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ABSTRACT

Despite the lact thut preside tial candidatet dewte cansi.leftble attentiotj
to iternational issues, tlE coDentional \|isdam for nary ),ear\ has been that the
American electorute ldcks the ofomatian and axitudes necessaD to J.,rn
nedninqfuL opinions on foteign palicr, to distinguish bet'|een the canllidates'
positions on suth bsues, ot ta nte on the basis of such issues. lnthis study, NES

data dre used to dssess public nttitudes toward thc nqjor pa\ canrliddks nt the
1992 presklenthl elediatl dnd to .letennitle Nhcther the .on.litions for issue Noting
v.rc present tu tlLdt electiotl. Ourfutdillgs itldicare that ||hile the electorute in 1992
did inJdct perceiNe dtferen.es betueeI tlLe cdndiddtes an farcign polict issu?t, suth
corcen6 hdd seenoryLr lost sdlience a|nns votets foLLawing the conclusion oJ the
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INTRODUCTION

Fof inany )€afs the populaf scholarly presunrption \!as that while
pfesidential candidates devoled considerablc energies and auenllon lo lhe dlscussion
and elaboration of foreign policy issues. Ihe electorate as a whole lacked the
informallon and lhe alriludes neces$ry lbr lhese issues to signilicantly affec! voting
behavior. As a result. most studies of public opinion and voling t€nded !o focus on
domeslic issues, dismlssing the iact that pfesidential candidates t)?ically devote
consjderable aftention to ioreign policy issues and posilions in thcir canpaigns.
Subsequent fesearch, however, has found that in relent €lections a significant portion
of the voling public in facl does display consrstent aniludes on ioreign and defense
policies and that many votefs do perceive clear difiefences between the crndidrles
on lhese Dpes of issues, at least in some elections.

There is cause Io believe. ho*€ver. thai lbr a number of feasons these
findings mighr not have held lrue ln the 1992 presidential election betwe€n themajol
party candidates George Bush and Bill Clinlon. Although Bush wls widely hailed as

a compelent and efteclive foreign policy leader. popular discontenl and geDeral

concefn over the stat€ ofih€ sluggish economy seemed to overshadow the forelgn

Ai earlier !e.sion ofthis paper was presemed at the AnnualMeeling of the Arkansas Political
Science A$miation in Nofth Ljttlc R@k. Arkansls in February, 1995. The Aulhor wishes to
thank Dr. Palrick Couer and D.. Eianca Adair of the University of Alabam for rbeir
asistance in lhis research.
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policy successes of the presiden!'s firs! !erm, while Governor Clinton effeclively
precluded a campaign foughi on international issues by largely adopting the same

foreign policy positjons as his opponenl. Perhaps most imponantll, with the

stunning success of the Persian Gulf War and the collapse of the Sovlet Union the
previous yeaf, foreign policy issues simply may nol have had the salience among the
electorate that they had had in prior elections.

Was fbreign policy a srlient issue in the 1992 ele.tion, were there perceived

diftbrences among the electomte beiween the two majof candidates, a quintessential
cold warfior and a baby boomer that had avoided se|vice in Vietnam? Or, as was lhe
case in 1976, were foreign policy considerations muted by the similafltles belwe€n

the candidates' foreign policy positions and lhe app.rrent primacy ol domestic and

economic policy concerns in 19921 This paper will attempt to address lhese

concerns. emploling the 1992 National Elellion Surley dala to ascertain !he exlent
and impotrncc of lbrelgn policy attitudes among lhe American eleclorate in the

1990s.

