 10, past ideological stances are strongly associated 
with perceptions about the costs associated with waging the Cold War. Liberals, who 
typically had advocated a reduction in military spending and an increase in domestic 
spending, at least in the post-Vietnam era, perceive high costs from the containment 
strategy. Of those individuals who had identified themselves as liberals in 1988, 79 
percent agreed with the statement, "The United States had overextended itself in 

17 This finding is consistent with psychological evidence that people's causal attributions are influenced by their 
preexisting beliefs (Kelley, 1972; Lord, Ross, and Lepper, 1979; Fiske and Taylor, 1991). 
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TABLE 10. The Relationship Between Leaders' Past Ideological 
Identifications and Their 1992 Attitudes About the Costs of the Cold War, Column Percents 

Time 1 
Ideological Orientations, 1988 

[Columns] 
Conservatives Moderates Liberals Total 

Time 2 Agree 37% 62% 79% 59% 
U.S. Over- Disagree 63% 38% 21% 41% 
Extended Due Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
to Cold War N 230 163 237 630 
1992 [Rows] 

Pearson Chi Square = 89, DF = 2, p. < .01. 

the fight against communism" when asked in 1992. Conservatives, who typically had 
supported greater defense spending, perceive the consequences of doing so very 
differently: of those respondents who had previously identified themselves as 
conservatives, 63 percent disagreed that the United States had overextended itself. 
Furthermore, the panel data capture differences between liberals' and conservatives' 
views about the "reasons . . . the Soviet leadership initiated reforms at home and 
permitted the collapse of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe." Those individuals 
who had identified themselves as conservatives in 1988 are more likely to believe in 
1992 that "the U.S. military build-up during the Reagan era" forced the Soviets to 
change (polychoric r = .43); and those who had identified themselves as liberals in 
1988 are more likely to rate "a new generation of Soviet leaders with different 
foreign policy goals" as an important causal factor when asked in 1992 (r = -.28). 
At the same time, however, almost everybody, regardless of their past beliefs, ranks 
the economic crisis within the Soviet Union as the primary cause of political reform 
there. 

Furthermore, the large differences between how conservatives and liberals view 
security issues persisted after the Cold War. Table 11 compares how people who 
had identified themselves as conservatives or as liberals in 1988 responded to a 
variety of questions when asked in 1992. On many of the security-related questions, 
a majority of those respondents who had identified themselves as conservatives in 
1988 took the pro-military stance in 1992, while a majority of respondents who had 
identified themselves as liberals took the anti-military stance. We see this pattern 
on questions about whether the United States "needs to keep ahead of Russia in 
strategic nuclear weapons"; whether the United States "needs to develop SDI"; 
whether the United States "should close most of its foreign military bases"; whether 
to use military force or economic sanctions to stop aggression; and whether it is 
legitimate to "support some dictators" and use the CIA to "undermine hostile 
governments" if it is in U.S. national interest to do so. Likewise, leaders who had 
liberal inclinations before the end of the Cold War remain more likely than 
conservatives to support cooperative ventures with other governments. A majority 
of those who had professed liberal inclinations chose the pro-cooperation response, 
while a majority of conservatives did not, on questions about the importance of 
"international cooperation to solve common problems," "combatting world hun- 
ger," "protecting the global environment," "strengthening the United Nations and 
other international organizations," and providing "economic aid to poorer countries." 

We have seen here that conservatives and liberals continue to approach issues 
related to militant internationalism and cooperative internationalism with many of 
the same predictable differences. In addition, respondents appear to have interpreted 
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TABLE 11. Leaders' Past Ideological Orientations and Their Views on 
Issues in 1992, Percent Agree 

Viezws of U.S. Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Era, 1992 Ideological Orientations: 1988 
Consro. Liberals Gap 

Military-Related Issues 

The United States needs to keep ahead of Russia in 79% 40% 39 
strategic nuclear weapons 

The United States needs to develop SDI to protect 81% 19% 62 
against accidental and limited nuclear attacks 

The United States should close most of its foreign 43% 69% 26 
military bases 

It is necessary to use military force to stop aggression; 78% 37% 41 
economic sanctions are not enough 

The United States may have to support some dictators 59% 22% 37 
because they are friendly toward us 

There is nothing wrong with using the CIA to try to 65% 24% 41 
undermine hostile governments 

Cooperation-Related Issues 

Fostering international cooperation to solve common 47% 80% 33 
problems, such as food, inflation, and energy* 

Combatting world hunger* 23% 67% 44 

Promoting and defending human rights in other 18% 49% 31 
countries* 

Helping to improve the standard of living in 14% 47% 33 
less developed countries* 

Protecting the global environment* 42% 77% 35 

Strengthening the United Nations and other 24% 53% 29 
international organizations** 

The United States should give economic aid to poorer 39% 71% 32 
countries even if it means higher prices at home 

Missing data have been excluded. *Percentwho respond "very important"; **Percentwho respond "very 
effective." 

new events and post-Cold War security issues in a manner consistent with past 
beliefs. 

