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ABSTRACT 

There is a well-established theory pertaining to 

congressional behavior that tells us that congressmen 

engage in activities (including roll call voting) that 

will benefit them eleetorally. Thus, this theory tells us 

that congressmen pay great attention to their 

constituency, who will ultimately decide whether to 

return them to office or eject them from office in place 

of someone else. 

A large body of literature exists that has examined 

congressional behavior in light of this theory. This 

literature, however, has generally not focused on 

congressional behavior on foreign and defense policy 

because, for so long. Congress was thought to defer to 

the president on foreign and defense policy. Since the 

end of the Vietnam conflict, however. Congress seems to 

have taken a more active role in foreign and defense 

affairs. 

Despite this apparent increase in congressional 

activity on foreign and defense policy, however, little 

empirical work has been conducted looking at the forces 

that influence congressional behavior on foreign and 

defense policy within the context of this theory of 

congressional behavior. In other words, congressional 



scholars have not done a very good job of pulling foreign 

and defense policy into their analysis, and foreign 

policy scholars have not done a very good job of 

incorporating the well-established theories of 

congressional behavior into their studies. 

My research attempts to do just that. Beginning with 

the theory of congressional behavior grounded in Mayhew's 

(1974) reelection connection, I examine congressional 

behavior on foreign and defense policy. My aim is to 

determine how a legislator's drive to be reelected 

manifests itself in his/her roll call voting behavior on 

foreign and defense policy. 

To provide greater clarity to my examination, I 

dissagregate foreign and defense policy into three 

categories: crisis, structural, and strategic. I 

hypothesize different influences to weigh more heavily on 

congressmen's roll call votes across the different 

categories of policy. These hypothesis are based on the 

assumption that in different categories, different 

factors will benefit a legislator's reelection chances. 

I find evidence to support my general argument, 

however, my specific hypothesis are not fully confirmed. 

In general, there appears to be variation in influences 

on congressional roll call behavior across the categories 

of foreign and defense policy. On crisis and strategic 
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policy institutional influences seem to be more prevalent 

than constituency influences. On structural policy 

constituency influences does not emerge as important 

predictors of vote choice to any greater extent than they 

do in the other categories of policy. However, on 

structural policy, institutional influences seem much 

less important in predicting vote choice. Across the 

three categories, ideology is a consistent predictor of 

vote choice. Finally, the president seems to lack 

strength in terms of his ability to influence legislative 

behavior, and this weakness exists across the three 

categories of policy. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

There are a number of political actors-
constituents, party leaders, administration, 
fellow congressmen, and the like-who may have 
some influence on legislative voting decisions. 
(Kingdon 1989: 5) 

In recent years, observers have noted that the 

Congress is more significant in participating in and 

shaping foreign policy than it had been before the Vietnam 

War. Numerous studies describe and attempt to account for 

this rising congressional assertiveness. Yet, on many 

issues, the president continues to prevail, even against 

the intent of congressional legislation. For instance, in 

the early and mid-1970s. Congress passed a number of laws 

(even over the president's veto) aimed at limiting US 

foreign aid to countries with poor human rights. Despite 

passing such legislation, however. Congress has generally 

been unable or unwilling to force the president to adhere 

to its purpose. 

This raises an interesting question. Why is it that at 

times Congress appears very insignificant and at other 
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times seems very significant in foreign and defense policy? 

While not the main focus of this research, this question is 

of interest to me. It is a question that addresses at some 

level the institutional relationship between the executive 

and legislative branches, and the functioning of America's 

representative institutions. The institutional relationship 

between the legislative and executive branches matters 

because we care about the functioning of our representative 

democracy. 

Congressional acquiescence on foreign and defense 

policy has brought us the Imperial Presidency and gross 

abuses of office. Yet by the same token, congressional 

interference in the conduct of foreign policy can lead to 

incoherence and lack of leadership. For example, 

legislation passed in 1973 (the War Powers Resolution) 

requires the president to consult with Congress in every 

possible instance before introducing troops into combat. 

•"• For this research I am adopting a rather broad 
definition of foreign policy to include both foreign policy 
and defense policy. I do this for two reasons. First, the 
two have often been difficult to distinguish anyway, 
especially during the 1980s. Secondly, and more 
importantly, the two are often used interchangeably in the 
pursuit of national objectives and any effort to separate 
the two in an arbitrary fashion for academic purposes could 
very well cause an important element of foreign policy 
voting behavior to be missed. 
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Still, presidents have routinely ignored or whitewashed 

this requirement without much complaint from Congress. If 

Congress were assertive about the intent of its own 

legislation, presumably such outcomes would not occur. 

Unless the Constitution makes no difference, a premise this 

research rejects, then similar observations pertain to 

security policy, economic policy, and environmental policy 

generally. More fundamentally, then, the relative influence 

of the two branches of government matters because what the 

US government does makes a difference in the lives of 

people around the world. 