IL PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Prior to the 1980s. mosi .esearch on the fole of issues in presldential
elections had tended !o discounl thc imporlance oflbreign policy. one sludy jn 1949

concluded thal approximalely thirty percent ofthe eleclorrle \ras unawafe ofibreign
policy issues. while foft] five percent \!€re aware bul un:rble to lbrmulate their own

opinions on these issues and twentyJive pefcen! were reasonably conversant wrth
the issues in questlon (Almond 1950). A later study estimated the size of ihese

crlegories more pessimislically, at sclenty live percent. fifteen to Lwenly percent.

rnd five lo ten pefcent respeclively (Rosenau 1961). Kagay and Caldeira (1975)

conchded that foreign policy had a signiticant effelt in the eieclion o11972. minor
effecls in 1952 and 1956. and viftually no inpact betlve€n 1960 and 1912. while
Hess rnd Nelson (1985) delermined Lhal only in the eleclions of 1952. 1972. and

1980 did lbreign policy issues play a signllicant role in electoral outcomes. Page and

Brody (1972) noled that lhe electorate was quiie caprble of voling on the basis of
foreign policy issues provided that lhe candidales lake clear and divefgen! pos'hons,
a requirement they delermined had not been met in 1968.

Hess and Nelson (1985) also tbund, however, that in vlrlually all recen!

elections, the candidates have devoled considerable energies ro elucjdaling their
foreign policy posi!ions despite the electorate's apprreni lack ofinterest. suggesting
thal oresidential candidaies eilher misunderstand the concerns of volefs or thrl
previous rese,rrch has underestimated the degree of public inleres! in foreign aftalrs.
lndeed. some reseafch has suggested tha! the voiing public ls in faci qurle inlefesled
in foreign policy and that these issues do indeed affect the oulcomes of elections
(Pomper 1972: Petrocik 1976r Miller and wattenberg 1981r Milier and Shrnks 1982;

Page and Shapiro l9E3r Hurwitz and Peffley 1987: Kessel 1988). Neveriheless, the

prevailing scholarly wisdom in recent years has remained lhat fo.eign policy lssues
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are rarely conse{tuential in the voling booth given thal the voting public possessed

liitle informalion and few attitudes abou! foreign affrirs. and that such rssues rarely

affecred their daily lives.

h order to re-address this issue and !o ascertaln wheiher or not ioretgn

oo!. \ Jllrr roe. ol:r\eo 1 .u < rr pre'rJenr'al elc. rron". {ldrrch SLllrvrn Jnd Borg dd

.1o3'iy-.,t1,"aO".onot'rhelo80and oE4 NJr:olal Ele'r'onSLrle)' J'$ella"1
198,1Gallup survey. Using Angus Campbell's (1961) preconditions Ibr lssue votrng

- that ihe ;ssue must (1) be cognized. (2) arouse some affecl. and (3) be accompanred

by the perception thal one parly or candjdate best represenls the respondenfs

o;sitron Aldfich, Sullivan and Borgida (1989)used a seven-point issue scale and

lemonstrated that, for a substantial porllon of the ele.torate, foreign policy attitudes

were as available and accessible a! domestic policy atiiludes' and that lhese attrt'rdes

afTelled voting behaviof in tbe 1980 and 198'l eleclions

Given then ihar tbfeign policv sttitudes do exist among the general

eleclorate. Aldrich. Sullivan ana Borgida (1989) soughl !o ascerlain whether such

auiiudes are accessible or salient dufing presidential eleltion canpaignsi dre foreign

polic) issues stressed by the media and the campaigns themselves? T"*1'911"--".1*
iraricl. Surrivan a.a bofgjda (1989) presented data fion the 1980 and 198'l NES

sur\ey and the 1984 Callup surveys that asked respondents whdt they thought was

'lhe inost inpoltant problem tacing rhe countrv lodal or "lhe most impofant

"o-.1,.r- 
o' orim -. nP .ner pe .un"ll) Mure In.n a rhrrd ul re'pon'lerr' in bo'i

'.r el' .ele..ed r.e g ' . oeren* i ' re : lremo'r 'npolJnr problcn" rJ'r19rl'e

countrv in 1980 and i984, suggeding a degree ofsalience lhat previous scholrrship

had overlooked. Furthermore, similar lindings in other ele'lion years seem !o

indicate !hat. except for the 1973-1979 period. fbreign a|Tail\ have been a major

concern ofmuch oltheelectoraie sinceWo dWarll Campbell s tinalpreconditron

for lssue voting a perceplion of a diflerence between the candidates or the parties -

was satisfied tirough an examination of lhe median perceptions on the candidates

Dur-t.onr on o er:n oe e I e r. re rno or duartr c "Le' fu \"-)rne Jegree' he

rurhor. o'o rrno rrdl P\ponaer ri oer.er\ed gre'e- drheren'e' ber*een ll'e

candidaies on foreign/defenie issues than on domestic issues in the 1980 and 198'l

