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This study examines the questions of who believes in democracy promotion, what makes individuals change their belief in this ideal, and how that change occurs. I propose an interaction model in which both political contexts and individuals' characteristics—partisanship and sophistication—work together in accounting for individuals' acceptance of democracy promotion. To explore the question, I use the surveys conducted by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs from 1998 to 2008. The results show that partisanship moderates the effect of political events on individuals' acceptance of the ideal. Furthermore, sophistication level conditions the effect of the interaction between partisanship and events in accounting for acceptance of democracy promotion. Specifically, compared to less sophisticated Democrats and Republicans, the more sophisticated partisans interpret the Iraq war differently and, in turn, their belief in democracy promotion is significantly influenced by this event. 
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Al Qaeda's attack on America on September 11, 2001 and the Bush administration's new foreign policy doctrine made the ideal of democracy promotion the most salient idealistic foreign policy goal during the Bush presidency. Also, recent developments in the Middle East and neighboring countries force us to consider the idea of democracy promotion as an important foreign policy issue. But scholars who study public opinion on foreign policy frequently pay little attention to this ideal, and we therefore have limited knowledge about characteristics of belief in democracy promotion: who believes in this ideal, what makes individuals believe in democracy promotion, and what drives them to change their belief in this ideal. 
In the area of public opinion on foreign policy study, scholars pay exclusive attention to the question of the existence of organized belief systems with which citizens can form and maintain reasonable opinions on foreign policy (see e.g., Wittkopf 1986; Chittick, Billingsley, and Travis 1995; Holsti 1992), the role of social and psychological constraints in maintaining belief systems (see e.g., Hurwitz and Peffley 1987), and citizens’ strategic and instrumental considerations in foreign policy choices (see e.g., Jentleson 1992; Jentleson and Britton 1998; Herrmann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999). Few examine the characterics of belief in demcoracy promotion per se. This lack of interest in democracy promotion is ironic in that the debate about the relevance and effectiveness of idealism in American foreign policy has been around for a long time among scholars of international politics (see e.g., Morgenthau 1952; Kennan 1984; Osgood 1953; Cox, Ikenberry, and Inoguchi 2000; Talbott 1996; Allison Beschel 1992; Diamond 1992; Encarnacion 2005). Furthermore, democracy promotion is the core concern of liberal idealists (see e.g., Cox, Ikenberry, and Inoguchi 2000; Diamond 1992) and neo-conservatists (see e.g., Kristol and Kagan 1996) alike. In addition, the experience of the 9/11 attack and the Bush administration's shift in foreign policy doctrine made the ideal of democracy promotion one of the most salient and intensely debated issues. In reaction to the Bush administration’s new foreign policy doctrine, a group of scholars (see e.g., Monten 2005; Lieven 2004; McCartney 2004) revived the interest in democracy promotion as an important part of U.S. foreign policy. They suggest that democracy promotion is an important foreign policy value in the history of American foreign policy, and the Bush administration's emphasis on the ideal is not an exception but is consistent with the existing tradition. They assume that the public also is willing to accept the ideal along with the elites. But there are few empirical studies that explore the characteristics of belief in democracy promotion and the role of this belief in the public's foreign policy opinion. On the other hand, scholars (see e.g., Holsti 2004; Drezner 2010; Tures 2007) who study public opinion on democracy promotion raise a question of the popularity of the ideal and point out that the public's belief in democracy promotion is not particularly strong compared to other foreign policy goals; they claim that American citizens do not espouse idealism. Instead, their belief in realist goals (e.g., national security, military strength, protecting domestic well-being) is stronger than that in idealist ones. 
While these studies have contributed to our understanding of the public's belief in democracy promotion, the question of whether this ideal is more popular than other foreign policy goals is just the beginning of understanding the characteristics of this ideal. I move further from the analysis of aggregate level public support for the ideal to the individual level understanding by examining the question of who believes in democracy promotion and under what conditions their support for democracy promotion changes. 

I pursue this study in order to understand the individual level sources of belief in democracy promotion, because the public’s belief in democracy promotion matters in government’s foreign policy. Although there is a long-standing debate about the effect of public opinion on governments’ policy making, and some scholars still argue that there is a significant gap between decision makers and public opinion (see e.g., Jacobs and Page 2005; Page and Bouton 2008), others agree that public opinion influences government’s policy decisions (see e.g., Sobel 2001; Russet 1990; Burstein 2003; Aldrich et al. 2006). According to these scholars, public opinion matters to decision makers. Especially when the policies involve tasks that have a high risk or costs (e.g., military actions), elites pay close attention to what the public thinks. Given that democracy promotion is a salient ideal and that it is often used to justify military actions, public opinion on this ideal becomes important to decision makers, especially presidents. The recent reluctance of citizens to commit U.S. troops in countries that are going through political turmoil (e.g., Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, and Syria) in the name of democracy promotion significantly constrain President Obama’s choices. Thus it is important to understand who believes in this ideal and under what conditions they change their belief in democracy promotion.
In answering these questions on the sources and the way that these sources work to account for the change of citizens’ belief in democracy promotion I consider the effect of partisanship, cognitive sophistication, and political contexts. The central role of partisanship in accounting for opinion on policies has been established by the existing studies (see Bartels 2002; Goren 2005). They show that partisanship, individuals’ attachment to the existing parties, plays a central role in determining political attitudes and opinions.I draw attention to individuals’ cognitive sophistication level, which influences the way that individuals perceive, interpret, and form their opinions on political issues. Sophistication is defined as individuals’ intellectual or cognitive ability in perceiving, processing, and comprehending information in forming opinions (see Zaller 1992; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996). Since intellectual or cognitive ability is a critical component in opinion formation and the sophistication level varies among individuals, the way that individuals interpret political events and react to this new information and events will vary depending on their level of sophistication. In addition to these two individual level elements, political contexts influence the way in which individuals form their opinion. In line with the existing studies (see e.g., Inglehart 1981; Peffley and Hurwitz 1992; Sears and Valentino 1997), the effect of contexts on individuals’ belief in democracy promotion is examined. 
I used the surveys from 1998-2008 that are sponsored by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs to address these research questions. The findings show that both partisanship and individuals' sophistication level work together and moderate the effect of political context in accounting for individuals' belief in democracy promotion. Democrats were more supportive of democracy promotion than Republicans in 1998, but the experience of the Iraq war made Democrats change their acceptance of this belief. This change happened more substantially among the more sophisticated Democrats than among the less sophisticated ones compared to their Republican counterparts. In the following sections, I discuss the existing studies on democracy promotion, the sources of belief in democracy promotion, and the change of belief in democracy promotion and propose hypotheses to test using survey data. 