Discussion 

All together the evidence presented here demonstrates that the end of the Cold War 
had a profound, but circumscribed, impact upon opinion leaders' foreign policy 
beliefs. Respondents changed some of their views to accommodate developments 
within the international arena, but they adhered, for the most part, to basic postures 
or orientations about how the United States should treat other countries. Respon- 
dents' past stances toward cooperative ventures abroad or the use of military 
instruments of power are strongly correlated with their views after the Cold War 
ends. And our evidence also provides a clue as to why: leaders' foreign policy beliefs 
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are constrained across domains by their ideological orientations and domestic policy 
preferences. 

Consequently, Hurwitz and Peffley's (1987, 1990; see also Peffley and Hurwitz, 
1992; Hurwitz, Peffley, and Seligson, 1993) model, which is constructed for mass 
belief systems, cannot be applied without significant qualifications to elite belief 
systems. These scholars, along with others, have demonstrated that Converse (1964) 
underestimated the degree of structure in mass belief systems. But, as indicated by 
evidence here, Converse did not err fundamentally in his description of elite belief 
systems: there is a substantial amount of horizontal constraint across domains both 
at the level of specific policy attitudes and at the level of more abstract concepts. 
The leadership stratum does appear to apply a "generic concept, or ideology," to 
again use Hurwitz and Peffley's words, to structure beliefs in all policy domains. 
These research findings do not necessarily mean that elites are more thoughtful or 
philosophical than the mass public: it may mean only that they pay more attention 
to the public debate, to cues from partisans, and know "what goes with what" for 
issues related to domestic and international activities (Converse, 1964; Zaller, 1992). 

Further research is necessary to uncover why a liberal-conservative dimension 
spans the realms of both domestic and foreign policy in elite belief systems. An 
intriguing possibility, however, is that the terms conservative, moderate, and liberal are 
shorthand for "packages" of core values which allow individuals to make sense of 
both domestic and international affairs. To use one example, it has been shown that 
liberals are more likely than conservatives to support policies related to a social 
welfare net at home and policies related to foreign assistance abroad (McClosky and 
Zaller, 1984; Murray, 1996). It is possible that core values about the importance of 
using public institutions to help those in need, or, contrarily, the importance of 
self-reliance, have become associated with the left and right side of the ideological 
debate, respectively, and are relevant to issues both at home and abroad 
(Lumsdaine, 1992, 1993). Unfortunately, however, the LOP panel study does not 
include any direct measures of core values. 