With Campbell s prelonditions satisfied, the authors used probit analvsis to

ascertain the lmpact of fbur independent vafiables - domeslic policy issues. lbreign

Dolr.\ r!,Je.. D, r! rden'rfcarron Jld c!ndidare e r'udl'on o1 rhe oependelt

lu uo.. o..rn.' I:e re\puldenl \ulLd or 'he ReDLbli."n or Dero.ral'c rdndrdJle

for presldenl. Strong reiatlonships were found for all fbur independent variables'

furrier suggesting lhat the electorate does inde€d consid€r fbreign policv rssues

during eleirions. The aurhors lhen presenled a fourfoid election t$ologv based on

two d]mensions, the d€gree of emphasis on fbfeign and defense policies' and the

differences between the aandidales on these lssues The imporlance of forejgn policv

issues in pa(icular elections then would be determined by the degree to which-

foreign policy issues were emphasized by the candidales' and the distincliveness oi
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the candidates positions on these issues. Based on lhis typology. Aldrich, Sullivan
and Borgida (1989) found lhat foreign policy issues played an importrnt role in the

eleltions ol 1972. 1980, and 1984. while lhey had llttle importance in the 1976

tI ATTITUDDS IN THE 1992 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

Agajn. lhere are reasons to believe thal the ele.tion of 1992 more closely
resembled that of 1976 in the generally low degree of salience afforded to fbfe'gn
pollcy issues. Desplte Pfesjden! Bush's foreign policy successes. the Clinton
canpaign avoided competing wiih the incumbent on this tont and inslead

capjtalized on pubhc disaffection wilh the state of the economy and other domestlc

concernst except lbr minor diff€rcnces over ibreign policy toward Haiti. China. and

the civil $,ar in lhe fofmef Yugosiavia, the Clinlon and Bush campaigns ditlbred
llttle in.egard ro the major foreign policy lssues oflhe day. ln addition, thequixoiic
canpaign of Texas billionane Ross Perot lbcused primarily on public concerns ovef

lhe fedcral budge! deficil rnd served !o further distract the eleclorate l?om lbreigr
issues. Because the candidates displayed tew substantive diffefences on the fbreign
poiicy issues of the day and crmpaigned pfnnurily on domestic issues. and b€cause

thefe were no major "intermeslic issues foreign issues with majof domestic

componcnts, such as the Korean War. !he Victnam War. the Iran hostage crisis, or

lhe Cold War - foreign policy lssues wcre likely io be relslively muled and

inaccessible to the general electofale.

To assess lhe degfee to wbich these conditions held lrue in 1992. data wefe

analyzed ftom lhe 1992 Nationil Elecrion Survey in order 1(r establish whether

fofeign pollcy attitudes were as available as altltudes on domestic issues. as lhey had

been in Aldrich. Sullivnn. and tsorgida's examinatjon oflhe 1980. 198'1, and 198E

elections. Campbell's (1961) preconditions for issue voting were lested fof lbreign
and domeslic policy issues through the use of selen poin! scalcs; unlbrtunately. only
one such foreign policy issue questioD, on defense spending. was included in the

1992 NES data. while two domest;c issuc questions, on social wellare spendlng and

whether or no1 lhe government should provlde all citizens wlth jobs, sere lnciuded.

Although our inilial results then rre unlikelr'!o be conclusive giv.n the scarcitv of
inibrmation on foreign and domesllc issue attitudes available in the NES da1a, they

should provide os with a! least prellminary indicators as to the importance offorcign
policy issues and attiiudes in 1992.