Democracy Promotion and American Foreign Policy

Scholars who study American political thought and culture (Tocqueville 1966; Myrdal 1944; Hartz 1955) emphasize the central place of the ideal of democracy in American culture and politics. Also scholars (Brands 1998; Monten 2005) point out that democracy and democracy promotion is a core value characterizing American exceptionalism. According to Brands (1998) and Monten (2005) there are two components of American liberal exceptionalism: examplarism and vindicationalism. Those who espouse examplarism believe that the United States should influence the world by setting an example, not by using force. Those who accept vindicationalism believe the United States should take measures beyond mere passive example setting (Brands 1998, viii). Although these two different components of exceptionalism exert their influence on foreign policy and a different component gained popularity throughout U.S. history, they share the core idea that the United States should be the example of democracy and that this ideal should be promoted in the world. 
 Another group of scholars (see e.g., Hunt 1987; Lieven 2004; McCartney 2004), who examine American foreign policy history and tradition from a critical point of view, argue that the ideals of American exceptionalism are represented by democracy promotion. They point out that this missionary zeal is at the core of American foreign policy and see this zeal as inherent in the core belief of American exceptionalism based on democracy. 
 The role of idealism in U.S. foreign policy has also been pointed out by both realists and liberals. Traditional realists (Morgenthau 1973, 1952; Kennan 1984) agree that idealism rather than national interest is more popular among citizens. They are concerned that the public is more easily motivated by “utopian” ideals, including democracy. Similarly, Mearsheimer (2001, 23) expressed the concern by arguing that “Americans tend to be hostile to realism because it clashes with their basic values.” 
 As liberals believe in the positive role of idealism in international relations, they emphasize the importance of democracy promotion as a core U.S. foreign policy goal. According to them (see e.g., Diamond 1992, Allison and Beschel 1992, Talbott 1996), democracy promotion should help in achieving American national interests, because national interests and democracy promotion are not conflicting goals. Ironically, neo-conservatives theorists (see e.g., Kristol and Kagan 1996) also argue that democracy promotion should be an important U.S. foreign policy goal. Although they differ in terms of the means to achieve this goal, they converge on the central place of democracy promotion as a U.S. foreign policy goal. The convergence between liberals and neoconservatives occurs after the collapse of the former Soviet Union and the ensuing international crises that demand U.S. action to address the problems. 
These scholars direct us to the important role of democracy promotion in U.S. foreign policy and suggest that the ideal is popular among citizens. However, scholars who study public opinion on democracy promotion (see Holsti 2004; Drezner 2010; Tures 2007) point out that the popularity of democracy promotion among the mass public is not high. Instead, citizens are more concerned about national and economic security. They show that Americans' support for promoting democracy is lower than for other realists' foreign policy goals (e.g., protecting jobs, securing energy, and maintaining superior military power). Thus they argue that democracy promotion might be a salient ideal among elites and the media, but the mass public's opinion on foreign policy is closer to that of realists. While their studies provide insight into understanding public opinion on democracy promotion at the aggregate level, they do not move further to understand individual-level opinion on democracy promotion. 
As several of the above-cited scholars suggest, democracy promotion may not be a highly popular goal among the public, but this does not preclude the need for studying the sources of public belief in democracy promotion. It had been, and still is, an important symbolic ideal that will influence elites and the public's foreign policy attitudes. While democracy promotion may be less popular compared to other goals, it still could be an important source for other foreign policy attitudes. 
Sources of Belief in Democracy Promotion
What are the potential sources of belief in democracy promotion? Existing studies suggest political partisanship, sophistication level, and political context, among others. Scholars who study the relationship between partisanship and values (see Chong, McClosky and Zaller 1983; Goren 2005; McCann 1997) suggest partisanship is an important source that accounts for political values. Specifically, Goren (2005) and McCann (1997) show that partisanship is more stable than core political values (e.g., egalitarianism and individualism). As one of the stable political predispositions, partisanship colors other types of political predispositions, including core values and principles. Similarly, Berinsky (2009) shows that partisanship is an important driving force in understanding individuals’ support for war. These studies provide a stronger ground for the role of partisanship as an important factor in accounting for the belief in democracy promotion. 
In addition to partisanship, cognitive sophistication level might be a source for a belief in values. According to the realists (Morgenthau 1952, 1973; Kennan 1984; Mearsheimer 2001), citizens are easily influenced by idealism because they lack information. Other studies (Rokeach 1973; Chong, McClosky and Zaller 1983) show that the more sophisticated individuals are better at either accepting or rejecting values. This suggests that those individuals who do not have higher cognitive capacity are more likely to accept democracy promotion. 
Studies (see Rokeach 1973; Schwartz 2005; Inglehart 1981; Inglehart and Abramson 1994; Sears and Valentino 1997) that explore values change provide us with theoretical guidance for another source of individual belief in democracy promotion: political context or external environment. Inglehart (1981) proposes that, when the socialization process (facilitated by economic conditions) influences individuals to pursue higher order needs rather than lower order needs, they shift their values from materialistic (e.g., fighting rising prices and maintaining order) to post-materialistic (e.g., protecting freedom of speech and having more say in government). Similarly, Inglehart and Abramson (1994) suggest that post-materialistic values are prevalent among the younger generations in advanced countries as the countries experience significant economic development. Furthermore, citizens will modify their attachment to these values depending on the economic conditions of an individual country. 

While Inglehart and others examined the causes of values changes at the collective level, Sears and Valentino (1997) explored how political events influence the socialization process of preadults at the individual level. They suggest that political events—e.g., presidential election campaigns—can generate changes in preadults’ long-standing and stable predispositions, but the effects of events on the attitudes of preadults is selective and limited to salient attitude objects. Also, the socialization of preadults occurs periodically rather than continuously, because such potentially socializing events tend to happen only periodically. 

Similarly, Peffley and Hurwitz (1992) show that individuals’ hostile image of the former Soviet Union changed according to the development of the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. Individuals adjusted their image of the Soviet Union based on the new information of the changed diplomatic relations. As citizens modified their image of the Soviet Union according to the changing relationship, their attitude toward specific foreign policy changed, too. This study demonstrates the influence of new information on the image of a nation, which tends to be stable and plays a major role as heuristics in organizing foreign policy belief systems. These scholars suggest that political context or environment could be an important element in accounting for belief in democracy promotion. Specifically, the relevant political events or international political landscape will exert meaningful influence on American citizens' belief in democracy promotion. 
Partisanship, Sophistication, Political Events, and Change of Belief in Democracy Promotion
 How do these three main sources of belief in democracy promotion work to account for individuals' change in commitment to this ideal? The existing studies on attitude changes and persuasion in social psychology suggest (see e.g., Fiske and Taylor 1991; Chen and Shelly 1999) that citizens’ information processing varies according to the characteristics of the evaluation objects and their levels of motivation or knowledge. Similarly, studies on attitudes and attitude changes (Zaller 1992; McClosky and Zaller 1984; Peffley and Hurwitz 1992; McCann 1997; Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009) have shown that citizens’ political dispositions, cognitive abilities, motivations, and sources of information influence changes of their attitudes or values. Thus it is too simplistic to assume that individuals will respond to external conditions or experimental manipulations in a uniform manner. 

As Zaller (1991, 1992) laid out in his model of attitude change, it is necessary to take into account both the characteristics of the external conditions and individual level characteristics as well as the interaction of these two components. The way that individuals change their attitudes depends on the intensity of the messages, individuals’ awareness levels, and political predispositions. Specifically, according to his theory and findings (Zaller 1992), sophisticated individuals who are predisposed to taking specific positions on war (see e.g., Hawks and Doves) react to a message (like the justification of war during the Vietnam War period) differently from less sophisticated Hawks and Doves in forming their support for war. At the same time, the sophisticated Hawks and Doves reveal differences in reacting to the war messages from the way the former filter the pro-war messages. In this case the less sophisticated Hawks and Doves began to oppose the war despite the fact that the Johnson administration increased pro-war messages in 1966. Yet the sophisticated Hawks stuck to their support for war even while the anti-war messages were stronger as time went by. What these findings show is that individuals change their attitudes according to the characteristics of information and their own personal level characteristics—sophistication level and political predispositions. 

