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Among the most reliable patterns in American partisan public opinion is the consistent antipathy towards higher government spending exhibited by Republicans compared to Democrats.  This gap in public opinion has grown, not shrunk in the recent era.  Another consistent divide in partisan public opinion is the tendency by Democrats to favor civil liberties more than “law and order” RepublicanOur paper examines whether American citizens follow these partisan patterns in the context of the war on terror.  Specifically, do Democrats and Republicans remain divided in predictable ways when asked about spending more to protect our civil infrastructure against terrorism, and about limiting civil liberties in order to more effectively fight terrorism?

We find that partisanship does not influence views on sacrificing civil liberties in the fight on terror, and is less influential than fear of terrorism on the spending questions.

Literature Revie
The persistent perception that Republicans are opposed to higher government spending has lasted even as budgetary numbers suggest that what Republicans oppose in government is higher taxes, not governmental outlays.  This is likely due to the rooted nature of Republican rhetoric on government spending, which has been relatively consistent since at least Hoover.  Jacoby found that “government spending is one of the central components of the partisan alignment that has dominated politics in the United States since the New Deal period.” (2000, p. 752).  Petrocik argued that Republicans “own” the issue of government spending in the public mind by seven points, more than ten if the issue of the deficit is considered (1996, p. 832).  Thus, not only has the perception been a strong one, it has paid political dividends for Republicans:  “…Republicans maintain a clear advantage in public esteem resulting from their commitment to reduce spending levels...” (Jacoby 2000, p752).


Although the historic divide between the parties on questions of civil liberties is arguably not as old as the divide on spending, it has been a prominent part of the partisan landscape since at least 1964.  Edsall and Edsall (1991, p 4-5) identified the revolution in expanded constitutional rights as one of the four forces that caused the New Deal Democratic coalition to collapse.  Democrats were seen as far more favorable towards rights of the accused than were Republicans, and far more willing to speak out against police brutality and strong arm tactics directed at domestic dissidents.  While the FBI under Democratic presidents such as Kennedy and Johnson did engage in surveillance of domestic political figures, the widespread practice of wiretapping was indelibly associated with the presidency of Republican Richard Nixon.  The Democratic Party was the primary author of the reforms intended to prevent future violations.  Perhaps as a consequence, Guth and Green (1991) showed that while civil liberties are more favored among elites than among the mass, Democratic elites are far more likely to favor civil liberties.  


The attacks of 9-11 were expected to have a tremendous effect on a number of political attitudes.  One study found that the attacks had produced a sharp decline in Americans’ sense of security and safety. (Traugott et al 2002).  Putnam (2002) found a “dramatic and probably unprecedented burst of enthusiasm for the federal government…. As 2001 ended, Americans were more united, readier for collective sacrifice, and more attuned to public purpose than we have been for several decades.”  This differentiates the 9-11 attacks from, for example, the Oklahoma City bombing, which seemed to have very little effect on public perception of the seriousness of terrorism. (Kuzma 2000)


The attacks of 9-11 should have produced more change, because the security threat was so much broader than the one posed by Oklahoma City.  Yet even before 9-11, support for relinquishing civil liberties to combat terrorism was fairly high.  One study found that almost 60% of Americans prior to 9-11 were willing to give up some of their civil liberties “if that were necessary to curb terrorism in this country” while only 20% were unwilling.  However, other surveys show that as a major terrorism attack receded in memory, support for security measures that would limit civil liberties declined. (Kuzma 2000, 96).   When asked if they favored “expanded under-cover activities to penetrate groups under suspicion,” % expressed support, while only 13% were in opposition.  This is about the same level of support as found in polls conducted in the 1990s, but opposition dropped almost in half in the post 9-11 era (Kuzma 2000, 104).  At the very least, then, 9-11 seems to have reduced the number of Americans who are certain that they oppose undercover tactics by the FBI and other police authorities.