Assuming that Congress as an institution has as much 

influence over foreign and defense policy as its individual 

members collectively want to have, we can see a major gap 

in the existing literature. This gap is the general failure 

to consider whether the inconsistency in congressional 

influence on foreign and defense policy has anything to do 

with the way that individual members of Congress vote on 

foreign and defense policy-related legislation. 

The existing literature generally focuses on 

congressional decision making behavior as it relates to 

individual bills (or sets of related bills) and legal, 

constitutional and institutional factors. The one study 
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that does address the behavior of individual legislators 

across policy categories ignores roll call voting, which is 

the crucial decision point in the legislative process. 

Understanding why Congress prevails in some instances and 

the president in others requires knowing why individual 

legislators make the decisions they make. Put another way, 

why do legislators care about some issues enough to 

challenge the president, but on other issues they seem to 

follow the president's lead? To understand the behavior of 

Congress as an institution requires, in part, understanding 

the forces that lead majorities of individuals in the House 

and the Senate to vote one way or the other, for such 

voting determines what Congress as an institution decides. 

Understanding how the various forces influence 

decision making is not so simple, however, because there 

are many instances where the forces themselves are not very 

clear. John Kingdon points out the complexity of the 

decision making process rather well. 

A major enduring feature of the Congress is that 
the decision making process is best seen as a 
ease of bounded rationality. Legislators pursue 
their goals as best they can, but in the context 
of imperfect information, limited time, 
incomplete canvass of alternatives, and dramatic 
deficit of ability to consider floor votes 
thoroughly in the light of the tremendous volume 
of decisions to be made. (1989: xiii) 



There is a large volume of literature looking at this 

decision making process and congressional behavior on 

domestic policy issues (Arnold 1991; Asher and Weisberg 

1978; Fenno 1973; Fiorina 1974; Hurwitz 1988; Kingdon 1973; 

Kingdon 1989; Matthews and Stimson 1975; Mayhew 1974), but 

there is comparatively little literature devoted to the 

decision making process on foreign and defense policy 

issues. In addition, much of what literature is available 

on foreign and defense policy focuses on specific bills or 

issues (i.e., the vote to give up the Panama Canal or to 

impose economic sanctions against South Africa). There has 

been little effort to go beyond this narrow focus and to 

apply a decision making model in a comprehensive way to 

congressional behavior on foreign and defense policy. 

This inattention in the foreign policy literature to 

individual voting decisions reflects a failure to draw on 

fruitful research into Congress's domestic role. In 

particular, no foreign policy study has drawn on decision 

making theory to understand voting in the House and Senate. 

Decision making theory is at the cutting edge of 

congressional scholarship and posits, in brief, that 

legislators attempt to make their decision making process 



as simple as possible by looking for guidance (cues) from 

various sources that are important to them. The primary 

source of information for most legislators is their 

constituency, who are important because they ultimately 

determine whether the legislator will return to office or 

not. In other words, if the association between a 

legislator's vote decision and his or her constituency is 

strong, then the legislator's vote decision will be 

consistent with constituency preferences. If the connection 

between his or her vote decision and constituency is weak, 

then decision making theory suggests that other sources 

will influence the legislator's vote decision. In any 

event, legislative decision making, according to this 

theory, can be explained primarily by reelection concerns 

and the presence or absence of a salient constituency. 

Decision making theory developed not so much as an 

effort to redress the failures of previous research, but as 

an effort to further explain how members of Congress make 

decisions in-chamber given the great many pressures that 

they face. It is, in some ways, a recognition that 

legislators might have different concerns that go beyond 

the constituency. The idea behind decision making models of 

congressional behavior is that, while legislators engage in 
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a great many activities outside of their respective 

chambers in order to please their constituency, they 

ultimately are in Congress to cast votes. The question then 

becomes what factors influence the vote decisions of 

legislators. The primary advantage to explaining 

legislative behavior with a decision making model is that 

it allows us to go below the surface, so to speak, and look 

at the mechanics of the process. It is one thing to 

understand that sometimes Congress is able to influence 

foreign and defense policy and other times not. By delving 

into the way that legislators make decisions, we might be 

able to explain why this is so. 

The decision making perspective should be as useful 

for understanding foreign policy as domestic policy 

(despite the evident differences between the two issue 

domains) because, if the premise that constituency 

preferences are of primary importance to legislators is 

true, then certain types of foreign policy (more domestic-

oriented) should be very susceptible to constituency 

preferences. Other types of foreign policy (less domestic-

oriented) should be less susceptible to constituency 

preferences. Thus, one step in researching congressional 

decision making on foreign and defense policy will be to 



disaggregate foreign and defense policy into major types 

(or categories) of policy: crisis, strategic, and 

structural. 