In line with Zaller’s (1991, 1992) model of attitude changes, I propose a theory that captures the working relationship of change in belief in democracy promotion. This theory incorporates both objective conditions and individuals’ subjective characteristics in accounting for belief in democracy promotion. Furthermore, this theory of belief change emphasizes the interaction between the external conditions and individuals’ subjective characteristics. The external events influence the way that individuals process the information. They could be events or information, and their impact could be magnified by elites or the media. Depending on the strength of the external shock, the influence of the conditions on individuals’ belief in ideals will vary. At the same time, individuals’ characteristics—e.g., cognitive capacity, motivation, and political dispositions—affect the way individuals internalize external events or information. In other words, the influence of the external events will not be felt homogeneously among individuals. Individuals’ own specific characteristics moderate the effect of the external factors on individuals’ belief in ideals. 
This theory needs to be elucidated as to the working relationships among these factors. First, individuals' belief change occurs when the external political events provide substantially meaningful information that can shake individuals’ belief in the ideal. Characteristics of political events—the strength, intensity, and sources of information—will influence individuals’ belief in democracy promotion. The way that individuals shift their belief in democracy promotion depends on the characteristics of events. For example, Sears and Valentino (1997) show that the socialization of preadults happens only during the campaign period but not pre- or post-campaign. The effect of political events on belief in the ideal thus varies according to the intensity of information. The events should be able to provoke significant reactions from citizens to be able to nudge them to change their acceptance of the ideal. Because belief in an ideal tends to remain stable and consistent over time, routine political events which have low intensity information and emotional attachment fail to force people to rethink their commitments to the ideal. In addition, the effect of events will be prominent on the belief in the ideal that are closely related to the events, which make the ideal “salient”. Only when political events effectively touch upon the ideal that citizens and society espouse do changes of the ideal occur. Another condition is the source of the information. As studies (see e.g., Kuklinski and Hurley 1994; Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009) find, individuals pay attention to the source of a cue when they form their opinions or attitudes. Substantively, the same message will be interpreted differently depending on who gave that message. In the area of foreign policy, the president’s partisan affiliation and decision will be the prime source of the information or events cue (McCann 1997). 

Second, as the theory of interaction suggests, individuals’ partisanship conditions the effects of external events in defining their belief in an ideal. Studies suggest that citizens’ partisanship influences their information processing of candidates (see e.g., Rahn 1993), opinion changes (see e.g., Bartels 2002), acceptance of values (see e.g., Chong, McClosky and Zaller 1983; Goren 2005), and attitude changes (see e.g., Zaller 1992). Strong partisanship, like stereotyping, colors the information that individuals receive from external conditions (either from elites or direct experiences). For example, it is difficult to change the opinions and attitudes of a person who has strong partisan orientation with new information as compared to those of less partisan individuals. Specifically, strong Democrats and Republicans will interpret and react to the same events in different ways in processing the experiences to shape their opinions on foreign policy. 
Finally, the interaction theory of belief change suggests that another factor—an individual’s cognitive ability—plays a role in filtering the effect of external events and partisanship on their belief in democracy promotion. Studies differ on the role of sophistication and partisanship in information processing and opinion formation. According to Bartels (2002), partisanship can dominate the information process regardless of sophistication or knowledge level: Democrats and Republicans perceive the same events in markedly different ways regardless of their knowledge level. Partisanship causes substantially biased judgment on evaluations among both the less-informed and the well-informed respondents. Sophistication level does not differentiate the effect of partisanship in forming opinions. However, Zaller (1992) has argued that the more sophisticated partisans will perceive events and evaluate information differently from the less sophisticated partisans. Although partisanship plays an important role in defining the way that individuals accept and respond to external events and information, its effect depends on their sophistication level. The more sophisticated partisans are “better able to resist persuasive communications that are inconsistent with their basic values” than are the less sophisticated (Zaller 1992, 148). Less sophisticated individuals are unable to discern information or messages that are inconsistent with their own predispositions because they lack cognitive ability or interest. Thus, they may easily form opinions inconsistent with their own dispositions. But as more sophisticated partisans can interpret information (or events) with their own partisan eyes, they can resist information that is inconsistent with their partisanship. While the basic dynamic of attitudes change varies according to the intensity of messages and freshness of issues, the level of sophistication conditions the effect of partisan disposition and political events in defining the patterns of attitudes change. The interaction theory is consistent with Zaller’s (1992) findings of attitudes change. Those sophisticated individuals will be able to process the information and interpret the external events in line with their own political predispositions and adjust their belief in the salient ideal, while the less sophisticated ones will have difficulty in doing so. 
The interaction theory suggests a general hypothesis: partisanship, political events, and sophistication will be important sources of individuals’ belief in democracy promotion. More importantly, the effect of these three variables on democracy promotion depends on their interaction with each other. Specifically, the effect of political events on individuals’ belief in democracy will depend on partisanship, and in turn, the effect of political events and partisanship on belief in democracy promotion will depend on the level of sophistication. 
Before I draw a hypothesis from the discussion of the theory of values change, it is useful to discuss the characteristics of the events that I explore in this study. 
Characteristics of Events

As theories of values change suggest, the characteristics of political contexts will have a varying influence on the acceptance of belief in democracy promotion. The contexts examined in this study are pre-9/11, post-9/11, the Iraq war, and the military surge in Iraq in 2008. These political contexts cover different time periods which helps to examine the influence of these contexts on belief in democracy promotion. To capture the political contexts, five CCFR surveys (1998, 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008) were used. As a way to differentiate the political context, attention is paid to three points: unity among partisans, the existence of external threats to national security, and success in achieving certain goals during these periods. 

The survey of 1998 captures the time during which the United States became the sole superpower after the former Soviet Union collapsed in 1989, and subsequent international events demanded the active involvement of the United States to handle such complex and costly affairs as Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1991, ethnic cleansing in Rwanda, Bosnia, and Kosovo, and political unrest and massive refugee problems in Somalia. As domestic political polarization arose through the 1990s, Republicans and Democrats did show some differences on foreign policy issues. Especially, Democrats are more likely than Republicans to support sending troops to Bosnia and Kosovo to stabilize the region.
 The general direction of the Clinton administration’s foreign policy was cautious engagement in world affairs to improve human rights and to work through international organizations and cooperative relationships with other nations. This period could be described as “moderately divided” and “mixed success” in actions but having no existing direct threat to U.S. security. 

The Bush administration’s isolationist approach to foreign policy shifted dramatically after the September 11 attacks in 2001. The Bush administration drew up a new doctrine in which preemptive attacks, unilateralism, and pursuit of idealism are the key elements. The survey of 2002 captures public opinion in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, when fear, anxiety, and patriotism were high and counter-terrorism measures were strongly supported. Partisan differences were muted by the attacks on America by foreign agents. Thus the survey of 2002 captures the characteristics of the conditions that can be described as unifying, legitimate, and successful events. It also reflects the existence of imminent threats to U.S. security. 

By 2004 when the third survey was taken, the political context had undergone another dramatic turn. The Bush administration invaded Iraq in 2003, and the consequent troubles arose from the continuing war. The process leading up to the invasion of Iraq created serious political divisions domestically and internationally. The partisan division over the invasion of Iraq was large already. As a poll in October 2002 shows, the difference between Republicans and Democrats who support the war against Iraq is about 42 percent.
 Furthermore, since the Bush administration’s justification of the invasion of Iraq was that it would prevent potential terrorist use of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs) it claimed Iraq possessed, the subsequent failure to find WMDs delivered a serious blow to the administration. The war did not progress as the Bush administration expected. Even after President Bush declared “mission accomplished” in May 2003, combat operations continued for years afterwards. Casualties rose, the establishment of a democratic government in Iraq was delayed, and the news on torture was leaked. The survey of 2004 captures this turmoil, intensifying partisan division over the Iraq war and the fact of little progress in Iraq. Thus the political context that the survey of 2004 reflected can be described as polarizing, weakly legitimate, unsuccessful, and featuring lingering fear for national security. 

