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Abstract
Establishing whether British foreign policy attieglhave a coherent structure remains

an open issue. Employing Confirmatory Factor AtialfCFA) techniques on data
from the May 2008 wave of the British Election StisdContinuous Monitoring
Survey, we find that British foreign policy attiteslare well explained by two latent
dimensions we labdliberal InternationalismandBritish Militarism. These
dimensions closely resemble those found in moddisreign policy beliefs outside
of Britain. We follow the derivation of the factorodel with a full measurement
model, and our analyses uncover significant coatiam between the two dimensions
and the respondents’ partisan identification ardr thifect towards party leaders.
Latent foreign policy beliefs remain important aft@eimerous controls are added to
the multivariate analyses, but different dimensiovadter for different parties and
leaders. Notably, the controls include perceptminSovernment performance on

relevant domestic and foreign policy issues.



After 10 years of service as Prime Minister of Gi@atain, Tony Blair
resigned in May 2007. Under his leadership, Britr®ops participated in the NATO
mission in Kosovo, and in Blair's second and thedns, British troops played a
prominent role in the conflicts in Iraq and Afghstain. From 1997-2007, the British
Parliament passed no fewer than four pieces of mhegislation aimed at reforming
the asylum process and Labour flirted with abanaigptine Pound for the Euro. Such
commitments defined the Blair era, but by the eindioterm it was evident that they
had taken a toll on the once popular Prime Minisiy 2007, polls showed the
British public to be highly sceptical over Britasnforeign commitments, most notably
the British alliance with the United States in Ilrddiscontent over the Government’s
(perceived) poor performance on the issues of imatimn and asylum was palpable.
Together, these issues were among those that kegtBlair's approval ratings
under 50% in the last three years of his tenure.

Public opinion polls show Britons became increglyirtoncerned about
foreign affairs. In the late 30Century most British voters judged the economy and
social welfare to be the issues of highest impagabut by 2005 citizens were
mentioning immigration, asylum, and Iraq as the mmgortant problems facing the
country. Tony Blair’s fortunes declined as publacern over these issues grew,
suggesting linkages between foreign policy attitualed domestic politics in Britain.
The puzzle is determining which issues matter awd they matter, and it is one that
remains unexamined in the British voting behavidarature.

Early students of public opinion were scepticaltiihe ability of citizens to
coherently structure their attitudes about inteama affairs (cf. Lippmann 1922,
1925; Almond 1950; Converse 1964). This sceptidestilitated the omission of

comprehensive batteries of agree-disagree forefjoypguestions on election



studies, both in the United Kingdom and elsewh&eholarly doubt concerning the
coherence and role of foreign policy attitudesomestic politics was revisited in
studies of American public opinion during the 198€fs Maggiotto and Wittkopf
1981; Wittkopf and Maggiotto 1983; Wittkopf 1986tdéich et al. 1989), but there is
less research analyzing the foreign policy attisudienon-U.S. publics.

Eight foreign policy questions were posed to aesentative sample of the
British public in May, 2008. The questions wereigeed to tap the sample’s
positions concerning both traditional foreign pplaoncerns like security issues as
well as more contemporary concerns like humanmeaassistance and economic
integration. We conclude that answers to thesstores were a function of two
meaningful and substantive latent foreign poliapelinsions, ones we labellBditish
Militarism andLiberal Internationalism We found that these dimensions, which are
derived from agree-disagree or “directional” quassi about British foreign policy,
had meaningful and interpretable co-variances ewntduations of party leaders and
partisan identification. These relationships heldn after controlling for the so-
called “valenced” evaluations of the Labour Pamytwo key foreign policy issues,
terrorism and asylum (cf. Clarke et al. 2004).

Should British Foreign Policy Attitudes Have Strucure?

Empirical studies employing exploratory factor lgses on foreign policy
issues can serve as a guide as to what might lez&dgwhen looking for structure to
the British public’s foreign policy beliefs. Assearch methods became more
sophisticated scholars came to the conclusiorAlmabnd (1950) and Converse
(1964) were too pessimistic about citizens and thigility to form consistent and

coherent beliefs about their nation’s role in tharla.

! But see Flynn and Rattinger (1985) for an earlymration of foreign policy attitudes across nations.
Data limitations required them to consider only sirigieies as opposed to trying to uncover the
interrelatedness of public opinion on numerous fEsic



Wittkopf's (1986) analysis of survey data from tt#70s and 1980s
characterized Americans’ foreign policy beliefdoaeng structured along two
dimensions:Militant InternationalismandCo-operative InternationalisnT.he
former covered support for military action to defelamerican interests abroad (often
seen as fighting Communism) while the latter tapggabort for the belief that
American interests are advanced through internatimstitutions and cooperation.
From these two structuring dimensions Wittkopf dedi a typology of foreign policy
beliefs with four categories. Pure “Isolationistgdnted America to withdraw from
both military and non-military engagement with therld and had low “scores” on
both dimensions. Those with high scores on battedsions thought the United
States should not shy away from military force, $huduld also engage with the world
through non-military means, and were dubbed “lragamalists.” Approximately
50% of the public was split, having high scoregt@Militant Internationalism
dimension and low scores on tGe-Operative Internationalisrdimension or vice
versa. Wittkopf labelled those in former grougidardliners,” and those in the latter
as “Accomodationists.” It is hard to overstate howch influence Wittkopf has had
on subsequent research on foreign policy and pobiition. While the exact number
and interpretation of factors is still open to deb@nd likely depends at least
somewhat on the available data and the modelliogcek), nearly all accept that
there are at least two dimensions and these twertiians have similar silhouettes to
Wittkopf, even if the faces are a little different.