This study will attempt to fill gaps in the literature 

by comprehensively examining how legislators make roll call 

vote decisions across the dimensions of foreign and defense 

policy given the multiplicity of pressures they face. While 

scholars have looked at the comparative influences on 

congressional voting on foreign and defense policy 

including the opinions of constituency, a member's personal 

policy preferences (ideology), the influences of the 

president and the party, and parochial concerns, this 

literature is deficient in that no systematic effort has 

been made to apply a decision making model to examine these 

influences as a part of the decision making process leading 

up to the roll-call vote. In addition, there seems to be 

little awareness in this literature as to the various 

categories of foreign and defense policy and how decision 

making may differ across these categories. 

I begin the study with the assumption that Congress 

has as much influence over public policy (including foreign 

and defense policy) as it wants. The primary focus of this 

research, however, is not on whether the Congress is 
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ultimately successful or not in terms of influencing the 

nation's foreign and defense policy agenda. Nor is it 

concerned with the role of Congress in shaping the nation's 

foreign policy agenda. While these issues are of residual 

interest and are certainly important and much debated 

(e.g., Hinckley 1994; Kegley and Wittkopf 1991; Rostow 

1989; Wiarda 1990), I also assume at the outset that 

Congress is successful at times and not at others at 

shaping the nation's foreign and defense policy. I also 

assume that members view their individual decisions as 

having significant political ramifications, both for the 

nation and their own political future. 

My examination will look at congressional foreign and 

defense policy and the forees--incentives, rewards, 

motivations, etc.—that shape it at the individual level, 

but will seek broader generalizations from there. The study 

will examine these influences in both the House of 

Representatives and the Senate and will attempt to show 

that within each category of foreign and defense policy, 

the decision making process is different. In other words, I 

will try to show that some influences are more important 

than others in a legislator's decision making process given 

the type of policy under consideration. In addition, the 



study will look at whether some influences are more 

important than others on a legislator's decision making 

process across chambers. 
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CHAPTER II 

CONGRESS AND FOREIGN POLICY SINCE WORLD WAR II 

Introduction 

To better understand why it is that the decision 

making perspective so common in the study of congressional 

behavior on domestic policy (i.e., Arnold 1990; Kingdon 

1989) has not found its way to the study of congressional 

behavior on foreign policy, we must first understand the 

historical role Congress has played in the nation's foreign 

affairs and how that role has changed in the last few 

decades. 

An Uneasy Relationship 

The Constitution makes the president the Commander-in-

Chief and as such in the areas of foreign and defense 

policy, unlike health policy or transportation policy, the 

president has historically been the single most important 

influence on the foreign policy decisions of Congress (and 

the nation for that matter) . This ^'second-fiddle" 

perspective is the way scholars have traditionally viewed 

Congress's role in foreign policy making (e.g., Allison 

1971; Huntington 1961; Neustadt 1990; Steinbruner 1974) . 
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Indeed, one of the most popular perspectives on the 

relationship between the Congress and the president is the 

distinction between foreign and domestic public policy 

making in Wildavsky's ''two presidencies" thesis (1966)." 

That the Congress is more involved in matters of 

foreign affairs today, however is not in question. 

Congressional assertiveness in foreign and defense policy 

has been either extolled or condemned by many "players" in 

the policy-making process (e.g., Aspin 1973; 1975; 1981; 

Bergner 1987; Cheney 1990; Dine 1978; Fascell 1987; 

Hamilton 1982; 1988; Piatt and Weiler 1978; Pressler 1986; 

Tower 1981-1982; Whalen 1982). Evidence of greater 

involvement began to emerge in the late 1960s and early 

1970s when Congress began to express concern and exercise 

its oversight responsibilities in many areas of public 

policy, including foreign and defense policy (see Aberbach 

1990, eh. 2). Given the failure of the Vietnam conflict, 

the scandals associated with Watergate, and the general 

feeling that America's foreign policy was increasingly 

lacking moral guidance. Congress began to take a more 

active role in foreign and defense policy issues (Crabb and 

^ For a more recent look at the two presidencies thesis 
see Shull 1991. 
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Holt 1989; Sundquist 1981). It was during this time, for 

instance, that human rights emerged on the congressional 

agenda and that the Speaker of the House of 

Representatives, for the first time ever, traveled abroad 

to meet with foreign leaders in an official capacity 

(Albert 1990) . 

By the 1980s, the legislative branch was fully engaged 

with issues like foreign aid and foreign trade and whether 

the United States should send "advisors" to Central 

American countries to help with the fight against communist 

guerrillas or not. Indeed, one might argue that the whole 

Iran-Contra Affair was, more than anything else, a struggle 

over which branch of government would have the upper hand 

in directing the nation's foreign and defense policy, 

especially in Latin America. James Lindsay's recent 

statement that "Congressional activism on foreign policy is 

a fact of life in the 1990s" (1994: 183), is a far cry from 

Robert Dahl's observation about the period just after World 

War II that the " . . . President proposes, the Congress 

disposes—and in a very large number of highly important 

decisions about foreign policy, the Congress does not even 

have the opportunity to dispose" (1950: 58). 
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In the section below I briefly describe two periods of 

recent history in relation to Congress and foreign and 

defense affairs. The purpose is largely to provide some 

foundation for the study that follows. Additionally 

however, the purpose is to show how congressional interest 

in foreign affairs has gone from being largely passive to 

increasingly active. Ultimately I would suggest that the 

decision making models that are so commonly used to explain 

congressional behavior on domestic policy have not been 

used to explain congressional behavior on foreign policy 

because foreign policy has not traditionally been thought 

of by scholars (or members of Congress for that matter) as 

an area of policy that Congress has had very much control 

over. Given the increased activity by Congress in foreign 

and defense policy since the i970s, it seems appropriate, 

even necessary, to consider congressional behavior in this 

area of policy from a decision making perspective. 