Similarly, the surveys of 2006 and 2008 capture the political context in which the polarization has increased as the progress in stabilizing and transitioning to a democratic regime in Iraq has stalled. Especially, the survey of 2008 will reflect the political environment in which the Bush administration attempted to salvage the situation in Iraq by increasing the number of troops. The debate about the effectiveness of the war policy became more intensified due to President Bush’s decision to send more troops in January 2008. The partisan division during this time remained high, and progress was stalled in Iraq. This time period can be thus categorized as still polarizing and unsuccessful, but the fear for national security is substantively low compared to the earlier years, while the shock of external threats is fading during this time period. 
Hypotheses

Based on the discussion of the theory of belief in democracy promotion I draw a testable hypotheses regarding the change of belief in democracy promotion at the individual level: the effect of political events on individuals' belief in democracy promotion will be conditioned by partisanship and sophistication level. In statistical terms, there will be a three-way interaction among partisianship, sophistication level, and political context in accounting for individuals' acceptance of democracy promotion. Specifically, a political event—the Iraq war—will have a negative influence on individuals’ belief in democracy promotion, but this negative influence is conditioned by partisanship. The negative influence of the political event is more pronounced by partisanship; Democrats are more likely than Republicans to be influenced by this event. Furthermore, the sophistication level conditions this partisan difference. More politically sophisticated Democrats are far less likely than the more sophisticated Republicans to be supportive of democracy promotion after they experience the Iraq war compared to the pre-Iraq war period. However, the less sophisticated partisans are less likely to be responsive to the effect of external events in forming their opinion and, instead rely on their partisan disposition. Less sophisticated Democrats are therefore not much different from their Republican counterparts in their support for democracy promotion, even after they experience the Iraq war. 
Data and Measurement of Variables

The surveys were conducted by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations in 1998, 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008
 and straddle the significant political events which would affect individuals' belief in democracy promotion. The survey of 2002 captures the political effect of the 9/11 attacks. Similarly, the survey of 2004 shows how the Bush administration’s invasion of Iraq and the failure to secure Iraq influenced Americans’ beliefs in democracy promotion. The surveys of 2006 and 2008 capture how the continued war in Iraq affects the way that citizens espouse the foreign policy values.
 Although these surveys are not panel data, which can trace the change of belief in democracy among individuals more accurately and systematically, they are the best available surveys that cover a long enough time span so that we can test the impact of the varying political contexts on this ideal. Another important advantage of these surveys is that they have maintained the same questionnaires for the belief in democracy promotion, which gives a reliable measurement of the main concepts for this study. 

 To construct a measure for democracy promotion, the question on whether “helping to bring a democratic form of government to other nations” should be an important foreign policy goal, somewhat important goal, or not at all important goal was used. 

Main Independent Variables 
As mentioned earlier, the measurement of political context is done by using the dummy variables of years. The year of 1998 is used as a base year. Partisanship is a categorical variable and has three traditional party identifications: Republican, Independent, and Democrat
. Republicans are the base category for group comparison. As a measure of sophistication, education level is used. Although studies (see e.g., Delli-Carpini and Keeter 1996,;Zaller 1992) suggest that cognitive sophistication can be measured more properly by using questions that measure individuals' knowledge on factual questions, these surveys do not include such questions to measure factual knowledge. Thus, as an alternative to traditional political knowledge measurement, education level is used to measure the sophistication. Education is ranged from less than high school to post graduates on a five-point scale. It is mean centered to make the interpretation easier and to reduce the potential multicollinearity among the variables.

Control Variables

In addition to the main independent variables, other control variables were included that may influence individuals’ opinion on democracy promotion. Ideology is measured according to five scale ranges, from strongly conservative to strongly liberal.
 Ideology and partisanship are correlated, and the magnitude of correlation changes by year as the partisan division in American politics is getting more intense after the 2000 presidential elections. The correlation between these two variables is within the range of .21 in 1998 to .62 in 2008. Although ideology and partisanship are correlated, they measure different concepts of political dispositions, and the existing studies show that these two variables should be considered as separate concepts (see e.g., Norrander 2001; Erickson and Tedin 2007; Wittkopf 1990; Holsti 2004) . Also, the test of multicollinearity shows that the level of collinearity is not high enough to undermine the empirical results. 

Studies show that racial group identity plays a role in accounting for individuals’ policy opinion on foreign policy (see e.g., Wilcox, Ferrara, and Allsop 1993; Nincic and Nincic 2002): blacks are less likely to support military action than whites. To examine the effect of racial group identity, the racial/ethnic group identity variable is controlled for in the model. The measure of racial and ethnic identity is constructed by specifying minority groups. Since the surveys do not have racial categories for Latinos and Asian Americans, these groups are combined with other major minority groups (e.g., native Americans). Thus racial and ethnic identity includes three categories: non-Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic blacks, and others. 

Other control variables are age, gender, and self-interest. Studies show that age matters in accounting for foreign policy opinion. As individuals get older, they are more likely to be realistic and less willing to support policies that involve high risks and pursue idealism (Wilcox, Ferrara, and Allsop 1993; Holsti 2004). Age ranges from 18 to 98. According to studies that emphasize the role of instrumental thinking or rational choice in public opinion, individuals’ concern for their material interests will be an important predictor for their opinion (Chong, Citrin, and Conley 2001; Hurwitz and Peffley 1987; Schoen 2008). For example, as individuals care more about their self-interest, they are more likely to oppose idealism unless it provides direct material gain for them. Family income is a typical measure for self-interest. Income has a six-point scale, from less than $20,000 in family income to more than $100,000. Studies (Eichenburg 2003; Gallager 1993) show that gender is an important source of foreign policy attitudes. Especially, females are far less likely to be supportive of military action. As they are more likely to be concerned about peace and domestic prosperity than males, they will be less likely to be supportive of this idealism. Male is coded into 1 and female, 0. 
Findings

The Effect of Partisanship, Sophistication, and Political Events on Belief in Democracy Promotion. 

 The distribution of belief in democracy promotion in different political contexts shows that individuals' beliefs in this ideal change in reaction to the external political events. About 31 percent, 52 percent, and 17 percent of respondents, respectively, said that democracy promotion is a very important goal, some what important, and not at all important in 1998. Individuals' strong belief in democracy promotion decreases as they experience different types of international political situations. By 2002, 27 percent and 51 percent of respondents, respectively, said that they consider democracry promotion as a very important and somewhat important goal. As they experience the Iraq war, the proportion of respondents in 2004 who consider democracy promotion as a very important goal is reduced to 13 percent, while those who consider it as somewhat important increased to 59 percent. This tendency remains same in 2006 and 2008. The continuation of the Iraq war and intensified political division on the war make individuals less supportive of democracy promotion. In 2006, about 16 percent of respondents considered democracy promotion as a very important goal and 59 percent considered it as a somewhat important goal. It remains the same in 2008. This aggregate level change shows that political context influences individuals' belief in democracy promotion. 
[Table 1 here ]

The preliminary analysis on the sources of belief in democracy promotion shows (Table 1) that sophistication level, partisanship, and race are important sources for this belief. Those individuals who are more sophisticated are less likely to believe in democracy promotion in four out of five surveys. Regardless of the changed political context, they are consistently less likely to be enthusiastic about this ideal, except in 2002. Partisanship is another meaningful source for citizens' belief in democracy promotion. Specifically, Democrats show quite a dramatic change in their acceptance of this ideal. While they were more supportive of democracy promotion in 1998, they began to distance themselves from this ideal in 2004. The experience of the Iraq war is the most plausible reason for this change. Compared to whites, blacks are consistently supportive of democracy promotion throughout the entire period from 1998 to 2008. Even the experience of the Iraq war and the failure to stabilize the country does not shake African Americans' commitment to democracy promotion in general. While these findings are not the complete ones, they provide us with an important insight on the sources of belief in democracy promotion. 