Several possibilities for the current study emerge out of the review of the literature.  Perhaps the scope of the 9-11 threat still looms large in the minds of most Americans, and will wash away partisan differences on spending and civil liberties.  The Republican aversion to voicing support for higher spending may give way to the needs to have a strong secure nation.  The Democratic reverence for civil liberties may give way to the fears of terrorism.  Or, perhaps the traditional partisan distinctions will emerge on one issue, but not on the other.
Data and Methods
A national telephone survey, sponsored by the Department of Homeland Security, was conducted in the spring and summer of 2005.  The first phase, was administered in Virginia, Maryland and the District of Columbia by the Center for Survey Research at George Mason University from March 1 to May 15. The National Capital Region sample as used in the Critical Infrastructure Survey is comprised of randomly selected survey responses from the Tri-State survey whose Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) codes fall within the Washington DC Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. 

The tri-state sample had 873 completed surveys, while the National Capital Region sample is comprised of 442 completed randomly selected from the tri-state sample. This gives results for this survey subset as having a margin of error of 5 percent.

The second phase of the survey was administered to the remaining 46 contiguous states by the Survey Research Center at the University of Virginia from March 15 through May 15 of 2005. The National sample as used in the Critical Infrastructure Survey is comprised of all the results from the second survey plus a randomly selected sample from the Tri-State survey in proportion of the population of the states in that region. The second sample had 1158 complete surveys while the National sample had 1213 completed surveys. The margin of error for this subset of the survey is 3 percent.
 

Traditional demographics of age, sex, region, race, and occupation were asked.  Respondents were asked “Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, Republican, independent or something else?” and from this a dummy variable of Democrat =1, all others =0 was created.  

Our key dependent variables were composites created from questions asking about willingness to spend on infrastructure to maintain functioning in the event of a terrorist attack, and about their willingness to sacrifice various civil liberties in the fight against terrorism.  

Earlier in the survey, respondents were asked about their confidence in various public services surviving in the event of a major terrorist attack or natural disaster.  Then, they were asked: “How much do you estimate you would be willing to spend every month, over and above your normal expenditures, to keep these services functioning?”
They were given five choices to answer for each public service or utility: “Nothing, A little, Somewhat, A good deal, twice as much or more.”  These were measured numerically as 1-5.

The answers to these ten infrastructure spending questions were used to create a Spending Index.  Each respondent’s valid answers to these questions were counted, and the values summed.  Then, for each respondent, an index score was created, using the formula

(4*spend count-spend sum)/5*spend count
This formula allows us to include respondents who did not validly answer all ten questions.  It produced a variable that ranged from 0 (unwilling to increase spending on any of the services) to 1 (willing to spend twice as much or more on every service for which a valid response was provided).

To measure the public’s commitment to civil liberties in the aftermath of 9-11, respondents were asked if they favored or opposed various new powers being taken by military and security authorities.  This section was prefaced by this introduction: 

Now I'm going to list some increased powers of investigation that law enforcement agencies might use when dealing with people suspected of terrorist activities, which could also affect our civil liberties.  Please say if you favor or oppose them or are not sure.
Respondents were asked about: adoption of national identity card, stronger document and physical security checks for travelers, expanded under-cover activities to penetrate groups under suspicion, closer monitoring of banking and credit card transactions, expanded camera surveillance on streets and in public places, limiting public information about key systems, such as electricity, water, law enforcement monitoring of Internet discussions, expanded government monitoring of cell phones and email, and use of aggressive interrogation methods against suspected terrorists.  
The binary answers to these nine civil liberties questions were used to create a Civil Liberties Index.  Each respondent’s valid answers were counted, and the values summed.  Then, for each respondent, an index score was created, using the formula:

(2*civil liberties count-civil liberties sum)/civil liberties count

This produced a variable that ranged from 0 (supporting every program for which a valid answer was given) to 1 (opposing every program for which a valid answer was given).  

Because we are seeking to test whether fear of terrorism affects these two constructs, we sought to measure respondents’ concern about future attacks.  “Next I'd like to ask about whether you think it is likely there will be another terrorist attack in the next few months” and then separately asked to assess the likelihood of an attack on their community, their city, and the USA as a whole.