The Period of Congressional Deference 

Since the late 1920s, the relationship between the 

president and the Congress in terms of foreign and defense 

policy has gone through two distinct phases. The first 

phase, which can be generally dated to the presidency of 
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Franklin D. Roosevelt,^ describes a modern era of 

legislative deference to the executive branch. In the 

1930s, the United States entered into a period of its 

history that was perfectly suited for presidential 

domination of foreign policy. The stock market crash of 

1929 began a series of erisis--the Great Depression, World 

War II, the Cold War--that seemed ideally suited for 

expansion of the executive branch's foreign policy power 

vis-a-vis Congress. By the 1960s, the relative power of the 

executive compared to the legislature was extraordinarily 

great (Purvis 1984). 

During this period, the leadership in Congress 

actually chose to defer to executive prerogative on foreign 

policy on many occasions even when opposing the president's 

specific actions. The chasten attitude that Congress held 

toward foreign and defense policy was as much a result of a 

desire to avoid past errors as anything else. Fearful that 

it might force America back into isolationism. Congress 

chose not to limit the president but rather to grant him 

what amounted to nearly a blank check (Haass 1979: 4). 

^ According to Sundquist (1981), the roots of the 
strong presidency that emerged with Franklin D. Roosevelt 
can be traced from seed to the earlier activism of Theodore 
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For instance. Senate Majority Leader Lyndon Johnson, 

who later as President would suffer the resurgence of 

congressional activism in foreign affairs, strongly opposed 

much of Dwight D. Eisenhower's foreign policy but often 

chose to acquiesce to Eisenhower's authority. Johnson 

believed that legislative activism was inappropriate and 

that the proper congressional role was to react to 

presidential initiatives rather than to initiate foreign 

policy (Rourke 1983: 203-204). Another key Senate leader 

who would later champion the revival of legislative 

influence in foreign policy. Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee Chair J. William Fulbright, argued in the early 

1960s that there was a clear distinction between a Congress 

that got in the way of the President's ability to make 

foreign policy and a Congress that offered broad policy 

suggestions. "Our history is strewn with examples, which 

have invariably had unhappy results, of congressional 

efforts to exercise executive functions . . . [and] either 

forcing or binding the hands of the executive" (quoted in 

Rourke 1983: 204). 

Roosevelt (the "big stick") and Woodrow Wilson (League of 
Nations). 
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This first phase is exemplified by presidential 

preeminence and congressional deference in foreign policy 

making. From the 1930s to the 1960s, the balance of power 

weighed heavily in favor of the White House, and Capital 

Hill seemed more comfortable having it that way. Given this 

relationship, scholars studying foreign policy often gave 

little or no attention to Congress and instead gave the 

president most of the attention. In addition, scholars 

studying Congress gave little attention to foreign affairs 

and gave most attention to domestic policy. 

The Period of Congressional Assertiveness 

The second period describes an era of congressional 

ascendance in foreign policy. The cause of this ascendance 

seems to be related to a rise in opposition to the Vietnam 

conflict and can be dated from a 1968 Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee hearing where Secretary of State Dean 

Rusk and Fulbright sparred in front of millions of 

Americans on national television over United States 

involvement in the conflict in Vietnam. The confrontation 

marked what Drew Pearson called the end of the 

congressional "automatic rubber stamp" (quoted in Wilcox 

1971: 1). Fulbright was, at one time, one of the most 
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outspoken defenders of presidential prerogative in foreign 

policy, but his about-face exemplified the changes that 

were taking place throughout the entire Congress (and the 

nation). Having argued in the early 1960s that Congress 

should not tie the hands of the president in terms of 

foreign policy, by 1974 Fulbright's message sounded much 

less acquiescent: 

Only if one subscribes to the cult of the 
"strong" Presidency which mesmerized American 
political science in the *50s and early 6̂0 can 
one look with complacency on the growth of 
Presidential dictatorship in foreign affairs. In 
those days, when the magic glow of Roosevelt 
still flickered in our memories, when Eisenhower 
reigned with paternal benignancy and the Kennedys 
appeared on white chargers with promise of 
Camelot, it was possible to forget the wisdom of 
the Founding Fathers, who had taught us to 
mistrust power, to check it and balance it, and 
never to yield up the means of thwarting it. Now, 
after bitter experience, we are having to learn 
all over again what those pre-Freudian students 
of human nature who framed the American 
constitution understood well: that no single man 
or institution can ever be counted upon as a 
reliable or predictable repository of wisdom or 
benevolence; that the possession of great power 
can impair a man's judgment and cloud his 
perception of realities; and that our only 
protection against the misuse of power is the 
institutionalized interaction of a diversity of 
politically independent opinion, (quoted in 
Franck and Weisband 1979: 4-5) 