Although there are exploratory analyses arguingriae than two latent
dimensions are necessary for modelling the publa’sign policy attitudes (Chittick
et al. 1995; Richman et al. 1997; Chittick and Berg-Inan 2001; Munton and

Keating 2001; Nevitte and Gibbins 1986;-SecottoleR@09, every attempt to



determine structure of foreign policy attitudes fasd at least two dimensions.
Regardless of the final number of dimensions, tierearly universal agreement that
all structures seem to have one dimension for anylisecurity issues and another for
more humanistic concerAsThe research that finds two clear dimensions best
understood as military and humanitarianism includiéskopf (1986, 1990), Holsti
and Rosenau (1990), Bjereld and Ekengren (1998yl&ii (1987), and Gelpi et al
(2009)°

The finding of a clear military dimension and aacl@umanistic dimension
that structures attitudes towards broad foreigicpgoals travelled well outside of
the United States. Ziegler (1987) analyzed Euraiater data from 1980 and
replicated Wittkopf’'s two dimensional model in folestern European mass publics
(1986; see also Wittkopf and Maggiotto 1981; Magigiand Wittkopf 19837. In a
comparison of American and Swedish foreign politiyuales in the middle of the
1990s, Bjereld and Ekengren (1999) identified tatemht foreign policy dimensions
that separately tapped attitudes towards non-mylaad military intervention.
Nevitte and Gibbins (1986) employed a three dinmradimodel to explain Canadian

foreign policy attitudes, and they identified aitaily dimension, a “humanistic

dimension®, and a closeness to the U.S. dimensien—See#b(@009)-alse-found

2 Among the many scholars that find more than two dsians, the exact meaning and interpretation
of the dimensions that emerge in addition to mijitand humanistic concerns tends to vary (see
Chittick (2009) for an excellent discussion of all #eholars that find a third dimension).

3 Hurwitz and Peffley (1987) take a different apmto#o understanding the structure of U.S. foreign
policy attitudes and develop a hierarchical mokghothesizing that core values (e.g. ethnocentrism
and beliefs about the morality of warfare) and bigbrder foreign policy postures (such as support for
military intervention) caused attitudes on specs&uies such as the need for increased defence
spending. When extending this approach to comp#inedJnited States and Costa Rica, Hurwitz et al.
(1993) find the approach worked well for the bdta U.S. and Costa Rica.

* The content of the surveys dictated the fact theicb-operative internationalism dimension was
dominated with questions concerning economic integra

® We adopted the term “humanistic” from Nevitte arillihs (1986).



putting-limits-en-the-use-of the- Canadian-militabread-In an article comparing

attitudes towards nuclear energy and missilesarithited States and Great Britain,
Jenkins-Smith et al. (2004) found that a similancture explained American and
British attitudes toward nuclear weapons and enexrggn though the distribution of
attitudes were quite different.

From these findings, we derive one formal hypseist

H1: Foreign policy attitudes in Britain have a @rent structure that can be
explained by underlying latent dimensions. Wehkurexpect clear Security/
Militarism and Liberal Internationalism dimensiots emerge.

We do not have a hypothesis for the exact numbdmaénsions, but we
expect to uncovedt leasttwo dimensions, one that will represent suppopdstion
for military activity and national security (milti@m) and another will represent
something akin to “humanistic concerns” (liberaemationalism). Beyond these
two dimensions we are less certain because the@adsnsensus in the literature.
Differences may be a function of the available ¢atlors and the modelling choices.
But we would alwaygxpect to see clear and separate militarism deddi
internationalism dimensions.

Measures of Foreign Policy Attitudes in Britain

In May, 2008, a representative sample of 116lidritespondents was asked
eight items to ascertain their positions on endufareign policy questions. These
guestions were placed on the monthly surveys badngucted in conjunction with

the larger British Election Study (BES)Seven of the eight items had response




categories that were five point ordinal scales¢fsgly agree,” “agree,” “neither
agree nor disagree,” “disagree,” “strongly disafj;end the question concerning

Britain joining the Euro had three possible choiee®red to the indicator

(“definitely join,” “wait and see,” “definitely staout”). The exact wording and
response distributions to the questions are predentTable T.

[Table 1 about Here]
All of the items had substantial variation acrassponse categories, making them
suitable for multivariate analysis, but answergve of the seven agree-disagree
guestions skewed in one direction or the otherredwer, far more Britons opposed
(49%) rather than supported (18%) abandoning thmééor the Euro. Almost three-
fifths (59%) of the sample strongly agreed or adrémat spending on the armed
forces needed to increase, and over half (56%)edaBtitain to retain its overseas
bases. On the whole, the British public showeltIdesire to withdraw from the
global challenges that would call for the use giilitary. Only 16% of the sample
agreed that the nation should stand down to rethecthreat of terrorism, and more
agreed (44%) than disagreed (27%) that Britaintf@pation in peacekeeping
operations was worth the potential cost in soldierss. However, the willingness of
the British to have a strong and mobile militarpsld not be taken to imply that the
public was unwilling to obtain multilateral sanctitor its actions—49% agreed and
only 23% disagreed with the idea that Britain sdadek UN approval when it
planned to use its military abroad.

A plurality of the sample believed that engagenvattt the outside world

should not entail Britain accepting newcomers thigr nation, either as willing

" Between 3% and 9% of the sample provided a non-nsspo individual questions. For the
indicators, we utilized the procedures in the MPL4d8ware package to treats the “don’t knows” as
Missing at Random, imputing values based upon the ebdeo-variation of non-missing data points
(cf. Muthén and Muthén 1998-2007: 347-348).



immigrants or as dispossessed asylum seekersy Halflthe sample disagreed that
immigrants added something positive to the naticodlire and close to half (47%)
were reluctant to believe the pleas of asylum ssek8cepticism towards permitting
foreign citizens to settle in the country might @deen high because this was an area
where the domestic costs of liberal policies waghlighted by the media.
A Two Dimensional Model of British Foreign Policy Atitudes

As discussed above, our central focus was whetkarowld establish a model
with latentMilitarism andLiberal Internationalismdimensiong. We hypothesized
that the questions concerning the nation’s econ@améchumanitarian interactions
with others would load on one dimension while answe questions concerning the
use of the military would load on another. Theigatbrs hypothesized to load under
these latent dimensions are depicted in FiguteNhte that we hypothesize the
Peacekeepinmdicator to load on both dimensions, largely besesthe action of
peacekeeping almost always involves the use afiliary and almost by definition

has a humanitarian componéht.