As an intermediate step to examine the three-way interaction effect, I estimate the two way interaction models for different political contexts. The results are presented in Table 2. They show that there are interaction effects of partisanship and sophistication on individuals’ support for democracy promotion in 2004 and 2008. There is not much interaction effect of sophistication and Democrats in 1998 (b=.19, p>.10), while Democrats were more supportive of democracy promotion (b=.52, p>.01) and the more sophisticated individuals are less supportive of this ideal (b=-.29, p>.05). Similarly, the interaction effect between sophistication and partisanship in 2002 fails to show a meaningful impact. Compared to 1998 during the Clinton administration, there is an interaction effect between sophistication and Democrats (b= -.28, p<.05) in 2004 and (b= -.41, p<.01) in 2008. These results suggest that the effect of partisanship on democracy promotion varies by sophistication level in 2004 and 2008. Not all Democrats are opposing democracy promotion, but those Democrats who are more sophisticated are more likely than their Republican counterparts to oppose democracy promotion in 2004 and 2008. These results point us to the possible difference between pre-Iraq war and post-Iraq war attitudes, except in 2006. One way to test the difference between these events is to examine the difference of coefficients of the interaction term (sophistication and Democrats) between 1998 and the other periods. The simple coefficient difference test by using the χ2 test shows that the differences between 1998 and 2004, and 1998 and 2008 are statistically significant at the .05 significance level
. However, there is no statistically significant difference between 1998 and 2002, and 1998 and 2006. This suggests that the effect of partisanship and sophistication on democracy promotion would partly depend on political contexts. 
To test the hypothesis more formally, I pooled the five surveys and estimate models for belief in democracy promotion. The Ordered Logistic Regression estimation results are presented in Table 3. Since three-way interaction terms are statistically significant for Independents and Democrats in 2004 and 2008, the hypothesis is partly supported by the data. As the interpretation of the three-way interaction term is more involved than simple or two-way interaction terms, I proceed with the interpretation of the two-way interaction terms first and move to the three-way interaction term. The results show that Democrats were more supportive of the ideal than Republicans in the baseline year, 1998; but Independents did not show much difference. The coefficient for Democrats (b=.53) is statistically significant (p<.01). After the experience of the 9/11 attacks, still in 2002, Democrats are more willing to accept democracy promotion. The interaction terms between Independents and 2002 and Democrats and 2002 should capture the effect of the events after the 9/11 attacks and following retaliation against the Taliban and Al Qaeda. The coefficients of the terms are small (b=-.02 and b=-.10 ) and not significant at all. The experience of the events does not affect Democrats’ and Independents’ beliefs in democracy promotion in relation to Republicans in 2002. 

[Table 2 here] 

But the invasion of Iraq and ensuing events in Iraq did make a difference among partisans in their support for democracy promotion. The coefficients of the two-way interaction terms between Independents and 2004, 2006, and 2008 (b=-.63, -.74, and -.61) and Democrats and 2004, 2006, 2008 (b=-.76, 1.00, and 1.30) are statistically significant (p<.05). Independents and Democrats were more likely to reduce their support for democracy promotion than Republicans in 2004 and the other years. As the invasion of Iraq, prolonged unrest in Iraq, and troop surge in Iraq became polarizing events, Democrats and Independents became wary of the rationale for the war and began to detach themselves from the ideal of democracy promotion. 

Figure 1 shows more intuitively how partisans responded to the events over time. The predicted probabilities are obtained by setting other independent variables at their mean (sophistication level, ideology, age, and income), or constant (white and male). They are the probabilities based on the respondents' choice of “democracy promotion is a very important foreign policy goal.” There are three different ways to construct the three-way interaction effects. I choose to use this format of presentation to focus on the effect of political context (measured by years) by partisanship and sophistication. Since the coefficients of the two-way interaction terms between partisanship and political context (years) captures the conditional effect of these two variables while assuming that the sophistication level is at the mean (i.e., 0), “some college” is closer to the mean level of sophistication in this Figure 1. Democrats were more supportive of democracy promotion than Republicans in 1998 (.34 vs. .25 in the "some college" panel). Independents were closer to Republicans in their support for democracy promotion in 1998. Even after the 9/11 attacks, this relationship did not change much, which is consistent with the estimation results. Unlike the 9/11 attacks, the invasion of Iraq and ensuing entanglement in Iraq significantly undercut Democrats’ and Independents’ beliefs in democracy promotion. The sudden shift of slope by 2004 among Democrats suggests that Democrats began to withdraw their support for democracy promotion by June 2004 and to maintain that tendency in 2006 and afterwards. More importantly, Republicans and Democrats are in opposite positions in accepting democracy promotion by 2004. Thus Republicans are more likely than Democrats to embrace democracy promotion following the invasion of Iraq due to Democrats’ withdrawal from the ideal. 

[Figure 1 here] 

Independents reacted to the political situation in a similar way to Democrats. While their level of support for democracy promotion in 1998 and 2002 was very close to that of Republicans, their experience of the invasion of Iraq and failure in securing the country set them apart from Republicans by 2004. The sudden plunge of support for democracy among Independents made them behave more like Democrats in 2004 and afterwards. In contrast to Independents and Democrats, Republicans’ reaction to the events and stance toward democracy promotion reveals that they were less sensitive to these events in their support for the ideal. Although they were not showing as much fluctuation as Democrats and Independents, Republicans reacted to the political events moderately. Specifically, they increased their acceptance of democracy promotion in 2006 and 2008 after they retreated from their original stance toward the ideal in 1998, but this upward movement is limited in magnitude among average sophisticated individuals. Thus, the main gap between Democrats and Republicans stems from the Democrats’ change. 

The Three-Way Interaction Influence of Partisanship, Political Events, and Sophistication on Belief in Democracy Promotion

The hypothesis states that there will be a three-way interaction among partisanship, events, and sophistication in accounting for individuals’ belief in democracy promotion. Specifically, it means that the effect of partisanship and events on the belief in the ideal depends on sophistication level
 The interaction between partisanship and events will vary significantly by the level of sophistication. For the measure of sophistication I used education level, which is measured on a 5 point scale. The three-way interaction term of Democrats, year 2004, and sophistication level is -.42 and is statistically significant (p<.05). Since the two-way interaction between partisanship and year 2004 has been established above, the three-way interaction suggests that the two-way interaction depends on the level of sophistication. The negative sign thus suggests that sophisticated Democrats are even less supportive of democracy promotion in 2004 on average compared to sophisticated Republicans. The interaction terms for 2006 ( b=-.30, p>.10) and 2008 (b=-.56, p<.05) show a negative sign, which shows the same tendency as in 2004, but the effect of interaction in 2006 fails to pass the traditional significance test. Thus, the results are partly (two out of three cases) consistent with the expectation that the gap between Democrats (and Independents) and Republicans in their acceptance of democracy promotion in different political contexts will vary by the sophistication level. The level of sophistication moderates the effect of partisanship and the events in accounting for democracy promotion, with the exception of 2006. 