Campbell's (1961) conditions for issue voting in 1992 then were measured

cumulatively using these thfee NES issue scales. Firs!. lhe percentage of
respondents able to place themselves on each issue scale was determined, then lhe

perceniage able !o place both major party nominees on lhe same scale and lhe
percentage able !o differentiate between the positions of the lwo candidates The

final condition was measured by examining lhe percentage of respondents able to
place the Democratic candidate at a more liberal position on lhe issue scale than the
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Republican candidal€. Taken together. these four indices suggest thal lhe issues

measufed have salience within $c electorate, *'hite !he final two neasures satisfy the

issue voling condition thal the respondents mus! believe tha! one of the two

candidates berler represents his or her position on !he issue in questron.

Table l: Ar€rage Percentages Me€ling Issue Voting Crit€ria

Table I presents these findings fbf bolh foreign and domeslic policv issues

for the 1992 presidertial eieclion. As ln the 1980 198'1, and 1988 eleciions.lhere is

no substantial difference belween the percentages of respondents able to place

themselves on foreign and domestic issuesi well over eigh!y percenl were able to do

so. However. unlike previous eleclions in which respondents were in facl more able

!o salisfy the cunulative condrlions in regard to foreign as opposed to domestic

The lan WdLtz?: Farcign PolicJ Auitu.les in the 1992 Presidential Election 5

trsF'lrle,.$aele . . 8lacgq:..:
Self] I .
g!Sf.ds i'

t'q.z
Forei4 (1) 86 9% 69.21'c 59.61o 5l.8Ia

Domestlc O) 84.5% 68.7% 57 99o 49.8Io

) 4Io 0.59. \.'790 2%

Foreisn (2) ' 84.61c 65-2c/c 52.95. 42.9C.

85.67. 63.27t 49.61o 347c

Io/o 2c/c l.l7r 8.9q.

1984
For€isD (3) 83.1% 12.0!c 62.Eq, 54.5a/o

Dom$tic (4) 86.,170 15.]q 63.37c 53.2Ia

-2.1Ia -3.',1Ia -0.5q. 1.35o

1980
Foreistr {2) 84.89o JO.2% 61.29o 52.6%

8O.9'/c 64.11o 53.',790

AYc": ,:'
Differedce i

3.9% 6.Iq. 1.5qt 8.29o



issues, in 1992 th€rc was no appreciable diference behvee. the cumulative
percentages of.espondcnts able !o place themselves and bolh candidates, pcrccile
ditTerences bet$een ihe candidates, and see the Democratic candidate as more
liberal. suggesting that foreign polic) issue infonnalion was as readih available in

1992 as was domestic policy infonnation. Hoeever, while the evidence seems to
indicate rhat the electorate was as wcll infonned on foreign issues as they were on

donestic issues in 1992. what remains problemaiic ls the extent to which those

concems were salient and impotant nr aniving at voling decisions.

Having established that thc electorate did in facl display an awareness of
foreign polic) issues, as well as differences berween the candidales on these issues.

during the 1992 campaign. it remains to be seen whether the difTerences perccived
were as grear on foreign issues as they lrere on domestjc issues. Such a dislinction is

obvioxsl,v a prerequisile for issuc votingi not only must attjtudes be accessiblc. bul
rhere must aLso be clear choices behveen the candidales m order fof loters to nake
voling decisions bascd on thosc attitudes.

Tablc ?: Average of Medinn Perceptions ofCandidales on Seven-Point Scales

I Reptr!:ic1!!'
Cailirlidate

Demoii6tic
c""di6ite

Diffeltnce

rqsam$h v. Clinto
[o6!n lrl 5.00 1.00 2.00

Donestic f2l Yr.

;ffi;---_-
:l.0Ll LS! 100

100

tgss {Busliv. ffikakhl
Foreien {d 4.-i0 :t.00 1.50

Donestic (i1 3.60 r.20
0.30

i:1.. .,
t,{cqorn.i! Mnndrlerl

fiim!" (3) ' 5.56 i.i9 2.ll
Dblltsric f4r.l' a

1.89

Difference f 0.28

llEotr
foreien t2'i I i.l9 3.09 2.l0

tic 15) 4.61 1.01 1.60

0.50

Table 2 presenrs mcdlan perceptions of candidate posirions on foreign ald

and domestic issue scalcs for the 1980. i98,1, 1988, and 1992 NES studies

Althougl our initial hypothcsis had been that the eledorate woxld have been unable