[Figure 1 about Here]
To test the validity of the hypothesized structiaréhe data, we employed

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and aimed tcabish a model that passed the

8 Consideration was given as to whether additionahtadimensions could do better at explaining the
relationship between answers to the set of questiattempts to fit such models failed empirically.
We reiterate that we are not rejecting the existefi@glditional dimensions, just that we could not find
them with the current data.

° ThePeacekeeping, Military Spending, Maintain Bases{Immigrationindicators were coded
1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3=neither agreelisagree; 4=agree; and 5=strongly agree. The
Asylum Fight Terror, andUN Approvalindicators were coded 1=strongly agree; 2=agrepeiber
agree nor disagree; 4=disagree; and 5=strongly disagiezEuro question was coded 1=definitely




+* exact fit test’ We coded the data so that individuals with higieares on the
Liberal InternationalismandMilitarism dimensions were more willing to see Britain
engage with the world through non-military and taily means, respectively.
Estimation of the initial factor model failed togoluce a model that replicated the
observed co-variances among the variables includ#t analysis. Although the
initial model was parsimonious, the exact and agprate fit statistics, reported in
the Appendix, showed model fit could be substalgtiaiproved*?

Modification indices indicated that a substantéluction in the fit statistic
could be obtained if thililitary Spendingndicator was freed on thaberal
Internationalismdimension™® Military Spending’sstandardized loading remained

much stronger on thidilitarism dimension (0.59) and the negative (-0.30) loading

' MPLUS, Version 5.1 was used to estimate the modefsepted in this paper. The categorical and
ordinal nature of the indicators necessitated theofidege programme’s Weighted Least Squares with
Adjusted Means and Variances (WLSMV) estimator iraalllyses. The paper had two separate, but
complimentary goals: 1) Establish a structural mofiéreign policy attitudes that fits the responses
provided by the sample, and 2) Determining whetherfactors influence partisan choice and affect for
the party leaders in a multivariate analysis. Conggtyeve utilized the “two-step” approach to
Structural Equation Modelling (cf. Burt 1973, 197@mes et al. 1982), obtaining a factor model that
passed thg? exact fit test before running the full models presérnih Tables 3 and 4. The estimates
presented in Table 2 were obtained before the fagtere used as predictors in subsequent analyses.
Fortunately, the factor structure and loadings oleiiin the multivariate analyses were highly similar
to those presented in Table 2, a finding that reggdithe validity and robustness of the CFA.

21n the Appendix, we reported three fit statisticsdthiterations of the model. These were the
exact-fit test and two measures of close fit, the Rbedn Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
and the Weighted Root Mean Square Residual (WRMRE RMSEA is the average discrepancy
between the observed and model implied co-varianeggied by the degrees of freedom in the
model. Subjective cut points provided by MacCalletal. (1996) holds that RMSEA values greater
than 0.10 indicate that a hypothesized SEM has affidorthe observed data, and values in the 0.08-
0.10 range indicate a “mediocre” fit. RMSEA valless than 0.08 subjectively indicate “reasonable
errors of approximation in the population,” andue less than 0.05 indicate approximate fit (Byrne
1998: 112). Another close fit statistic reportedhia Appendix is the Weighted Root Mean Square
Residual (WRMR). It was the weighted measure of tfierdnce between sample variances and co-
variances and those estimated for a population. deineith a WRMR below 1.00 is generally judged
to have close fit (Yu 2002). Although these statigtielp diagnosing the degree of model misfit, our
objective was to obtain a factor model that, altoyvior random sample fluctuations, exactly fit the
covariance structure of the data. It was the infigamity®> exact-fit test accompanying our final model
(Table 2) that signals the attainment of this goal.

3 Modification indices gave “the expected drop in thésquare if the parameter in question is freely
estimates” and are often used in the inductive re-Bpaion of CFA models (cf. Muthén and Muthén
1998-2006: 507).
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the Liberal Internationalisndimension reinforced the meanings of both dimerssion
After this change in the model’s factor structditeremained mediocre. Surprisingly,
the respondents’ positions on tBero had a substantial negative co-variance with the
indicators loading on thililitarism dimension. When the path between this latent
dimension and thEuro indicator was freed, the standardized loading avas
significant -0.17, leading us to reconsider the mrag of the latenMilitant
Internationalismdimension™®> The fact that animosity towards the biggest sylmbo
European Integration, the Euro, was related tacatdrs encompassing attitudes
toward military activity caused us to rename theggalMilitarism dimension to
British Militarism to reflect the fact the dimension also seems ta@teeerns related
to British sovereignty and prestige.

In a similar vein, th&ight Terrorindicator surprised us by positively co-
varying with affirmative positions on tHenmigrationandAsylum, Peacekeeping, and
Euroindicators. Although the loading (0.13) was nattjgularly strong, it indicated
thatLiberal Internationalismat least as we uncover it here, was not incorbleati
with an aggressive stance against terrorism.

The substantive changes to the factor structuserieed above produced a
two-factor model that obtained reasonable fit sdata (WRMR=0.89
RMSEA=0.07). Although care must be taken not terefit the model, the presence
of significant error co-variance between themigrationandAsylumindicators made
substantive sense as the terms are often usedhategeably to mean the same thing
in public discourse. Two of the remaining freexbeco-varianced\lilitary Spending

with Maintain BasesandUN ApprovalandMilitary Spendingwere from questions

4 The standardized loadings reported are those teritaration of the factor model under discussion.
Final standardized loadings from the last iteratibthe model are presented in Table 2.

15 As was the case with thdilitary Spendingdimension, the strength of tiiro indicator retained a
higher loading 0.52, on its hypothesized dimension.
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that mentioned the military or armed forces. FertReacekeepingften gets carried
out under the auspices of the United Nations, s@# not surprising that errors in
measurement of these indicators appear to be datatene another. Upon inspection
of the modification indices and running iteratiamighe CFA, we found that the
freeing of these four correlated error co-variammesluced a revised model that
provided an exact fit to the datg£10.15; p<0.34). The final CFA is illustrated in
Figure 2.