As Figure 1 provides the results more intuitively and clearly and lays out the important findings. The Figure shows that the sophistication level conditions the interaction effect of partisanship and events in accounting for democracy promotion. Specifically, Democrats shift their attachment to democracy promotion in reaction to political events; and their belief in democracy promotion also depends on the level of sophistication. The figure shows that as we move from a low (less than high school) to a high level of sophistication (college and post-graduate), Democrats’ acceptance of the value drops more in 2004, 2006, and 2008 compared to Republicans at each sophistication level. The sophisticated Democrats are far more sensitive in 2004 and afterwards than the more sophisticated Republicans in responding to the invasion of Iraq and subsequent failures in stabilizing the country. The slope for the more sophisticated Democrats moves downward slowly from 1998 to 2002; but it moves downward a lot quicker from 2002 to 2004. Owing to this big change and negative reaction to the second event (the invasion of Iraq), the predicted value of democracy promotion among the more sophisticated Democrats decreased significantly from that of 1998. The sophisticated Democrats recover from their lower level of acceptance of democracy promotion by 2006, but it goes down even further in 2008. 

Compared to Democrats, the way that the sophistication level moderates Republicans’ acceptance of democracy promotion in reaction to political events differs. The more sophisticated Republicans did not change their beliefs in democracy promotion in reaction to the 9/11 attacks, the invasion of Iraq and the dragging on of the war. For example, college-graduate Republicans withdraw their support for democracy promotion in 2002 and 2004 compared to 1998. But the magnitude of movement is very limited over time, so that the predicted value of democracy in 2002 and in 2004 among the college-graduate Republicans is almost the same as in 1998; and their acceptance of democracy promotion increases in 2006 and 2008. The differences in probabilities between sophisticated Democrats’ (Independents’) belief in democray promotion and that of the sophisticated Republicans between 1998 and 2008 are .14 and -.15. These differences are substantively greater than the differences among the less sophisticated partisans. For example, the differences among the high school graduates are .04 and -.05. The magnitude of difference is more than 3 times bigger among the more sophisticated partisans. 

 Not only do partisanship and characteristics of events matter in influencing individuals’ attachment to democracy promotion, but also the sophistication level conditions the interactive effects of the partisanship and characteristics of events. The more sophisticated partisans respond to external events in a very different way from the less sophisticated partisans in terms of the direction and speed of change of their beliefs in democracy promotion. In contrast to the more sophisticated partisans, the less sophisticated partisans (Democrats and Republicans) show less difference between them in their support for democracy promotion in reaction to the events. It is not clear why there is no statistically significant interaction in 2006. One possible explanation is that the polarization of partisan politics in dealing with the Iraq war was not as high as in 2004 or 2008. Thus, the salience of democracy promotion and party polarization on this ideal was not as high as in other years, which in turn reduced the conditional effect between partisanship and sophistication in these years. 
The effects of two variables are especially noteworthy. Regardless of political contexts, blacks are consistently more likely than whites to accept democracy promotion (b=.62, p<.01). This might be the case because African Americans feel the need for external help in building democratic governments in African nations and other parts of the world. For example, during the time of Apartheid in South Africa, African American leaders and the public pushed hard for the U.S. Government to pressure the Apartheid regime to move to democracy. Ideology shows a statistically significant influence on the belief in democracy promotion: liberals are less likely to adopt democracy promotion (b=-.11, p<.01). I checked the effect of ideology on democracy promotion in each year by estimating the model separately, and the effect of ideology is not significant in the individual model, except in 2006. Thus, it seems that the effect of ideology is a function of a smaller standard deviation. 
Discussion and Conclusion 


This study explored the sources of individuals’ belief in democracy promotion and the working relationship among the major sources in accounting for the change of their belief in this ideal. The major findings show that partisanship, political events, and sophistication are the important sources in understanding individuals’ belief in democracy promotion.
While the characteristics of events influence individuals’ belief in democracy promotion on the aggregate level, the way that political events influence individuals’ beliefs in the ideal depends on their political predispositions: i.e., partisanship. Partisans did not change their beliefs in the ideal after the 9/11 attacks. However, the invasion of Iraq in 2003 and the unfolding conflict following the invasion made Democrats move away from their commitment to democracy promotion. This gap between Democrats and Republicans in their support for the ideal grew even wider as time went by. Ironically, the Bush administration adopted democracy promotion as its core foreign policy in dealing with international terrorism. Furthermore, maintaining superior military power in world affairs also was a cornerstone of the Bush doctrine, which was consistent with neo-conservatives’ ideals. Given the characteristics of the Bush doctrine, which is based on a neo-conservative perspective emphasizing democracy promotion and unilateral military action, and the on-going war that failed to show much progress over time, Democrats were more likely to interpret the decisions made by the administration from a partisan perspective and, in turn, to form their attitudes toward the ideal accordingly. 

The study also shows that the interaction between partisanship and political events is further conditioned by sophistication levels in their influence on individuals’ acceptance of democracy promotion. The sophistication level moderates the gap between Democrats and Republicans in their belief in democracy promotion over the years. The gap between them grows even further in response to the invasion of Iraq and the subsequent decisions as the partisans’ sophistication level goes up. As a result, the way that the more sophisticated Republicans and Democrats responded to the same event is sharply different. While the events observed did not have much effect on the more sophisticated Republicans, the more sophisticated Democrats were far more sensitive to the same events and changed their beliefs in promoting democracy accordingly. In general, less sophisticated partisans are more sensitive to the events at one point and less responsive at another point. Less sophisticated Democrats and Republicans share similar characteristics of a lack of cognitive ability to interpret external shocks properly. Their change of beliefs in democracy promotion according to the events is thus substantially different from more sophisticated partisans. Another point to note is that the invasion of Iraq made the more sophisticated Independents depart from their closeness to their counterpart Republicans in their beliefs in democracy promotions and to become closer to the Democrats. 

An important implication of this study is that individuals’ belief in democracy promotion is influenced by the interaction between political events and their political dispositions. The political events could be external events like the 9/11 attacks or political elites’ policies (e.g., the invasion of Iraq, the aftermath of the occupation of Iraq, and the policy of a surge in the number of troops). The differential impact of political events on beliefs in the ideal suggests that, while political crisis or significant turmoil can move citizens’ attachment on the ideal collectively, the way that citizens react to external events differs. Most prominently, political partisanship defines how citizens filter political events through their own predispositions. Citizens adjust their attachment to values with new information and experience, but they do so according to their own partisan orientations. The shift of commitment to the salient ideal (democracy promotion) occurred among Democrats only by 2004. Democrats observed the abuse of internationalists’ ideals in the invasion of Iraq by the Bush administration. As Rokeach (1973) points out, they see the contradiction between what they believe in and what the Bush administration does. It is worth noting that the Democrats’ change came rather slowly and only after the invasion of Iraq had occurred. This shows both aspects of values change. As studies on values have argued, the inertial characteristics of belief in democracy promotion do exist; but also individuals change their belief in goals when the dominant aspect of events is salient to their belief in democracy promotion, so that individuals can perceive conflict between what they believed and the current political situation. In this process, individuals’ political predispositions condition the way that external events are interpreted in making judgments on values. This mechanism of attitudes change is consistent with studies which emphasize the primary role of partisanship (Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009; Zaller 1992; Bartel 2002; Goren 2005) in opinion formation and change. While this study is confirming the existing studies on values and opinion, it elaborates a condition of belief change. The moderation of partisanship does not occur in every situation. Partisanship moderates the effect of political events on belief in democracy promotion only when the ideal become salient and relevant for individuals in forming their belief in the ideal. 