1o percejve significanl foreign policy differences between the candidates, the NES
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data presenled in Table 2 suggests othenvise. As in 1980. 198'1, and 198E. the

electorale pe.ceivcd grealer diiierences between the candidales on foreign and

defense issues than on domeslic issues. and by similar m,rrgins; despite Govemor
Clinlon's efforts to pfesent hinrself as a "New Democrat," the median public
pcrceprions ofihe tofeign and donestic policy diftlrences between Bush and Clinton
were virtually iden!ical io lhe dilferences pefceived bclween Reagan and Ca.ler in
1980. bctween Reagan and Mondalc in 1984, and between Bush and Dukakrs in
1988. Furihermore. in 1992 !he electorate perceived grealer diffcrences between the
two candidates on tbfeign policy thrn on domestic policy issucs, desplte the Clinton
campaign s ellblts !o prese.l a "clcar choice on domestic and economic concerns.

Tablc 3: Public's Vi€ly of Nlo6t lmportant Problem Facing the Nation

1eq! \9e 1'EE Lgn I Sgcict bxu ulr t9* lgs lis
261c 1.9o/c r.6% Social,Wel 3% i3.92 137c

De&nle 11C,, 2.1C. 0.17c Pubfc ordr 1lc 15.5, 1.9q,

l1c ll% 2.31t 3E) 07t 4.8'a ).3'/o
1+ t3,Ic 2f .21

Coyl" & F,coor l9E( 19& 1988 1992

T
Gort" trlrlr 198{ 19& 19EE i992

t0q, 16% 1.11r 187o 21c 2o/c 0.9s., L',7%

331<, .LI ll 0.t% t TQtal , 2!t )7c 0.9'/o T,1'L

)L t9,tt 2t.l( 12.41 T

Other lOIo Oc/c 5.9"/o 18.8,

Total 56q 4ola 49.5'

Thc salience of lbreign policy concerns as compared to domeslic issues vas
assessed through the 1 992 NLS'S drta on the most importan! problem facing lhe
country loday, pfesented in T.rblc 3. Here the contrasl betwecn the 1992 electjo!
and p.evious eleclions is considerably mofe stark. Whercas in 19E0 and 1984 the
percentage ofresponden!s citing lbreign and defense rssues as "most impoltant" was

thirty-two percen! and thirly four percen! fespe.tively, in l992jusl over lwo percen!
ol rhe electofale cited similar concerns. pfesumably a resull of the collapse of lhe
Soviet Union and the end ofthe Cold War. Governmentaland economic issues were
pararnounl, while solial issues appears Io have supplanled foreigr
affairs in 1992. increasing iom just selen percent and thifteen percenl in 1980 3nd

1984 respectively !o more than forty percenl in 1992. Fof whateler reason, in 1992

concern over foreign sllairs appeafed !o hale lost lhe immediacy !hat had elevaled

its importance in previous elections so that, dcspite lhe fact that the electorale could
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perceive differenc€s b€tween lhe candidates on lbreign policy maiters, those lssues

remained neve.theless tangential to most ofthe electorate's voting decisiots.

These Iindings are comparable to lhose of the 1976 election, jn which only
four percent of the eleclorate ciled a foreign o. deibnse lssue as the most jmporiant

nalional probiem (Abramson, Aldrich a.d Rohde 1987). raising questions as 1(r the

significarce of lhe 1992 election in historical perspectile. FIom the mid'1940s
thfough lhe mid 1970s, the smallest proporlion of fie electorate citlng ldeign and

defense issues as the most impoftant problenr frcing the natlon nerer fell lower than
lwenty tro percent, suggesting lhat foreign affairs !/as a maior concern lor a

substrntial p.oportion of lhe electorate through the end oflhe Vietnam Waf, and only
somewhal less so ln lhe 1980s. Was 1992 an atlpical outlier. as Abfamson. Aldrich
and Rohde posiled abou! the 1976 eleciion? Or did the 1992 results ponend a break
wirh thepast. a reiurn to lhe isolalionist sentiments among the Amefican electorateln
rhe wake ol the Cold War tha! henccforth would preclude the likelihood of future
elections being waged on fofeign polic) groundsl Given the intraclable and

fiustrating nalure ofthe lofeign policy issues tbal the nation has faced since the 1992

clcction Somalia. Haitr, lhe former YLrgoslavia - it is conceivable that forelgn
po|cy issues may play a relati!€ly less ilnporlan! rule in the fbrmulalion of voling
deli!ions for the forese€able iuture.