[Figure 2 about Here]

Table 2 provides the standardized factor loadimgsather pertinent
information from the final factor model. This moaeas utilized in the multivariate
analyses below. Although there was considerabdelay in the content of the
Liberal InternationalismandBritish Militarism dimensions, the dimensions were
distinct and only correlated with one another a270 This negative correlation
indicates that support fduiberal Internationalistpolicies comes with a modest but
noticeable decrease in support British Militarism. Reinforcement of this
relationship came thru the negative loading of\tiéary Spendingndicator on the
Liberal Internationalisndimension. An interesting aspect of the structirihe
Liberal Internationalisndimension is that it was positively associated witbater
support forPeacekeepingout negatively associated with the funding thatila
enable such missionM({litary Spending. With the exception of theeacekeeping
indicator which was hypothesized to load on bothatisions, other questions with
paths from both factors had stronger standardizadihgs on their hypothesized
factors, and each had between 32 and 61 percémtiofvariances explained by the
latent variables. Now that we have establishettiag two dimensional model of

British foreign policy beliefs, we move to the gties of whether respondents’
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positions on the dimensions predicted two importammbponents of electoral support,
partisan identification and affect for the partgders.
Should Structured Foreign Policy Attitudes Matter in Britain?

Analysing British Election Studies (BES) data frtéme 1960s, Butler and
Stokes (1969: 199) noted that positions on a sse&lbf foreign policy issues neither
correlated with one another nor were related tqthgtions the interviewees took on
domestic issue. Further, BES data revealed that the 1960s Brjtighlic was more
concerned with housing costs, social welfare, ahemic conditions than with
foreign policy. Three decades later, little hadnged--a study of the British
electorate both before and after the 2001 natieleation noted that a plurality of the
electorate was worried about healthcare and edurcéfilarke et al. 2004: 90).
However attitudes towards international affairseveot totally absent from public
concern. In the months prior to the Septembef@@] attacks on the United States,
approximately 10-15% of those sampled indicatetttiey were most concerned
with issues such as European integration and asykurther, evidence showed that
those who supported Britain joining the Euro wemene to dislike then-Conservative
leader William Hague and support then-Liberal Deratic Leader Charles Kennedy
(Clarke et al. 2004: 90, 119-121).

In the 2005 election, which took place after Bhtfsrces were deployed to
Afghanistan and Iraq, there was a sharp up-tiddritons interested in their nation’s
interactions with other countries and peopleserkdtingly, the issues of immigration
and asylum seekers weighed more heavily on Britioaus Iraq (approximately 20%

listed the former as the most important issue, evbilly 2% said Iraq). The Tories

'8 The positional issues probed in the 1960s were Bistaétention of nuclear weapons, immigration,
and entry into the European Common Market.
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were the preferred party among those concernedfaiigtign policy (Whiteley et al.
2005: 810).

By 2008, there was evidence that the three majibisBrpolitical parties,
Labour, the Conservatives, and the Liberal Demectatd staked out positions on
foreign policy matters that distinguished them fribrair rivals. In short, we believe
the Militarism andLiberal Internationalisndimensions are linked to support for
parties and their leaders because of the distwgtipns taken by the parties at the
time. The most distinct policy statements camenftbe smallest of the three parties,
the Liberal Democrats. They were stridently opplaseBritain’s involvement in
Irag, and the party’s proclamations condemned Braéa acting hastily and without
broad international approval upon committing to Ameerican led invasion coalition.
The Party later demanded post-war management afothiéict be placed under the
auspices of the United Nations (Moore et al. 2006)contrast, the Party was not
adverse to Britain’s role in the multinational dbah operating in Afghanistan, and
their May 2008 statement presented both a huméamtand security case for
intervention. British participation in the coordied international effort to rebuild
Afghanistan was said to be vital to a lasting pebaéthe Liberal Democrats took
care to warn that there would be a long term sglobal security if the NATO
military mission failed. To these ends, the panyde the case for increased financial
support for the British armed forces (Liberal Demadic Party 2008).

The Liberal Democrats’ were very open to non-miitaspects to statecraft.
At the 2007 Party Conference, party leaders stidt@d‘immigration to Britain has
been of enormous benefit to the economy and teggtiand they believed that more
liberal minded international conventions shoulddguihe nation’s asylum policies

(Liberal Democratic Party 2007). Given the Pargfenouncements, we expect
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survey respondents who had high scores on the dioreencompassing attitudes
surrounding the nation’s non-military foreign pgliactivities would be more likely to
identify as Liberal Democrats and feel warmly tossathe party’s leader, Nick Clegg.
The relationship between a willingness to use amyiforce, identity with the party
and affect towards its leader is less clear. Uidde negative given the Party’s
vociferous opposition to British involvement indrabut the Liberal Democrat’s
commitment to the British mission in Afghanistargimi weaken this relationship.

Conservative policy statements from 2007 and 2@@@aled to the portion of
the electorate distrustful of international entangénts and providing non-military
support to people abroad. Tory elites were scalppicthe European Union project,
with members warning about the EU morphing into iteleh States of Europe” and the
threat to British sovereignty that could arise tiglo further “integration through
supra-nationalism” (Bourne 2008). The Conservatsensed Labour’s vulnerability
on the issues of immigration and asylum, condenthed>overnment’s failure to
deport “failed” asylum seekers, and called for colston immigration from outside
the European Union (Conservative Party of GreabaBri2007). Consequently,
potential voters who wanted Britain to retreat froom-military international
entanglements or commitments (either to peopleatons) might be more prone to
support the Conservative Party and its leader, d@ameron.

In early 2008, the Tories argued that Britain'siad forces were
“overstretched” and questioned spending cuts opgs®ed equipment upgrades
(Conservative Party of Great Britain 2008). Omdesm, the Conservatives declared
that domestic and international security conceregewot separate. For these

reasons, we hypothesize that survey respondenisgub see Britain flex its military
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muscle were more likely to identify as Conservatiaed support Opposition Leader
David Cameron.