The strong three-way interaction effect on belief in democracy promotion suggests that individuals filter the effects of external events not only through their political predispositions but also according to their cognitive abilities. The sharp contrast between the more sophisticated Democrats and Republicans in their acceptance of democracy promotion over the years demonstrates that individuals update their beliefs in democracy promotion according to changing external events. But the way that individuals update their beliefs in the ideal is not uniform. Instead, their sophistication level and politically predisposed stance dictates individuals’ interpretation of the new information (or events). This is consistent with Zaller’s (1991, 1992) study on opinion formation: both individuals’ cognitive ability and political predisposition influences the way individuals come up with their opinion on policies. In addition, this study extends previous studies on values change by pointing out that not only do these two important factors work together in opinion formation, but also characteristics of events play an important role in accounting for values change. For the salient ideal, whether political events are initiated by partisan leaders or not makes a difference. How presidents make decisions on foreign policy and the outcome of those decisions determines partisan interpretation of this salient ideal. As was observed, the Bush administration’s decision to invade Iraq and the unfavorable results turned out to be a divisive factor. Under this situation, partisanship and sophistication level strongly influenced how individuals perceived the ideal of democracy promotion. Consistent with Berinsky’s (2009) findings, sophisticated partisans take cues from what elites do in dealing with foreign policy.
The Bush administration’s decision to wage war against Iraq and its invocation of democracy promotion in justifying the war made democracy promotion a salient partisan ideal. Owing to these decisions and the unfolding events in Iraq, the support for democracy promotion substantially lost its popularity among the public. This is more the case for Democrats and Independents than for Republicans. The administration’s war against Iraq undermined the hope of those who want to promote democracy genuinely with non-militaristic means and in cooperation with the international community. As the war continued, the partisan difference toward democracy promotion increased. Furthermore, the strong partisan response toward militarism in reaction to the invasion of Iraq and ensuing efforts to deal with the Iraq war shows that the traditional belief that “politics ends at the water’s edge”‘does not hold true. These findings imply that Democrats and Independents perceive the negative aspects of these foreign policy goals, which are the main components of neoconservatives’ foreign policy. As in domestic politics, partisan division over foreign policy direction became more pronounced. The question of how permanent might be the impact of events is one to be explored using more data and panel data which will give a more exact way to measure the change of beliefs in foreign policy goals among individuals. 

There are two potential weaknesses of this study that future research should address: measurement of sophistication and the effect of events. Although I used education level as a proxy for measurement of political sophistication, more accurate measurement of sophistication comes from neutral political knowledge questions. Zaller (1992) and Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996) show that neutral political knowledge questions provide a more accurate measurement of political sophistication than education, political interest, or media use. Unfortunately, the CCFR’s surveys do not include a list of questions that can measure political knowledge. The only survey that has two factual items is the 2006 survey, which asks respondents the name of the currency in the European Union and the name of the U.N secretary general. The correlation of the items and education is .45 which is moderately related and statistically significant. In this sense, education is not a completely groundless measure of political sophistication, but it is a weak measure. Future research can improve this measurement by using political knowledge questions. 
This study also used cross-section survey data to examine the effect of political events. Ideally, panel data are better than the cross section time series datasets, since the panel data give better tools to measure the causal effect of relevant events by asking the same questions to the same respondents over a span of time. This research design minimizes the potential bias that could undermine the causal relationship between events and individuals’ change of attitudes. The results in this study should be interpreted with this caveat of potentially weak measurement and causal link in mind. 
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[image: image2.emf]Table 3:  Three way interaction model of belief in  democracy promotion 

Democracy Promotion

Year: 2002   -0.22

  (0.25)

Year: 2004  -0.40 *

  (0.17)

Year: 2006    0.01

  (0.18)

Year: 2008   -0.13

  (0.16)

Sophistication (low → high)  -0.29 *

  (0.13)

Independents    0.12

  (0.18)

Democrats   0.53 **

  (0.17)

Ideology (cons → lib)  -0.11***

  (0.03)

Age   -0.00

  (0.00)

Male   -0.11

  (0.06)

Blacks   0.62 ***

  (0.10)

Others   0.32 ***

  (0.09)

Income   -0.02

  (0.02)

Year: 2002 *Sophistication   0.21

  (0.24)

year: 2004*Sophistication   0.29 

  (0.16)

year: 2006*Sophistication   0.20 

  (0.16)

year: 2008*Sophistication  0.33*

  (0.15)

year: 2002*Independent  -0.02 

  (0.39)

year: 2004*Independent -0.63**

  (0.24)

year: 2006*Independent -0.74**

  (0.24)

year: 2008*Independent -0.61*

  (0.25)

***: p<.001 **: p<.01; *: p<.05; +: p<.10:  two tailed test.

Estimations results are the ordered logistic regression estimation.  Democracy promotion is 

  very important (1), somewhat important (.5), or not at all important (0). 
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year: 2002*Democrats   -0.10   

  (0.34)

year: 2004*Democrats  -0.76***

  (0.22)

year: 2006*Democrats  -1.00***

  (0.23)

year: 2008*Democrats  -1.30***

  (0.22)

  0.18   

  (0.17)

Sophistication * Democrat   0.20    

  (0.16)

Year: 2002 *sophist *Ind. -0.08    

  (0.37)

year: 2004 *sophist *Ind.  -0.51+

  (0.23)

year: 2006*sophist *Ind.  -0.37 +

  (0.22)

year: 2008 *sophist *Ind.  -0.37+  

  (0.22)

year: 2002*sophist *Dem. -0.16    

  (0.31)

year: 2004*sophist *Dem.  -0.42*

  (0.20)

year: 2006*sophist *Dem. -0.30     

  (0.21)

year: 2008*sophist *Dem.  -0.56**

  (0.19)

Cut 1  -1.96***

  (0.20)

Cut 2   0.85***

  (0.20)

Deviance    9210.03

AIC    9284.03

N    4929

***: p<.001 **: p<.01; *: p<.05; +: p<.10 : two tailed test.

Estimations results are the ordered logistic regression estimation.  Democracy promotion is 

Sophistication * Independ

very important (1),  somewhat important (.5), or not at all important (0). 
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1998 2002 2004 2006 2008

Sophistication (low → high)  -0.15* -0.24  -0.19 **  -0.14*  -0.10*

  (0.07) (0.13)   (0.06)   (0.06)   (0.05)

Independents    0.17  0.17  -0.58***  -0.59***  -0.49**

  (0.16) (0.34)   (0.17)   (0.16)   (0.17)

Democrats   0.59***  0.34  -0.32*  -0.37*  -0.73***

  (0.16) (0.32)   (0.16)   (0.17)   (0.16)

Ideology (cons → lib)   -0.09 -0.10   -0.08  -0.38***   -0.07

  (0.06) (0.14)   (0.05)   (0.08)   (0.05)

Age   -0.00   -0.00   -0.00    0.00    0.00

  (0.00) (0.01)   (0.00)   (0.00)   (0.00)

Male    0.05 -0.16   -0.20+   -0.14   -0.12

  (0.12) (0.25)   (0.12)   (0.13)   (0.11)

Blacks   0.38* .32**   0.48*   0.87***   0.70**

  (0.18) (0.40)   (0.22)   (0.23)   (0.22)

Others   0.62**  0.64+    0.05    0.14   0.49**

  (0.21) (0.36)   (0.18)   (0.18)   (0.18)

Income   -0.01 .28**   -0.02   -0.13  -0.08*

  (0.05) (0.09)   (0.04)   (0.09)   (0.04)

cut1  -1.59*** -0.44  -1.82***  -3.19***  -1.90***

  (0.34) (0.64)   (0.30)   (0.52)   (0.31)

cut2   1.00** .08**   1.10***   -0.25   1.02***

  (0.34) (0.65)   (0.30)   (0.51)   (0.30)

Deviance    2093.49 502.1    2111.33    1907.46    2557.75

AIC    2115.49 524.1    2133.33    1929.46    2579.75

N    1083 259    1150    1046    1391

***: p<.001 **: p<.01; *: p<.05; +: p<.10 : two tailed test.

Estimations results are the ordered logistic regression estimation.  Democracy promotion is, 

 very important (1),somewhat important (.5), or not at all important (0). 