These changes in attitude did not exist in a vacuum, 

but rather coincided with legislative action. Congress was 
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finally driven to alter its traditional role by the 

destructive economic and social consequences of the Vietnam 

conflict, which tore at the very fabric of American life 

(Blechman 1990: 10; Briggs, 1991: 178). For example, in 

1970 the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, which both the Johnson 

and Nixon administrations had used to justify the expansion 

and continuation of America's presence in Vietnam, was 

repealed, and the Cooper-Church Amendment which forbid 

combat activity in Cambodia was passed. In 1972, Congress 

passed the Case Act which required that the legislative 

branch be informed of all executive agreements with other 

countries. In 1974, Congress passed the Jackson-Vanik 

Amendment, which linked U.S.-U.S.S.R. trade relations with 

the Soviet Union's emigration policies. In 1976, Congress 

prohibited the CIA from using funds to support anti-Marxist 

forces in Angola. The most assertive of the legislation 

passed in the early 1970s was the 1973 War Powers 

Resolution, which required that Congress be consulted 

before American forces were introduced into hostilities or 

into dangerous situations.'' These legislative initiatives 

continued throughout the 1980s and into the 1990s and 

" Yet, there is debate as to the effectiveness of the 
War Powers Resolution (see for example, Katzmann 1990; 
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expanded into ail areas of foreign policy such as economic 

and military aid, arms control, intelligence activities, 

diplomatic activities, and trade policy (Aberbach 1990; 

Crabb and Holt 1989; Franck 1981; Kegley and Wittkopf 1991; 

Mann, 1990; Purvis and Baker 1984). 

Summary 

For several decades after the Great Depression, 

Congress was most comfortable deferring to the executive 

branch when it came to the management of the nation's 

foreign policy. This division of responsibility in foreign 

policy was particularly well-suited for the distinctive 

kinds of problems--the Great Depression and World War I I — 

that the nation faced. The result of this legislative 

deference, however, was the rise of the Imperial Presidency 

and ultimately the development of policies that both 

Congress and the nation rejected. Since the late 1960s, 

Congress has shown greater resolve in expressing its 

concerns about foreign policy issues and attempting to 

influence the course of those policies. This greater 

resolve to have a say in foreign and defense policy has 

Reveley III 1981; and Smyrl 1988) 

20 



.^Mir 

been expressed most prominently through the legislative 

arena. 

Given this increased congressional interest in foreign 

and defense policy, and given that this increased 

congressional interest/activity has come about partially as 

a result of Congress and the public's dissatisfaction with 

executive domination of foreign and defense policy, it only 

makes sense to look at the motivating forces behind 

congressional voting in this area. In other words, what 

forces influence congressional roll call voting on foreign 

and defense policy? If the president is no longer the 

dominant influence, then what/who is? 
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CHAPTER III 

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction 

While there has been an increase in scholarly 

attention paid to Congress and foreign policy making in the 

last few decades, it is interesting that this research has 

not positioned itself very well in relation to the 

traditional congressional literature on legislative 

behavior. Rather, this research seems to have developed 

without a clear theoretical connection to the traditional 

congressional literature. Perhaps this is so because 

congressional scholars have not paid much attention to 

foreign policy or because foreign policy scholars have not 

paid much attention to Congress. Either way, it is the aim 

of this study to explain legislative behavior on foreign 

and defense policy using a decision making framework common 

to the congressional literature. 

Political Science has well established theories that 

explain legislative behavior in general, and these theories 

can be applied to our queries about legislative behavior in 

relation to foreign and defense policy rather easily. In 

this section I will first outline the predominant theory of 
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congressional decision making. Then I will survey the 

literature on congressional voting behavior on foreign and 

defense policy, making note of the facr that this 

literature is only weakly Lied to rhe predoninanr 

congressional decision making theory. In ::he lasr section, 

I will briefly outline the probleir. that rh^s study seeks to 

address. 

Theory of Congressional Voting Behavior 

The reigning theoretical foundation upon which any 

study of Congress or congressional decision making must 

stand on (and hopefully build upon) is the Mayhewian 

perspective of legislative re-election concerns.^ Mayhew's 

theory of congressional behavior relies fundamentally upon 

the connection between the representative and the 

represented and the cues that pass between them." 

^ As opposed to the policy-voting perspective first 
introduced by Clausen (1973), where legislative action is 
seen as varying according to issue. 