In contrast to their feelings towards the Torggyporters of military readiness
and intervention might have had mixed opinion ta¥gdrabour and the new Prime
Minister, Gordon Brown. During the Blair-Brown e, interest in and support for
the military sometimes appeared on the back buas¢he Government concerned
itself with increased investment in domestic progmees. These domestic priorities
left the Cabinet little room to increase spendinglee military. Although former
Prime Minister Tony Blair and much of the Partydeeship were supportive of
British participation in the conflicts in Afghangst and Iraq, the decision to undertake
the latter without UN sanction caused widespreadatit among rank and file
members of the Party. Prime Minister Blair's actions in Afghanistan weerot
universally accepted by Labour Parliamentarians ware particularly vocal when
the Armed Forces engaged in intense 2006 battlg®irielmand Province (cf.
Hickley and Chapman 2006). Given the dissentidhiwithe Labour party over the
use of the military, the public’s latent position military engagement would likely
be uncorrelated with respondents’ identificatiothwiabour or support for Gordon
Brown.

During the opening months of Gordon Brown’s tesyPaime Minister,
Labour showed the same level of attention to ndlitary engagement in world
affairs as it did under Tony Blair. Even as theues of immigration and asylum
raised the ire of voters, the Party remained cotaohiio welcoming new immigrants
to Britain, albeit via a points system that rewaltiee highly skilled. Although

Labour Party announcements expressed concern buse @f the asylum process, the

' Indeed, anger among Labour’s Parliamentary backtseaover sending troops to fight in Iraq led to
the biggest rebellion against party unity in the HoboECommons since the mid-1800s (Cowley and
Stuart 2003).
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Party maintained that Britain should be open tdatgu refugees (Somerville 2007).
Importantly, the Party was supportive of the Eussp&nion and open to taking
Britain off the Pound?® If voters are following the Labour Party’s stasicm these
non-military related foreign policy issues, thosenenitted to integrating Britain with
Europe and the rest of the world and acceptindetbefortunate into the country
should be more supportive of the Party and Brown.

Based upon the positions taken by parties and péites we expect the
following:

H2: Given the internationally liberal policies tife Labour Government, we
expect that the humanistic internationalism dimensiill be a significant covariate
of evaluations of Gordon Brown and identificatioithathe Labour Party. The
implications of militaristic attitudes on Labour Rg identification and evaluations of
the Prime Minister are indeterminate because thgragsive foreign policy pursued
by Blair created so much dissention within the part

H3: Militarism will be a significant covariate @onservative Party
identification and affect towards David CamerorhisTis due to the unequivocal tie
of the Party to support for a strong and soverdsgitain and the party’s historic
willingness to use force to achieve these endsr@iiLin WWII; Thatcher with
Argentina and the Falklands (Malvinas); and Britigarticipation in the first and
second Gulf Wars—the latter which was done eveugthgolitical expediency could

have led them to oppose “Blair's War.”). We haweaxpectation regarding the role

18 press releases by the European Union wing of theura®arty explicitly stated their policies
towards European integration and attempted to Ha&risations that the EU was bad for the United
Kingdom (European Parliamentary Labour Party 2007).
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of Liberal Internationalism on Tory support; suppof Militarism does not require
opposition to Liberal Internationalisri.

H4: Liberal Internationalism will significantlyazvary with affect for Nick
Clegg and Liberal Democratic Party identificatioVe are unsure what to expect for
Militarism; negative scores on this dimension copdgitively correlate with support
for the Party as they were vocally against the afsirce or it could be
unimportant—ijust like support for the Tories milisan does not require a rejection
of liberal internationalism, support for the Libéf@emocrats’ liberal

internationalism does not imply pacifism.

The Domestic Political Correlates of Coherent Forgin Policy Attitudes
The importance of the two foreign policy dimensiomsdomestic politics can
be ascertained by considering their relationship wihort and long term antecedents
of voter choice—party identification and suppornt party leaders. In the multivariate
analyses presented in Tables 3 and 4 below, wexell a two step process.
Respondents’ decisions to identify with one ofttinee parties and their evaluations
of party leaders were first regressed only on tinei§in policy dimension®. An

exact-fity? test statistic was used to evaluate whether ditaeas maintained when

¥ The difficulties of predicting howiberal Internationalismwill affect Tory support can be seen in its
variegated positions on international issues over dsegecade. In the late 1990s, the Conservative
Party became embroiled in several controversies inhwiParty leaders made rather dramatic anti-
international statements, such as then leader WiHague's statement fearing Britain becoming a
“foreign land” under Labour policies or John Towdaiteclaring the British people a “mongrel race.”
(c.f. d’Ancona 2001). Further, expansion of thedpaan Union and the rise of a single currency on
the continent were hotly debated among party meslicent leaders, lan Duncan Smith and David
Cameron, have worked hard, with varying degreesio€ess, to downplay both intra and inter-party
debates over Britain’s relationship with Europe (E5/2608). Under the current leadership of David
Cameron, the official Conservative Party Platford0@) declares “Britain must be open and engaged
with the world, supporting human rights and champigrire cause of democracy and the rule of law
at every opportunity,” while at the same time theoQgition Party is seen as pushing for tougher
restrictions on immigration and asylum seekers.

2 The party identification variables were coded “fithie respondent identified with the party and “0”
otherwise. The dichotomous nature of the dependmiable necessitated the use of the probit
estimator to obtain the results presented in Tabl€H& party leader thermometers were treated as
continuous and ranged from 0-“strongly dislike” to“s@ongly like”
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the foreign policy factors were used as exogenoegigtors of domestic political
attitudes. The Rsummary statistic indicated the amount of varidnqearty
identification and support for the party leadesst tan be explained just by knowing
a respondent’s factor scores on the latent forpaicy dimensions.

The second step involved determining whetherrigact of one or both of
the dimensions remained strong when controls wededto the models. In addition
to standard demographic and regional controls,lseiacluded respondents’
retrospective economic evaluations and their evalog of the Labour Government’s
performance on four domestic and two foreign polispes® Inclusion of the latter
set of variables tests the robustness of the pasiti agree-disagree foreign policy
factors against assessments of the Government’patemce on major issues.
Controls for party performance are particularly ortant given their primacy in
recent analyses of voting behaviour in Britain @farke et al. 2004). Theritish
Militarism and/orLiberal Internationalisnfactors retained their significance in the
full estimationsafter controlling for assessments of the Governmeneamtism and
asylum.