They were asked to put their responses into these categories: very likely, somewhat likely, not very likely, not at all likely.   They were also asked about specific types of terror attacks: “Now I'm going to read a list of types of terrorist attacks.  I'd like you to tell me how worried you are about each of them.”  The types of attack they were asked about were: plane hijackings, suicide bombers, cyber-terrorism, bio-terrorism, a radiological or dirty bomb, and a nuclear bomb.  They were also asked if they were worried about a member of their family falling victim to a terror attack.  All of the “worry” questions had these response options: very worried, somewhat worried, not very worried, not at all worried.These nine questions were used to create a Fear Index.  Each respondent’s valid answers were counted and summed, and then the following formula was used:

(3*fear count-fear sum)/4*fear count
The result was reversed, so that higher values indicated greater concern about future attacks.  Thus, the Fear Index ranges from 0 (not worried about any of the terror questions for which a valid response was given) to 1 (worried about every terror question for which a valid response was given).  

We also thought that those most dependent on various public services might be more willing to spend to ensure their delivery in a post-attack situation.  Thus, we took questions in which respondents were asked about their dependence on public services, prefaced by this statement: If any of these services were to be interrupted, how long do you estimate you could go without them without suffering a hardship?  In your answer for each, assume that ONLY ONE service is disrupted.  Respondents were asked to choose from these answer categories “cannot go without, a few hours, up to a day, several days, a week or more.”   Their answers were used to create a dependence index for each respondent, using a formula similar to the ones above.
Because those who were already prepared for the next attack might believe that additional spending is less urgently needed, we compiled the questions that asked about the respondents’ own activities, such as owning a battery operated radio, spare batteries, an emergency medical kit, at least a three day supply of water, at least a three day supply of food, a secure shelter, duct tape and plastic sheeting, and a gas mask.  We also included questions about whether the respondents had a family communication, meeting, and evacuation plan in event of a terrorist attack or natural disaster.  All of these variables went into the Preparation Index, following a similar formula. 

The following bivariate and regression analyses were all conducted using commercial statistical software, SPSS (Version 13, SPSS Inc.) Findings:
Our initial bivariate analysis of partisan identity and spending suggests that partisan patterns on spending are resilient and remain applicable even when the topic is spending against terrorism.  Table 1, which shows the percentage of respondents who were willing to spend nothing at all to prepare various infrastructure elements against terrorism shows a consistent gap between Democrats and Republicans.  In no category are Republicans more willing to spend than are Democrats, with the gap ranging from a high of 14% on the question of spending on public transportation to a low of 6% for spending on broadcast television.  The chi square test
 shows that on more than half of the issues, Republicans and Democrats have a statistically significant gap in their overall level of support for more spending on these areas.[Insert Table 1]
A regression model of willingness to spend, with the Spending Index as the dependent variable, is shown in Table 2.  While the adjusted R2 of the model was somewhat low (10.3%), several explanatory variables were significant with the p-values less than 0.05. The respondent’s score on the Fear Index is the single best predictor of how much they are willing to spend, with the predictable relationship of more fear, more support for spending.  Democratic identity, female gender, and dependence on public services are the other factors that predict support for higher spending.

[Insert Table 2]

In the case of civil liberties, a starkly different pattern emerges.  A bivariate analysis of Republicans and Democrats on the civil liberties questions shows that there was almost no difference whatsoever in support for stronger measures by police and military authorities in the battle against terror (Table 3).  What differences existed were not statistically significant.  

[Insert Table 3]

A regression model of support for strong governmental actions against terrorism, using the Civil Liberties Index as a dependent variable, is shown on Table 4.  Adjusted R2 was slightly higher than the previous model (12.7%).  Once again, the single best predictor is the Fear Index.  Those who were most worried about specific types of terror attacks, and believed it likely that those closest to them would be victims, were much more willing to countenance aggressive action against terrorism. Respondents with greater confidence in government were more willing to give up civil liberties in the battle against terrorism.  Also, the young, and the less-educated were more supportive of strong government actions against terrorism.  The relationship between education and support for civil liberties has a firm grounding in prior public opinion studies.