^ Mayhew is in fact responding to Fenno's explanation 
of congressional activity (1973) where Fenno outlined 
important goals that legislators have. Fenno argues that 
legislators pursue either re-election, power, or good 
public policy. Mayhew suggests that while these may be 
goals that legislators have, congressmen always consider 
the constituency first regardless of their particular goal 
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For Mayhew, whether legislators are at home in their 

districts, negotiating with the president over policy, or 

in the Well of the House or the Senate giving a speech, 

they are engaging in some sort of activity that will 

ultimately aid in their reelection. "Whether they are safe 

or marginal, cautious or audacious, congressmen must 

constantly engage in activities related to reelection" 

(1974: 49). 

According to Mayhew, congressmen engage in three 

specific kinds of activities related to reelection. First, 

they engage in advertising, which Mayhew defines as "any 

effort to disseminate one's name among constituents in such 

a fashion as to create a favorable image but in messages 

having little or no content" (49). Second, they engage in 

credit claiming so that constituents might believe that one 

member of Congress is personally responsible for something 

good that the government or one of its units has done. 

Third, they take positions on anything likely to be 

interesting to other political actors both in and out of 

Washington. 

In short, Mayhew provides a theoretical coherence to 

the activities that legislators engage in. Mayhew argues 

that different members emphasize different activities 
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depending on their specific aims. Nevertheless, their 

objective is, first and foremost, is to be reelected. Thus, 

when legislators do what legislators do, which is to cast 

votes, they do so in such a way that their vote will aid in 

their chances of being reelected. For instance, casting a 

roll call vote allows a legislator to claim credit for good 

policy, take a position on an issue, or avoid being 

associated with a policy or issue that may prove harmful in 

the future. 

While Mayhew's has been the most important theoretical 

statement on legislative behavior—that legislators are 

first and foremost seekers of reelection and their behavior 

reflects that goal—other scholars have helped flesh out 

the details of the theory in significant and substantial 

ways. For example, Morris Fiorina (1977) explained why the 

number of marginal districts had declined since the end of 

World War II and his explanation was firmly rooted in 

Mayhew's theoretical construct. Fiorina argued that one way 

legislators help ensure their reelection is by providing 

favors to individuals in their districts. He explained that 

with the growth of government came the opportunity for 

legislators to help their constituents by intervening with 

the bureaucracy and by ensuring that federal moneys come to 
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the district. Fiorina's study provided some detail to 

Mayhew's electoral connection theory of congressional 

behavior. 

Richard Fenno (1978) provided even more structure to 

the electoral connection explanation for congressional 

behavior^ by showing what it was that legislators did in 

their districts. Fenno titled his study "Home Style," and 

in it he identified several types of home styles that 

legislators employed in an effort to satisfy their 

constituencies. In Fenno's study, there is clear evidence 

of advertising, position taking, and credit claiming, but 

he notes that while reelection is the primary goal, some 

members want it more than others. "All want reelection in 

the abstract, but not all will pay any price to achieve it; 

nor will all pay the same price" (1978: 221). Fenno's 

contribution is to suggest that a member's home style is 

designed to ensure reelection and when that is successful 

it also allows the member to pursue other objectives such 

as gaining greater influence in Washington or enacting good 

public policy. 

'' Building on his 1973 work and Mayhew's 1974 work 

26 



Building on the constituency influence/electoral 

connection theory of congressional behavior, John Kingdon 

(1989) has developed a conceptual model of congressional 

decision making that takes into consideration multiple 

constituencies and the relative importance of various 

actors on a legislator's behavior. Kingdon's contribution 

to the theory of congressional behavior is to provide a 

much more comprehensive accounting of the possibility that 

some influences are important and some are not in how a 

legislator votes. In other words, Kingdon provides some 

coherence to the theory of congressional decision making 

behavior by modeling its complexity. Taking as his starting 

point Mayhew's focus on the reelection constituency, 

Kingdon contends that the congressman "may not end up 

voting with the constituency, but he always considers it 

when it is above the minimal level" of importance (1989: 

248) . 

When reelection constituency goals are involved, 

according to Kingdon's model of legislative decision 

making, legislators vote with their reelection 

constituency. When reelection constituency goals are not 

involved, then the legislators is free to serve other 

constituency such as the president's preferences, 
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colleague's preferences/advise, the legislator's own policy 

preferences or other potentially important factors. 

Nevertheless, before a legislator can/will consider other 

influences, constituency opinion is first considered. 