Table 3 presents the results of the probit estonatof partisan identification
on the foreign policy dimensions and control vaeab On their own, the foreign
policy dimensions explained between nine and nerefeercent of the variance of the
decision to identify with each party. In the simmodels with only two independent

variables, thg” exact fit tests remained insignificant, a resuétttunderscored the

% The performance questions were phrased “How wejlaiothink the present government has
handled ___,” and responses ranged from 1="Very Badlg="Very Well.” Those who responded
“don’t know” were recoded to 3. Coding for the resgents’ answers to a standard personal
retrospective question ranged from 1="Got a lot wotseB="Got a lot better.” Income was a 9 point
variable with a median of 6 (equivalent to an ahheasehold income between £25,000 and £29,999;
respondents not reporting an income were recoddtetmedian). Age was a continuous variable with
a median value of 48, the value assumed for thosefailed to report their age. All remaining

controls are dichotomous and coded “1” when theardent had the characteristic in question.
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fact that there was significant co-variation betwémeign policy attitudes and
partisan identification.
[Table 3 About Here]

The results from the full multivariate models, meted in Table 3, are
consistent with hypotheses Hhrough H. Higher scores on tHaberal
Internationalismfactor predicted partisan identification for bétie Liberal
Democrats and Labour while higher scores orBttiegsh Militarism factor predicted
identification with the Conservatives. To reitesdhese dimensions retained their
significance over and above controls for evaluatiohthe Labour Party’s
performance on a host of domestic and foreign paéisues. As a matter of fact,
when it came to adjudicating between the most énftial variables in the full probit
estimations, an examination of the standardizedihgs (not shown) indicated that,
for Labour identification, a 1 standard deviatiantshift on theliberal
Internationalismfactor was almost as strong as a standardizedhifiiin evaluations
of the Government performance on the issues ajriem or asylum. The latent
dimension that captured the directional positioesgbe had on foreign policy goals
that (mostly) did not entail the use of the miltéweld its own against the more
valenced measures of competence on two key fopmoy matters. The
standardized loadings indicated that supporBitish Militarism and anger at the
Labour Government’s handling of asylum was almgsia¢in their strength of co-
variation with Conservative identification.

Explaining why the small percentage of the ele¢tochooses not only to vote
for but to identify with the Liberal Democrats haerplexed scholars who often see it
as a “protest party” that lacks a stable base pbasri (cf. Norpoth 1992; Whiteley et

al. 2006; Lebo and Young 2009). In our multivagiastimation, theiberal
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Internationalismfactor was the only statistically significant coage with

identification with this party. It does not appéaibe the case that those sceptical of
the use of the military are flocking towards thetpa Rather, the party was attractive
to those who favoured international cooperation @oitties that support humanistic
concerns, even if that meant participating in pkaeping or standing firm in
combating terrorism.

Gauging the impact of foreign of the foreign pgldimensions on leader
support tells a similar story. These models, preskin Table 4, have slightly worse
fit than the party identification models, but théstantive results remain the same.
(The slightly worse model fit is hardly surprisigiyen that one’s affect towards party
leaders is far more sensitive to the daily ebbflowd of politics than is one’s party
identification.) We found thkiberal Internationalisndimension to predict affect for
the leaders of the Labour and Liberal Democratitigmand thdritish Militarism
dimension to predict support for David Cameron,l&a&ler of the Opposition
Conservatives. Again, these findings are condistéh hypotheses FHthrough H.

[Table 4 about Here]
Discussion and Conclusion

The analyses above utilized a battery of questainsinistered in May 2008
that were designed to measure levels of agreemendiaagreement among the
British public on matters of international affailSew attempts have been made to
measure systematically the foreign policy belidfButish citizens. We hypothesized
that we would find a structure that produced cMaitarism andLiberal
Internationalismfactors. The Confirmatory Factor Analytic techregusupported this
hypothesis and we foundBaitish Militarism factor and d.iberal Internationalism

factor. That being said, some of the loadingspetdic indicators operated
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differently than our expectations. The significantl negative loading of thguro on
what was théMilitarism dimension led us to surmise that the dimensionaiss
tapping attitudes concerning British sovereigritlence, we renamed the dimension
British Militarism. Support for extra military spending was founchématively co-
vary with Liberal Internationalismbut willingness to challenge the terrorist threat
peace and security at home was found to positis@lyary with the latent factor.
Given the positive loadings &feacekeepingndFight Terrorism,theLiberal
Internationalismdimension should not be construed as a measuracdigm or
appeasement.

The analyses presented here fill a gap in theatibee by showing that specific
foreign policy issues can influence key componehtster choice in their roles as
both valence and positional issues. The two Idteeign policy dimensions we
dubbedLiberal InternationalismandBritish Militarism had significant co-variation
with long and short term predictor of electoral ickean Britain, namely party
identification and affect for the leaders of theethmajor parties. After controls for
evaluations of the Labour party’s performance opdrnant issues, both domestic and
foreign were included in a more comprehensive edton, one of the two dimensions
maintained its significant relationship with lea@déiect or party choice. And it did so
in a meaningful way—Labour and the Liberal Demcxegipear to be attractive to
those with permissive positions on internationa@agement that does not entail the
use of the military while the Conservatives seerodiort those who want to see
Britain’s armed forces strengthened and, if neagssaed abroad.

These findings support recent analyses (cf. Clatkd. 2004; Whiteley et al.
2005) that take great pains to distinguish agreagiee issues (or “positional”) issues

from “valenced” evaluations of government perforcemhen explaining party
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identification and affect for party leaders. Tisgarticularly true on issues where
there is agreement about the ends (e.g. stoppatiteat posed by terrorism) but
disagreement about the means (e.g. aggressivélyripterrorists or backing down to
reduce terrorist threats). The analyses presettede affirm the notion that valence
and positional issues are distinct concepts irsthay of British politics. The
positional measure dritish Militarism (which is positional by virtue of being
constructed from agree-disagree questions) andafleace measure of Labour’s
handling of terrorism are only weakly associatext,yoth are important in the models
for party identification and leader support. Theng is true foLiberal
Internationalism(positional) and evaluations of the Labour onigisele of asylum
(valence). While the relation between the twaiisrgger than withBritish Militarism
and handling of terrorism, additional analyses giawn, available at the author’s
website) demonstrated that the two variables arealbnear and that each made
separate contributions to the multivariate estioresi