Additional research is also necessary to illustrate the dynamism of how values and 
issues associated with ideological labels evolve over time. Certainly, the broad 
postures and specific policy stances advocated by prominent liberals and conserva- 
tives, and disseminated among other opinion leaders, have changed in the past in 
reaction to world circumstances. After the Second World War, for example, liberals 
and conservatives both ardently supported containment policies; indeed, Republi- 
cans were more likely than Democrats to be fiscal conservatives on defense spending. 
Then a heated debate at home, triggered by the Vietnam War, left liberals and 
conservatives polarized on these issues (Holsti and Rosenau, 1984). But even during 
the earlier period of the Cold War consensus, it is possible that the ideological poles 
represented different sets of core values relevant to foreign affairs with long-standing 
traditions. Hughes (1980:50), for example, believes that the "United States has in 
fact two cultures of foreign policy-the security culture and the equity culture"- 
categories that can easily be translated to the terms conservatism and liberalism. He 
writes that, during the twenty years following the Second World War, the "security 
culture and the equity culture were there all along, but the earlier dissensus was 
positive because the two cultures resolved their doubts in favor of a coalition and 
thereby allowed foreign policy to function" (emphasis added). Alden and 
Schurmann (1990:20) observe that there is a difference between a policy consensus 
and a value consensus, and, in their view, the Cold War consensus was "primarily a 
policy consensus-a compromise between left and right values." In each of these 
explanations, the left and right sides of the ideological spectrum represent different 
sets of values, which maintain general continuity over time; even if, in different 
political circumstances, these opposing camps agree on policy-they do so for 
different reasons. 
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More recently, political observers have speculated that the end of the Cold War 
provoked a shifting within ideological camps, particularly on the use of force for 
humanitarian reasons (e.g., Tonelson, 1993/1994). The question of whether to 
intervene for humanitarian purposes cross-pressures liberals, normally loath to take 
up arms but concerned about human rights and alleviating distress abroad. Unfor- 
tunately, the last wave of the LOP panel went into the field, and was completed, just 
before President Bush sent food supplies or troops to Somalia, thereby putting this 
issue on the national agenda. It is conceivable that a third panel wave would have 
picked up some shifting in attitudes as liberals advocated the use of force in places 
such as Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Even so, as Robert Wright observed 
in 1993, if liberalsjoined with conservatives in support of military action, each camp 
would do so for reasons consistent with their own values: "Cold war doves may tend 
to support intervention for humanitarian reasons, while cold war hawks (in their 
heart of hearts) are driven more by law-and-order concerns-the fear of spreading 
chaos" (p. 22). Furthermore, as far as we know, there is no empirical evidence based 
on survey data that such a shift in stances toward the use of force has taken place 
on a widespread scale. The political debate around these issues may not have been 
sustained long enough, and with enough clarity, to provoke such a shift in the beliefs 
of opinion leaders. It is possible that by incurring U.S. casualties in Somalia in 
October 1993, and then hastily withdrawing by May 1994, many opinion leaders 
perceived difficulties with such policies; it is also possible that the truce in Bosnia 
resulting from the implementation of the Dayton agreement reduced the promi- 
nence of such issues in the headlines enough to prevent a shift and the effect from 
the war in Kosovo remains to be seen. 

In any case, the evidence provided here shows, first, a remarkable continuity in 
opinion leaders' beliefs despite the end of the Cold War; second, that ideology 
matters in elite belief systems across both policy domains; and third, that many 
predictable ideological differences between conservatives and liberals persist in the 
post-Cold War era. 

Appendix: Question Items 

Index Wave Cronbach's Questions Type 
Name Alpha 

MI88 1988 0.78 There is nothing wrong with using the CIA to try to undermine A 
MI92 1992 0.71 hostile governments [reversed] 

The conduct of American foreign affairs relies excessively on A 
military advice 

Military aid programs will eventually draw the U.S. into A 
unnecessary wars 

Military superiority of the United States (as an approach to C 
world peace) [reversed] 

CI88 1988 0.80 Fostering international cooperation to solve common B 
CI92 1992 0.80 problems, such as food, inflation, and energy (as a U.S. 

foreign policy goal) 
Combatting world hunger (as a U.S. foreign policy goal) B 
Helping to improve the standard of living in less developed B 

countries (as a U.S. foreign policy goal) 
Protecting the global environment (as a U.S. foreign B 

policy goal) 
Worldwide arms control (as a U.S. foreign policy goal) B 
The United States should give economic aid to poorer A 

countries even if it means higher prices at home 
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Strengthening the U.N. and other international C 
organizations (as an approach to world peace) 

SU88 1988 0.80 Soviet foreign policy goals are inherently expansionist A 
and will not change until there is a fundamental transformation 
of the Soviet system [reversed] 

The Soviet Union is generally expansionist rather than A 
defensive in its foreign policy goals [reversed] 

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was one step in a larger A 
plan to control the Persian Gulf area [reversed] 

RUS92 1992 0.40 Once their economy stabilizes, Russia will become an A 
[Pearson r] expansionist military power [reversed] 

Russia poses no threat to Western Europe or the A 
United States 

COMM88 1988 0.86 There is considerable validity in the domino theory that when A 
COMM92 1992 0.75 one nation falls to communism, others nearby will 

soon follow a similar path [reversed] 
Any communist victory is a defeat for America's national A 

interest [reversed] 
The U.S. should take all steps including the use of force to A 

prevent the spread of communism [reversed] 
Containing communism (as a U.S. foreign policy goal) B 

[reversed] 

DOM88 1988 0.75 Permitting prayer in schools [reversed] A 
DOM92 1992 0.76 Relaxing environmental regulation to stimulate economic A 

growth [reversed] 
Barring homosexuals from teaching in public schools A 

[reversed] 
Redistributing income from the wealthy to the poor through A 

taxation and subsidies 
Banning the death penalty A 

A = Four-point scale ranging from "agree strongly" to "disagree strongly" 
B = Three-point scale using "very important," "important," and "not important" 
C = Four-point scale ranging from "very effective" to "not at all effective" 
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