One of the most important contributions to the 

theoretical literature on Congress since Mayhew's original 

work, and one that builds on Kingdon's work, has been that 

of R. Douglas Arnold. Arnold (1990) begins his study, as 

does Kingdon, with the assumption that reelection is the 

primary concern of legislators. Arnold suggests, as does 

Kingdon, that constituency fingerprints cannot always be 

found at the scene of congressional action. Unlike 

Kingdon's assertion that when constituency preferences are 

nowhere to be found legislators move down the schematic to 

the next most important influence on their behavior, 

however, Arnold argues that congressional behavior 

continues to be influenced by the potential preferences of 

an inattentive public, or an inattentive constituency.^ 

^ The concept of an "inattentive public" dates back as 
far as David Truman's landmark 1951 study The Governmental 
Process, where he argued that there are two kinds of groups 
in society: those already existing and those that are 
potential. The potential groups, or inattentive public for 
our purpose here, consist of people who have many values 
and interests in common, but do not become active until 
they see those common values and interests being 
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Arnold's contribution to the theory of congressional 

decision making behavior can be found in his effort to 

describe how congressional behavior is much more complex 

than previous theory allows for by showing how constituency 

concerns are at some level always present when a legislator 

acts. Arnold does not stray far from the theoretical 

groundwork laid by Mayhew, but rather builds upon it in 

such a way that the complex nature of constituency 

influence and the electoral connection is more easily 

understood within the context of a multitude of real and 

potential influences. 

In general, theory about congressional decision-making 

behavior is rooted in Mayhew's electoral connection. 

Regardless of the activity a legislator is engaged in, his 

or her constituency is never far from thought because 

reelection is never far from thought. When the constituency 

is directly affected or directly involved, as is often the 

case in domestic policy, the legislator makes decisions 

consistent with the wishes of his or her constituency. When 

the constituency is not directly affected or immediately 

threatened. Once they feel threatened, they become an 
active groups in an effort to protect those common values 
and interests. This is an important distinction to make 
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involved, a legislator might look to other influences to 

guide her decisions, but even then the potential for 

constituency interest is still an important consideration. 

Other important influences beyond the constituency on a 

legislator's behavior are the preferences of the president 

(Kingdon 1989); the legislator's personal policy 

preferences (Clausen 1973; Kingdon 1989), the influence of 

colleagues (Evans 1991; Matthews and Stimson 1975), the 

influence of the party (Clausen 1973; Kingdon 1989; 

Matthews and Stimson 1975; Miller and Stokes 1963), the 

influence of staff members (Evans 1991; Price 1971), and 

the influence of outside interest groups (Kingdon 1989). 

Applied to foreign and defense policy, the 

constituency (electoral) connection decision making 

construct might appear somewhat weak. Why? Because domestic 

policy nearly always impacts the constituency in one way or 

another, and this is precisely why constituency opinion is 

so important to a legislator's voting decision on domestic 

policy. In foreign and defense policy, however, whether the 

constituency is affected at ail will have a lot to do with 

the particular kind of foreign and defense policy being 

that will become clear later in the paper as I begin 
operationalizing variables for the study. 
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considered. In more domestically oriented policy such as 

military housing construction programs, for example, 

constituency opinion might matter a great deal because of 

the domestic implications of the policy. In more 

internationally oriented policy such as strategic weapons 

reduction agreements, however, constituency opinion could 

very well be the least important influence on a 

legislator's vote because the particular nature of this 

policy area is often far removed from the constituency. 

In the following sections, I will outline in detail 

the way I am conceptualizing foreign and defense policy 

into three distinct categories of policy. Then I will 

review the directly relevant literature on legislative 

behavior on foreign and defense policy. While most of the 

studies I summarize below look at the theoretically 

important predictors of roll call behavior in relation to 

foreign and defense policy, none of them look at this topic 

from a comprehensive decision making perspective. To do so 

would be a logical step based on the current state of 

congressional decision making theory, but it has not been 

done. 
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Categorizing Foreign and Defense Policy 

One way that this research is attempting to contribute 

to the larger body of knowledge is by better defining in a 

conceptual way three categories of foreign and defense 

policy. In this study, foreign and defense policy is not 

just seen as a unique type of public policy, but as a 

multi-dimensional type of public policy and as such this 

study identifies the universe within the context of three 

categories of foreign policy. This is an important 

distinction because congressional decision making theory 

suggests that different influences will come to bear on 

legislative voting behavior differently depending on the 

type of issue being considered. While scholars have 

investigated particular issues that have displayed the 

predominance of one issue or the other (e.g.. War Powers, 

South African sanctions, the defense budget), little 

research exists that identifies general patterns of 

congressional acquiescence and assertiveness. Yet, not all 

issues are alike, so combining all of them into one large 

category called "foreign policy" is as mistaken as focusing 

on discrete instances. Thus, the first step in researching 

congressional decision making on foreign and defense policy 

is to separate foreign and defense policy into major 
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categories: crisis, strategic, and structural (see 

Huntington 1961: 3-7; Lindsay 1994: 147-159; Lowi 1967: 

324-325; Ripley and Franklin 1991: 151-181; Ripley and 

Lindsay 1993). 

Crisis Policy 

One category of foreign and defense policy is what 

Lowi calls crisis policy (1967: 324), and is where Congress 

is thought to be most susceptible to presidential 

influence. Crisis situations include declarations of war, 

sending American troops into hostile situation, or the use 

of force. While the individual decision to vote for or 

against the president in a crisis situation most certainly 

has a partisan and parochial element to it. Congress is 

thought to have little choice but to follow the president's 

decision. This is so because in most crisis situations the 

president has already taken some sort of action anyway. 