Differentiating valence evaluations from positiorsslues helps us to gain a
better understand the long-standing British puetléhe longevity of the Liberal
Democratic party. The perennial third party isnéel as one of protest and a
reservoir for those who want to vent their frustnas against the major parties (cf.
Whiteley et al. 2006; Lebo and Young 2009). Mod#lkiberal Democraticsupport
are often plagued by low’Rummary statistics and a plethora of statistically
insignificant coefficients. Our models affirm tmsrm but contest the idea that
Liberal Democrats are nothing but a hodgepodgesaffiicted Conservatives and
Labourites. It was positive positions on the Lddénternationalism (and only
positions on this dimension) that positively cogdrwith affect toward Nick Clegg

and identification with the party, suggesting tineyst compete with Labour for
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voters on the positive side of this dimension. ldeer, there is no indication that the
smallest of Britain’s major parties stands to ghwoters become disillusioned with
the Government’s performance on the two major grgiolicy matters of asylum and
the handling of terrorist threats.

Because foreign policy attitudes seem to mattedémnestic political
competition, these findings suggest that more tirestudying domestic public
opinion can add to the study of international iefs. For example, there is an
impressive amount of scholarship addressing thearnethe democratic peace and
audience costs. Both theories clearly state thlligppopinion constrains the
behaviour of democratically elected state lead&fe democratic peace literature
argues that citizens simply do not want to beahtimaan and financial costs of war.
Thus, going into war and bearing those costs withe at great electoral cost to
leaders. On the other hand, the audience costatlire says that leaders who back
down from threats and commitments will pay an @edtcost. While far from a
complete delineation of the nuances of both theabeatic peace and audience cost
arguments, there is an important common elemetitens have preferences about
foreign policy, and leaders who veer from thosdgrences are punished come
election time.

This paper provides support for this common eldroéboth arguments.
Britons have preferences about foreign policy. Arese preferences affect important
antecedents to the vote such as party identificatia affect towards party leaders.
Examining foreign policy preferences more directigty also help us better
understand the democratic peace and audienceteoatures. For example, Gelpi et
al. (2009) show that there is considerable vamaitiothe human cost citizens are

willing to bear in war. Likewise, there may be smlerable variation in how sensitive
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members of the public are to backing down in irdéomal crises. We suspect the
British Militarism dimension may serve as a useful moderator if anya@re to
extend Tomz’s (2007) experimental work on audierusts to the British case.

The international arena remains beset with chadlsragd peril. Citizens have
preferences about how a state should navigateesmpdmnd to these challenges.
Leaders that ignore the foreign policy prefererafabe electorate will quickly find

that the domestic arena is also wrought with peril.

25



Figure 1: A Two-Dimensional Model of British Fogei Policy Beliefs

Liberal
Internationalism

Immi- Asylum Euro Peace- Military Fight UN Maintain
gration keeping Spend. Terror Approve Bases
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E | | E; | E; E; | E; E; | = | E; |

Figure 2: The Final Two-Dimensional Model of BshiForeign Policy Beliefs

Liberal
Internationalism

British
Militarism

Immi- Asylum Peace- Military Fight UN Maintain
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Table 1: Distribution of Answers to Eight Foreigoliy Questions, May 2008

Statement Strongly Agree Neither
Agree Agree nor
Disagree

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Don't
Know

Allowing 6% 17% 24%
Immigrants into

Britain enriches

British Culture

(Immigration)

28% 22%

3%

Most asylum 25% 22% 21%
seekers who come

to Britain should be

sent home

immediately

(Asylum)

19% 8%

4%

Britain should 9% 35% 22%
participate in

peacekeeping

operations abroad

even if it means

putting the lives of

British soldiers at

risk. (Peacekeeping)

17% 10%

8%

Britain needs to 24% 35% 21%
spend more money
on its armed forces
(Military Spending)

9% 4%

7%

Britain should not 4% 11% 21%
try to combat

terrorist

organizations

because that will

encourage the

terrorists to attack

us (Fight Terror)

32% 24%

8%

Britain should not  17% 32% 19%
use its armed forces

abroad unless it gets

approval from the

United Nations (UN

Approval)

15% 8%

9%

Britain should 15% 41% 23%
maintain its

overseas military

bases (Maintain

Bases)

9% 3%

9%

Definitely ~ Wait and
Join See

Definitely
Stay Out

Don’t
Know

Thinking of the 18% 28%
Single European

Currency (the

Euro), which of the

following would

come closest to your

own view? Do you

think Britain should:

(Euro)

49%

5%

Notes: Data are Weighted; N=1,169
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Table 2: The British Foreign Policy |Issue Space in My 2008

Question Li beral Internationalism British Mlitarism

(R

I nmi gration 0. 64
(0.41)

Asyl um 0. 64
(0.41)

Peacekeepi ng 0.63 0. 67
(0.61)

Eur o 0.63 -0.12
(0. 46)

M litary Spending -0.32 0. 56
(0.51)

Fi ght Terror 0.12 0.58
(0.32)

UN Appr oval 0. 64
(0.41)

Mai nt ai n Bases 0.67
(0. 45)

Correlation of Liberal Internationalismwth British Mlitarism
Factor: -0.270

Correl ated Error Co-variances:

Mlitary Spending with Maintain Bases: 0.25

Asylumw th Inmigration: 0.49

UN Approval with MIlitary Spending: -0.22

UN Approval w th Peacekeeping: -0.31
Not es:
Estimation by Weighted Least Squares (Means and Vari ances Adj usted)
Al Coefficients are Standardized and significant at p<0.01
(N=1169)

Xl 9) = 10. 15 (p<0. 34)
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation= 0.01
Wei ght ed Root Mean Square Residual = 0.31
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Table 3: Significant Co-variates of IdentificatioftlwBritish Parties, May 2008