FOREIGN POLICY AND THE VOTEtv.

Our findings lhus far ha\'e been mixed. Although, .ts expecled, ibrelgn
concerns eviden t ly h ad li tlle sallence among the ele.td rle in 1992. voiefs appafendy
were a*are of such issues and did perceive significanl dillerences between lhe
candidares posilions on them. ln ofder to furthcr assess the importance of foreign
policy issues rclallve to domesdc policy in 1992. regression analyses were conducted
emploling the ihfee majof influences on voting behavior mosl often ciied in pfevious
researchi party jdentificalion, can d idate leadershjp assessmenl. and issues. Tbe par ly
identlfication variable wrs measufed baled simply on the slandard parly
identilicarion question included in evefy NDS study. while the candidale leadership
assessment was delermined by measufing thc difference between the perceptions of
the two candidaies leadership qualities. Each of the three issue policy queslions
(defense spending. social spending, and government provision oflobs) was then

ircluded in the equation separatell. Allhougb Aldrich. Sullivan and Borgida (1989)

enrployed as rhe dependent vafiable whether the respoDden! reported voting ibr lhe
Republican or Democralic candidale. such a dichotomou! variable would allow only
for rhe possibilily of probit anaiysls. Instead. so that more precise regfession
rechniques mjght be employcd, a new dependent variable was created by subtracting
respondents' thermomeler scale assessments of Bush fiom the same assessmenls lbf
Clintoni ihls new contiruous variable was then substitutcd for the vote variable The
followlns eaualion can now be esllmated:

The last Wah.?: Foreign Policr Attitu.les in the 1992 Presidential ELection



CANDID{TF E\ 4Ll ATIO\ = PARTy tD _ LEADLRSHIP _ Ev{LU4TlO\ _

ir-rglsE!penor." ' toct {L sPt\Dl\c + covl JoBs

Table 4: Reeression Eslimaled \ otc Equalions lg92 Presidenlial Campaign

' 
D;endenl \ ariable = Candidate Eralualionl

I@EEI-
Providing Jobs

Delbnse Spending
Leadership Assessrnen!

Social Spendjng
Party Idenii6calion
(Constan!)

Rl= 0.661
sr..dard Error = 25.803

tTftrr BIII
0.847 0.033 .0000

2.338 0.072 .0000

63.',751 o.442 .0000

t.2'70 ,0.045 .0000

8.798 0.411 .0000

-33.',728 .0000
.0000

lne re rlr' are reporred rr tdb'e 4 lhe uverrl Ll ol lhe mudel ''

"*--U" 
.Inpt..". " 'rr -n R oi0t'o 'nd all o th' IndepenJent'drrrble are

,ren.fr.,rr Ho*euer' *hrl< conpdrJrr\e e'aluar'on' and parL) rdenrilrL:-rion J'

;T;;.:; ,. i'";ri, re,!,ed ro ,he lote domesrrc dnd rore's1 L'ue' re res

:l; ;'i;;;,: - .u'pr''i.g trna rg g 
'en 

rhe pre\ -il r s 'c"roldrlv rre'urpriun rh!r rhe

to%: camprrrr $r. her\ii) \\Le-orren.e.l re e'Llrs $ere 'ub'tanr'all) rhe dme

e\en !rhcr lhe domeJrc polrc) comorned Inlo one vrr'1ble'

Neverthelex. the impact ofthe tbreign policy measure is sronger than lhai of either

:i'l:.* :l :::;' n:;"1:;.'i'.'il:":,1:'",";i.g'.3i. :l f ;ifi 
'l'i',ii,,'jl".',ir",."',.0 p-r1 rdcrr'l'Jlron $ere Ine predor'ninr '1frer'e r1 lre vorrng

ili;. ";; ;"J, ;. ;ignincance or rhese nndings m sr be weighed against the

il; ;;" N"i ;*" questions emplovedi n;ne dealt directlv wlth spelinc

i".G p"ir.v lt.*"'t*r, is iraitian rerugies or the civll war ln Bosnia nor did tbev

.leal wilh economic rssues per r€. Ine Pnrnarv focus ol the Clinton campaign

sfaregy.