Figure 1: Partisanship, Political Contexts, and Sophistication on Democracy Promotion 

[image: image5.emf]Table 2:  Two way interaction model of belief in democracy promotion

1998 2002 2004 2006 2008

Sophistication (low → high)  -0.29 *   -0.25   0.01  -0.08   0.09

 (0.13)   (0.20)  (0.10)  (0.11)  (0.07)

Independents   0.09    0.13  -0.57 ***   -0.54 **  -0.62**

 (0.18)   (0.36)  (0.17)  (0.17)  (0.20)

Democrats  0.52 **    0.34  -0.28+  -0.36 *  -0.99***

 (0.17)   (0.32)  (0.16)  (0.17)  (0.17)

Ideology (cons → lib)  -0.10   -0.11  -0.05  -0.38 ***  -0.03

 (0.06)   (0.14)  (0.06)  (0.08)  (0.05)

Age  -0.00   -0.00  -0.00   0.00   0.00

 (0.00)   (0.01)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)

Male   0.05   -0.17  -0.21+  -0.14  -0.15

 (0.12)   (0.25)  (0.12)  (0.13)  (0.11)

Blacks  0.37 *  1.33**  0.50*  0.88***  0.62**

 (0.18)   (0.40)  (0.22)  (0.23)  (0.22)

Others  0.63 **    0.64+   0.03   0.14  0.45 *

 (0.21)   (0.36)  (0.18)  (0.18)  (0.18)

Income  -0.01  0.28**  -0.02  -0.13  -0.08 *

 (0.05)   (0.09)  (0.04)  (0.09)  (0.04)

Sophistication * Ind.  0.18   0.12 0.36 * -0.15 -0.21

 (0.16)   (0.31)  (0.15)  (0.14)  (0.14)

Sophistication * Dem.  0.19  -0.02  -0.28 *  -0.00  -0.41***

 (0.16)   (0.26)  (0.12)  (0.14)  (0.11)

Cut 1  -1.70 ***    -0.49  -1.70 ***  -3.16 ***  -1.91***

 (0.35)   (0.65)  (0.31)  (0.53)  (0.31)

Cut 2  0.89 *  2.04**  1.23 ***  -0.21  1.03 ***

 (0.35)   (0.66)  (0.31)  (0.52)  (0.30)

Deviance   2091.87   501.89   2104.13   1905.86   2542.85

AIC   2117.87   527.89   2130.13   1931.86   2568.85

N   1083   259   1150   1046   1391

***: p<.001 **: p<.01; *: p<.05; +: p<.10

Estimations results are the ordered logistic regression estimation.  Democracy promotion 

  is very important (1), somewhat important (.5), or not at all important (0). 


This figure is based on the predicted probabilities for the choice of democracy promotion is a "very important" foreign policy goal. The estimation was done by using "effects" package in R (Fox and Hong 2009). 

Appendix
The surveys were conducted by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations in 1998, 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008. These data sets are available from the Interuniversity Consortium of Political and Social Research (ICPSR) or the Roper Center. The survey in 1998 has total respondents of 1,507. Interviews were conducted by Gallup with face-to-face interview during October 15 - November 10, 1998. The survey of 2002 was done by Harris Interactive with both telephone (N=2,862) and face-to-face (N=400) interview during June 1 - June 20, 2002. Both the 2004 and 2008 surveys were conducted by Knowledge Networks (KN). The survey of 2004 was conducted during July 6 - 12 with total respondents of 1,195. Similarly, the survey of 2008 was conducted during July 3 - 15 with total respondents of 1,505. Knowledge Networks uses an internet based survey in which the households are randomly selected based on telephones. Individual respondents who were chosen by this random sampling were given computers so that they could participate in the survey. 

Since the methods of interview were not consistent across the surveys and there is a concern for the mode effects, I tried to minimize the problem by using the “face-to-face” sample data in 2002 instead of the telephone survey. The telephone survey respondents tend to choose “first box” response (e.g., more often saying that various possible foreign policy goals should be “very important”) compared to “face-to-face” or “internet based” survey (The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations 2004, v). The face-to-face method produces the most accurate responses, and the internet based survey produces a slightly higher level of mode effect than the former, but it is less than that of the telephone survey methods. Since the difference between “face-to-face” and “internet based” survey is smaller, it is safer to use the sample from “face-to-face” interview in 2002. This will reduce the error that may come from the different survey methods. Also, it is safe to use two different samples, because even if the “internet based” survey has the mode effect, the direction of the choice is positive (e.g., more people tend to say that a goal is more important). In this study, the expected direction is negative (e.g., certain individuals will say that a goal is less important in the years of 2004, 2006, and 2008). 

Dependent Variables:

Below is a list of possible foreign policy goals that the United States might have. For each one please select whether you think that it should be a very important foreign policy goal of the United States, a somewhat important foreign policy goal, or not an important goal at all? 

Democracy Promotion 

Helping to bring a democratic form of government to other nations (very important=1, somewhat important=.5, not an important goal at all=0) 

Independent Variables:

Partisanship: 

How would you describe your party affiliation? : Republican=1, Independent=2, Democrat=3 

Political Ideology: 

: How would you describe your political views: as extremely conservative=1, extremely liberal=6? 

Education: What is the highest degree or level of education that you have completed? (less than high school=1, high school=2, some college=3, bachelor’s degree=4, post-graduate=5 )

Gender: Gender of Respondent (male=1: female=0) 

Income: Household income (1= less than $5000 – $14,999, 2=$15,000 -$24,999, 3=$25,000-$34,999, 4=$35,000 -$49,999, 5=$50,000-$99,999, 6=$100,000-$149,999, 7=$150,000 or more). 

Race: Whites, Blacks, and Others. 

Age: Age of respondent. 
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�	 A Gallup poll from December 1995 shows that Democrats’ support for U.S. troop presence in Bosnia was 27 percent percent greater than Republicans. Similarly, a July 1999 survey shows that Democrats were more likely to support a U.S. troop presence in Kosovo—17 percent percent higher —(Holsti 2004, 169-70). 


�	 About 40 percent percent of Democrats support invading Iraq, and 82 percent percent of Republicans do the same. The survey was conducted by the Hart-Teeter Research companies sponsored by NBC news and the Wall Street Journal during October 18-21, 2002. It is based on a national random sample of 1,012 registered voters. The data are available at the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research.


�	 The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations changed its name to the Chicago Council on Global Affairs on September 1, 2006.


�	 See the Appendix for detailed information about the surveys, including a potential complexity due to different survey methods.


�	 Although the main interest of partisanship is on the difference between Democrats and Republicans, I included Independents in the analysis. Dropping Independents in the variable will reduce the number of respondents, which will make the estimation results less reliable. 


�	This variable is treated as an interval variable and is centered to make the estimation results and interpretation easier. See other studies (e.g., Aiken and West 1991, Brambor, et al., 2006, Friedrich 1982, Gelman and Hill 2007) for the rationale of centering a variable in the interaction model and the interpretation of the interaction models .


�	 The range of the ideology variable in 2004 was originally in a 7-point scale, but it was adjusted to make it consistent with the scales of the other years.


�	 The formula for the χ2 test is following: (b1-b2)2 / [s.e.(b1)]2 + [s.e.(b2)]2 where b1 and b2 are coefficients and s.e. is standard errors of these coefficients. 


�	 Since there is a three-way interaction effect, it is possible to state the effects in three different ways. Alternatively, the hypothesis means that the effect of political events and sophistication on the belief in democracy promotion depends on partisanship, or the effect of partisanship and sophistication on the belief depends on political context. I focus on the effect of partisanship and political contexts by sophistication level here. 
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