[Insert Table 4]

Because fear seemed to be such a motive force in both regression analyses, far dwarfing any partisan effects, it seemed worth examining the Fear Index to see if it could explain why fear was such a dominant part of both models.  In particular, does partisanship affect levels of fear of terrorism?  A regression model of fear was created (Table 5).  Adjusted R2 was 10.4%, while 4 predictors turned out to be significant with the 5% significance level.  Fear was not affected by partisanship, but the older, less educated, and female respondents were most fearful.  One of the most powerful predictors of fear was whether a respondent felt that they had been “directly affected” by 9-11.  

[Insert Table 5]
The fear index was grouped into a three category ordinal variable, by high, medium, and low levels of fear.  Republicans and Democrats were examined separately, using crosstabular analysis of fear against age group, confidence in government, income, education, gender, directly affected by 9-11, white and non-white, veteran status, marital status, and parenthood.  The only variables that seemed related in a statistically significant way with level of fear were gender and “directly affected” by 9-11.  This was true among both Republicans and Democrats.  Separate regression analyses of Republican (Table 6A: Adjusted R2 = 10%) and Democratic (Table 6B: Adjusted R2 = 15%) respondents show remarkably similar results again.  For Democrats, those who had higher levels of fear of terrorism were female, had more dependent on government services, felt directly affected by 9-11, and resided in the South (the only regional effect identified in the study).  Oddly enough, Democrats with higher levels of confidence in government were more likely to have more fear of terrorism.  Among Republicans, fear was explained by dependence on government services, being older, being female, and being directly affected by 9-11.

[Insert Tables 6A and 6B]
Discussion

Our initial question was whether persistent partisan patterns had been disrupted by the threat of terrorism in the post 9-11 world.  In the case of spending, the partisan patterns were resilient.  Republicans remained far more opposed to increased spending than Democrats across every issue examined.  Yet the best predictor of support for increased spending to protect America’s infrastructure against terrorism was not partisan identity but a respondent’s level of fear of future terrorism attacks.  


By contrast, in the case of civil liberties, the partisan patterns vanish.  In the mass public, Democrats and Republicans were indistinguishable on the questions of police surveillance, eavesdropping, and aggressive interrogation of terrorism suspects.  Once again, fear was the best predictor of a respondent’s support for strong tactics against terrorism that encroached on traditional civil liberties.  Extraordinarily, partisanship was irrelevant to opinion on civil liberties.


If fear was the fulcrum around which public opinion on these issues turned, fear was consistently predicted by two variables: whether a respondent was directly affected by 9-11, and that respondent’s gender.   Being affected by 9-11 did not directly predict how respondents felt about spending or civil liberties.  The experience had to be refracted through the composite variable of fear before it affected issue positions.  Although only 20% of our national survey answered that they were directly affected by 9-11, this seemed to affect both Democrats and Republicans in powerful ways, even after traditional political and demographic variables were controlled for.  In the case of gender, the higher levels of fear among women seemed to consistently affect their positions on spending and on civil liberties.


The political implications of these findings are obvious.  During the period of this survey (the spring and summer of 2005) 9-11 remained a powerful political influence.  A voter who felt directly affected by 9-11 had higher levels of fear of future terror attacks.  A voter with higher levels of fear was more likely to support greater spending against terrorism, and to tolerate greater encroachments of traditional civil liberties.  Given that, the party that was advocating stronger measures against terrorism, such as aggressive interrogations, should seek to raise the level of fear.  A party seeking to justify such measures that had already occurred would be wise to do the same.

Also contained in our findings are some implications for gender, terrorism and public opinion.  If we consider “aggressive interrogations” and other expansions of police and military power as similar to traditional “use of force” questions, then it is somewhat surprising that women are more favorable towards these acts.  Historically, women have been far less supportive of uses of force than are men, both domestically (death penalty) and abroad (military invasions) (Wilcox et al 1994).  However, an exception in the literature is found for direct threats to personal safety.  Women perceive themselves to be more vulnerable to violence, and thus willing to impose harsher penalties to prevent its proliferation (Miethe and Meier 1994, 36).  It seems that for many women, 9-11 was such a threat, with women showing consistently higher fears about terrorism.  This may be a social desirability artifact, of men being less willing to confess to fear than women (yet remaining influenced by it), but in any case, gender was a more powerful predictor than partisanship, considering both the direct and indirect effects identified by our models.       