V. SIJM\'IAR} A\D CONCLUSIONS

The conclusion of the Cold War and the resulis of ihe 1992 presideniial

efecllon f'ave fosbrcd considerable media speculation as to the degree of lbrergn

p"i"y ""fi""* "-*g 
,ne electorale in the 1990s In announcins his presidential

candi{:lac\,, Bill Clinlon appeared !o rap lnto the concerns of an increasingly

i..i,i;"* "r".t"i",. 
in niring tt'at "th; soviet Union was not defeated on the

i"t,i.i,"l;..t", "*tu.a lr.om wirtrln," and on all but a handful of foreign policv

"r,i"".irl" 
il.h and Clinlon positions were almost identical Although theBush
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While House auempted continurlly to redirect the focus of the campaign to the
president s skjll and competencc as a diplomatic and military leader. the Clinton
campaiSn eff€.t;vely resisted such efibrls, fcrlusing instead on "the e.onomy,
slupid."

Our inrtial hwoihesis, howeler, has only been partially validaied. The
1992 elecrorate did lndeed perceive cleaf diffe.ences between George Bush rnd Bill
Clinton on foreign policy issuest slong majorities of the electorate reported oprnjons
on our foreign pollcy measure. and a slight majorily $'as able to assess the lwo
candidrtes posilions correctly as well. In fact, these percejved differences $'ere
grealer lhan the perceived differences between the candidales on domestlc issues.

and \!ere as great as those pcrceived in the much mofe ideological campaigns of
1980 and t984. Ciearly then the h).pothesis that lhe 1992 electorate was unable to
perceive a difference belwcen rhe major party candidates would seem lo b€ untrue.
although this determination could be more efiactilely assessed had the 1992 NES
dara included questions on more speciUc foreign policy issues such as llailian
relugees and China lrade policy.

Nevertheless. although Crnrpbell s lirst trvo pferequisites for issue votlng
were apparently realjzed in 1992, the third, issue salience, wrs not. Liltle more than

two perceni of lhe populalion reported ioreiSn and defense issues as the most
important problem facing the nation, totals conside|ably lower than those reported 

'n
the 1980s and the lowest since the 1976 election. Apparently. alrhough the public
was aware of thc disparate fbfeign policy positions of the two major p.lrly
candidrtes, rhese differences were not salicnt in i992: mofe than ninety percenl of
respo.dents ciled economic of social policy concerns as lhe mo( impo ant rssues

'Lhe implications of lhese findjngs are unclear. As Aldrich, Sullivan and

Bofgida nole. the period fio]ll 197: to 1979 was chafacterized by generally low
levcls of foreign policy saliencc as the electorale withdrew liom international
concerns lo the wake of the unpleasantness of !he Vielnan debaclet nevefiheless.

lbreign policy emefged again as an rmportant electoral concern in the 1980 eleltion
and remained significant for the remainder of that decade. Afe the results of the

1992 eleclior analogous to those of 1976, or have the conclusion of the Cold War
.tnd the absence ol any major foreign threats io Americirn interests provoked a
fundamental change in American voting behavior. It mry be that thecombinatjon of
the {rustratlng inrractability of the foreign policy issues lhat have replaced lhe U.S.

Sovlet conliontatjon'Somalir, tlaiti, Bosnia, Rwanda, Kosovo - along with their
seeming irrelevance to U.S. security concefns will permanentiy relegate foreign
policy concerns to the lower tier ofvoting cfiteria. at least untjl a new foreign threat
.ne-8e.. rf r.renrl) dem"1d 1go'\orers allenl'u1..

l0 The l^ast Walftr: Forei|n Palic) Axitudes btthe 1992 Presidential Electian
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