Labour Conservative Liberal Democratic
Liberal 0.69*** 0.27* -0.41%** 0.08 0.49%** 0.70***
Internationalism
(0.08) (0.12) (0.09) (0.12) (0.13) (0.16)
British Militarism 0.09 -0.01 0.3 %** 0.34%** 0.02 ()]0]
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12)
Gvt. Handle 0.12* 0.02 0.02
Terrorism
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Gvt. Handle 0.16** -0.22** 0.12
Asylum
(0.06) (0.07) (0.08)
Gvt. Handle 0.217%** -0.14** -0.02
Education
(0.06) (0.07) (0.09)
Gvt. Handle 0.29%** -0.20** -0.08
Healthcare (NHS)
(0.06) (0.06) (0.08)
Gvt. Handle Rail -0.03 0.07 -0.11
Services
(0.06) (0.06) (0.09)
Gvt. Handle Crime 0.14* -0.19** 0.07
(0.06) (0.07) (0.10)
Economic -0.01 0.10 0.06
Retrospections
(0.05) (0.05) (0.08)
Male 0.10 -0.04 -0.02
(0.10) (0.10) (0.15)
S.E. England -0.15 0.12 -0.12
(0.18) (0.16) (0.25)
S.W. England -0.17 -0.30 0.27
(0.19) (0.18) (0.24)
Midlands 0.04 -0.18 0.08
(0.16) (0.16) (0.24)
North England 0.15 -0.24 -0.18
(0.14) (0.15) (0.21)
Scotland -0.46* -0.62** -0.41
(0.22) (0.26) (0.37)
Wales -0.05 -0.60** 0.42
(0.25) (0.25) (0.31)
Homeowner 0.04 0.49*** 0.22
(0.11) (0.13) (0.17)
Age 0.01** -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
Union 0.42%** -0.17 -0.22
(0.11) (0.11) (0.18)
Constant 0.39%** 3.17%** 0.64%** -0.44 1.48*** 1.52**
(0.04) (0.27) (0.04) (0.31) (0.06) (0.40)
R? 0.19 0.42 0.13 0.33 0.09 0.21
X2 wismv(df) 16.62(14) 438.6(73) 18.76(14) 435.6(72) 12.24(12) 33.8(72)
(p-value) (0.28) (0.00) (0.17) (0.00) (0.43) (0.00)

Notes: Probit Estimation by Weighted Least Squardis Adljusted Means and Variances
Coefficients are unstandardized; N=1169
*p<.05*p<.01**p<.001
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Table 4: Significant Co-variates of Support for BtitParty Leaders, May 2008

Gordon Brown David Cameron Nick Clegg
Liberal 2.40%*** 0.54** -1.17%* 0.15 0.66*** 0.75%**
Internationalism
(0.25) (0.19) (0.20) (0.22) (0.15) (0.20)
British Militarism 0.02 0.04 0.81%** 0.89%** -0.90 -6
(0.18) (0.14) (0.21) (0.18) (0.15) (0.15)
Gvt. Handle 0.23%** 0.02 0.10
Terrorism
(0.07) (0.09) (0.08)
Gvt. Handle 0.52%** -0.33** 0.12
Asylum
(0.09) (0.12) (0.11)
Gvt. Handle 0.24** -0.21 0.16
Education
(0.09) (0.12) (0.11)
Gvt. Handle 0.50%** -0.47%* -0.08
Healthcare (NHS)
(0.09) (0.12) (0.10)
Gvt. Handle Rail 0.12 0.26** -0.12
(0.09) (0.12) (0.10)
Gvt. Handle Crime 0.59%** -0.49%** 0.01
(0.09) (0.12) (0.11)
Economic 0.26*** -0.04 0.12
Retrospections
(0.08) (0.10) (0.09)
Male -0.35* 0.10 -0.22
(0.15) (0.18) (0.16)
S.E. England -0.58* -0.16 0.01
(0.24) (0.32) (0.27)
S.W. England -0.19 -0.38 0.09
(0.26) (0.36) (0.30)
Midlands -0.84*** -0.11 0.18
(0.26) (0.32) (0.30)
North England -0.33 -0.32 -0.15
(0.21) (0.28) (0.25)
Scotland 0.43 -0.94* -0.27
(0.28) (0.40) (0.39)
Wales -0.57 -0.38 0.08
(0.37) (0.51) (0.43)
Homeowner -0.26 0.51* 0.14
(0.16) (0.22) (0.20)
Age 0.01 -0.01 -0.01~
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Union -0.11 -0.56* -0.26
(0.16) (0.22) (0.19)
Constant 3.30%** -1.87*** 4, 73%** 8.01*** 4,21 %** 4.20%**
(0.11) (0.43) (0.10) (0.57) (0.08) (0.45)
R? 0.24 0.48 0.11 0.21 0.04 0.08
X2 wismv(df) 26.63(13) 435.2(72) 22.39(14) 437.2(72) 25.89(14) 37.3(72)
(p-value) (0.01) (0.00) (0.07) (0.00) (0.03) (0.07)

Notes: Probit Estimation by Weighted Least Squards Adljusted Means and Variances
Coefficients are un-standardized; N=1165
*p<.05*p<.01**p<.001
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Appendi x: Steps in Fitting Confirmatory Factor Mdel
A.  The Two Dinensional Mddel of MIitant and Cooperative
I nternationalism

Conpeting Model s Xwswy p-value  ay? RVBEA VRMR
1. Hypot hesi zed Model 200. 65 0. 000 323. 29 0.12 1.85
2. After Mlitary 96. 69 0. 000 103. 96 0. 08 1.26
Spendi ng Freed on

Li ber al

I nternationalism

Di mensi on

3. After Euro Freed on 86. 22 0. 000 10. 47 0. 07 1.04
British Mlitarism
Di mensi on

4. After Fight Terror 66. 50 0. 000 19.72 0. 07 0. 89
Freed on Li beral

I nternationalism

Di mensi on

5. After Freeing Error 39.03 0. 000 27. 47 0. 05 0. 68
Covari ance between
I mmigration and Asyl um

6. After Freeing Error 29.91 0. 001 9.12 0. 05 0. 60
Covari ance between

Mlitary Spending

And Mai ntai n Bases

7. After Freeing Error 19.78 0. 019 10. 13 0.03 0. 45
Covari ance between

UN Approval and

Peacekeepi ng

8. After Freeing Error 10. 15 0. 339 9.63 0.01 0.31
Covari ance between UN

Approval and Mlitary

Spendi ng
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