On the whole, our research suggests that fear of terrorism in general, and memories of 9-11 in particular have broad and resilient effects on American public opinion.  Citizens who feel directly affected by the events of 9-11 do not look at certain political questions the same way as citizens who feel less affected.  Citizens who are worried or fearful about another terrorist attack are even more distinctive on the issues we examined.  It is far too soon after 9-11 to know if the issue of terrorism is going to become one of the classic “easy issues” that Edward Carmines and James Stimson wrote of more than a quarter century ago (Carmines and Stimson 1980).  In their typology of issues, only a very few high profile issues such as race or the New Deal economic divide, and later, perhaps, abortion, could restructure the partisan balance of the nation.  One surprising non-finding in several of our models suggests that if terrorism is going to become such an issue, it has a ways to go.  Attitude on such pivotal issues as support for aggressive interrogations remain unpolarized by party, at least in this survey of the mass electorate.  By contrast, this is an issue that deeply polarizes most partisan elites, with certain notable exceptions such as John McCain (R-AZ) and possibly Joseph Lieberman, the Independent-Democrat from Connecticut.  If terrorism is to become one of the pivotal issues, the next step will be for this elite split to become part of the landscape of American public opinion.  Our research suggests this has yet to fully occur, but the salience and impact of this issue portend that in the right circumstances, terrorism certainly could become a greater source of partisan polarization in the mass electorate.   
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Table 1. Opposition to Spending on Infrastructure Against Terrorism, by Party
[image: image2.wmf]DEMOCRAT

REPUBLICAN

Difference

Chi-sq Sig.

Water*

23.13%

35.45%

12.32%

0.001

Gas*

36.13%

45.76%

9.63%

0.033

Electricity*

25.91%

34.46%

8.55%

0.017

Landline*

48.94%

57.19%

8.25%

0.034

Cell Service

47.40%

54.58%

7.18%

0.089

TV

55.80%

61.90%

6.10%

0.118

Radio*

40.68%

49.38%

8.70%

0.027

Public Transportation*

54.91%

68.95%

14.04%

0.002

Highways*

32.41%

45.14%

12.73%

0.001

Health Care Facilities*

23.77%

33.84%

10.07%

0.005

* Significant at 5% level


Percentages reflect percent of respondents who answered “Nothing” when asked how much they would be willing to spend to protect these services from future terror attacks.

Table 2. Spending on Infrastructure, Regression Model

N=770
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a

.906

.076

11.977

.000

-.119

.043

-.103

-2.782

.006

.005

.009

.021

.578

.563

.000

.000

-.043

-1.019

.308

.003

.005

.019

.508

.611

-.009

.017

-.023

-.568

.570

-.005

.005

-.039

-.932

.351

.037

.016

.096

2.288

.022

-.050

.026

-.070

-1.899

.058

-.025

.015

-.065

-1.641

.101

-.024

.020

-.050

-1.209

.227

.008

.014

.021

.578

.564

.000

.018

-.001

-.026

.979

-.036

.016

-.087

-2.196

.028

.007

.016

.017

.420

.675

-.134

.033

-.153

-4.064

.000

-.039

.033

-.042

-1.164

.245

(Constant)

Cricitical Infrastructure

Dependence Index

Confidence in

government in general

Year born

Educational attainment

Children under 18 in

household

Income range

Gender

black

married

Nonveteran

South

Directly affected by

Sept. 11

Democratic

Republican

fearindex

Preparedness Index

Model

1

B

Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t

Sig.

Dependent Variable: Willingness to Spend Extra for Critical Infrastructure Index

a. 


Table 3. Support for Aggressive Police and Military Actions Against Terrorism, By Party
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Adoption of National ID 

System  for ALL US 

Citizens

65.86%

66.92%

1.06%

0.800

Stronger Document and 

Physical Security Check

86.87%

86.10%

0.77%

0.785

Expand under-cover 

activities to penetrate 

groups under suspicion

86.60%

87.23%

0.63%

0.821

Closer monitoring of 

banking and credit card 

transactions

78.57%

80.71%

2.14%

0.529

Expanded camera 

surveillance on streets 

and in public places

65.70%

65.56%

0.14%

0.971

Limiting public information 

about key systems, such 

as electricity or water

77.06%

76.87%

0.19%

0.957

Law inforcement 

monitoring of  internet 

discussions

57.66%

55.51%

2.15%

0.615

Expanded government 

monitoring of cel phones 

and email

33.58%

34.47%

0.89%

0.829

Use of aggressive 

interrogation methods 

against suspected 

terrorists

63.97%

64.37%

0.40%

0.924


Table 4. Support for Aggressive Police and Military Actions Against Terrorism, Regression Model 

N=775
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.806

.102

7.891

.000

.070

.057

.043

1.219

.223

-.075

.013

-.204

-5.937

.000

-.001

.001

-.079

-1.962

.050

-.020

.007

-.107

-2.914

.004

-.012

.022

-.021

-.521

.603

.003

.007

.018

.456

.649

.034

.022

.063

1.558

.120

-.015

.036

-.015

-.426

.671

.028

.021

.051

1.345

.179

.029

.027

.043

1.083

.279

.016

.019

.029

.843

.399

.010

.025

.014

.393

.695

.002

.022

.003

.075

.940

-.019

.022

-.034

-.895

.371

.302

.044

.244

6.781

.000

.003

.045

.002

.067

.946

(Constant)

Cricitical Infrastructure

Dependence Index

Confidence in

government in general

Year born

Educational attainment

Children under 18 in

household

Income range

Gender

black

married

Nonveteran

South

Directly affected by

Sept. 11

Democratic

Republican

fearindex

Preparedness Index

Model

1

B

Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t

Sig.

Dependent Variable: Civil Liberty Limits Index

a. 


Table 5. Fear of Terrorism, Regression Model

N=777
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.441

.078

5.642

.000

.128

.046

.097

2.755

.006

-.004

.010

-.012

-.357

.722

.001

.001

.111

2.725

.007

-.014

.006

-.093

-2.504

.012

.018

.018

.039

.969

.333

.005

.005

.039

.961

.337

.100

.017

.229

5.743

.000

.036

.029

.044

1.235

.217

-.021

.016

-.044

-1.283

.200

.013

.017

.029

.759

.448

-.005

.022

-.008

-.210

.833

.016

.016

.035

1.001

.317

-.110

.020

-.193

-5.498

.000

(Constant)

Cricitical Infrastructure

Dependence Index

Confidence in

government in general

Year born

Educational attainment

Children under 18 in

household

Income range
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black

Democratic

married

Nonveteran

South

Directly affected by

Sept. 11

Model

1

B

Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t

Sig.

Dependent Variable: fearindex

a. 


Table 6. Fear of Terrorism, Republicans Only, Regression Model

N=241
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.194
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1.303

.194

.190

.086

.142

2.215

.028

.024

.019

.083

1.285

.200

.002

.001

.154

2.090

.038

-.002
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-.259

.796

.054
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.121
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� The Critical Infrastructure survey was difficult to administer. In general, survey researchers try to produce about one completed survey per researcher per hour. However, it became clear in the early phases of calling that the rate of completion for this survey was about 0.7 to 0.8 surveys per hour. 


Surprisingly, the difficulty was not so much in its length, which at 20 minutes is at the edge of attention span for many people. Rather, interviewers experienced hang-ups or refusals when the sponsor, the Department of Homeland Security, was mentioned (as required in the interview protocol). Although there were improvements in response rates when the sponsor name was changed to the broader “Federal Government,” it became clear over the course of the survey administration that questions pertaining to homeland security and terrorism produced a great deal of anxiety and reticence in many respondents.


� The chi square test was used on crosstabular analysis of all four responses to this question, tabbed against partisan identity.  The chart isolates out those willing to spend “nothing” as being the most illustrative of the overall effect.