Thus, while the president may or may not consult with 

legislators prior to taking action in a crisis situation, 

the decision to do so is completely his. In addition, the 

president may or may not ask for "official" congressional 

consent prior to acting in a crisis situation, or even 

during the crisis. For instance, in the Persian Gulf 
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crisis. President Bush did ask for congressional approval 

to wage war. However, in the invasion of Grenada in 1983 

and the U.S. occupation of Haiti in 1994, President's 

Reagan and Clinton did not ask for congressional approval. 

Another important factor that a legislator might 

consider is the well-known "rally effect" in public 

opinion, whereby the president's ratings surge in the 

aftermath of a major international event regardless of the 

president's role (Brace and Hinckley 1992: 27; Brody 1991: 

ch. 3). In short, in crisis policy the president is thought 

to be dominant. 

Strategic Policy 

Another category is what Huntington calls strategic 

policy (1961: 3). In this category of policy. Congress is 

still thought to be susceptible to presidential influence 

for many reasons, one of the most important of which is its 

great institutional dependency on the executive branch for 

technical expertise and information (Kegley and Wittkopf 

1991). 

In addition, much strategic policy is designed to 

avert a future crisis, which means that Congress would 

rather not be blamed for failing to avert a crisis when it 
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could have. Congress is, however, open to other influences 

in the realm of strategic policy. The most noticeable being 

one's own policy preferences, or ideology. There are 

"hawks" and "doves" in both political parties, and 

depending on the extent to which an individual legislator 

is one or the other might greatly influence the direction 

in which he votes on a particular strategic policy bill. In 

addition, some members of Congress simply do not agree with 

a policy goal for personal reasons. Senator Jesse Helms, 

for example, has a personal policy preference that favors 

much less activity on the party of the United States in the 

United Nations, and he has voted in accordance with that 

policy preference for years. 

Structural Policy 

The final category is what Huntington calls structural 

policy and he says that the structural category is "made in 

the currency of domestic politics" (1961: 4). Structural 

policy involves the defense budget in general, and in 

particular matters related to research and development, 

procurement, and general troop welfare. Structural policy 

is where constituency opinion and parochial concerns become 

most acute. If a legislator can bring home the bacon, or at 
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least save the bacon from the budget ax, then he or she 

will likely do so. 

It is the structural category of foreign and defense 

policy where members of Congress find an electoral 

incentive to become involved and cast votes that best 

reflect their constituent's opinions and interests (Ripley 

and Franklin 1991: 153-165). Personal policy preferences 

might also influence a legislator's roll call voting 

behavior in structural policy. Some legislators simply 

believe in a strong defense and vote in accordance. 

This typology of American foreign and defense policy 

suggests, as has been indicated, that different influences 

will come to bear on legislative vote decisions in 

different areas of policy. Different actors will matter in 

different areas of policy for a number of reasons that have 

to do with who is most affected by the policy outcomes and 

how those policy outcomes might affect a congressman's 

chances for reelection. In other words, legislators make 

decisions about important cues based on the relevance of 

the cue-giver in relation to the particular category of 

policy the issue arises from. Conceptualizing foreign and 

defense policy in this way provides a rational explanation 

for why Congress can influence foreign and defense policy 
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some times and seems completely helpless at other times. 

Some times it is simply not worth their time and effort and 

other times it is. 

Congressional Voting Behavior: The Foreign 
Policy Literature 

While congressional scholars have traditionally 

focused on domestic politics when studying legislative 

behavior, there has in the last few years been an increase 

in the number of studies (not necessarily by congressional 

scholars) looking specifically at the forces that influence 

legislative behavior in terms of foreign and defense 

policy. These studies have added to our knowledge about 

congressional roll-call voting in relation to specific 

foreign and defense policy issues, but there has been a 

noticeable lack of attention given to explaining 

legislative behavior in foreign and defense policy in a 

more comprehensive fashion. In other words, there has been 

little effort made to explain the forces that influence 

legislative decision making across the different categories 

of foreign and defense policy. In addition, these studies 

have not helped us solve the puzzle about why Congress is 
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successful at times at influencing foreign policy and not 

at other times. 

In general there are five weaknesses in this 

literature. First, Nearly all of this research is much too 

narrowly focused on a single bill or issue (or series of 

related bills or issues) to be able to address the larger 

questions related to whether legislators make decisions 

differently when they are faced with decisions in different 

policy categories. Second, although narrowly focused, the 

literature largely ignores crisis-type issues. Third, the 

most compelling research to emerge recently on Congress and 

foreign policy behavior suffers from the fact that it pays 

no attention to the most important decision a legislator 

will make which is the roll call vote decision. Fourth, 

there is little consistency in results, although ideology 

does seem to emerge often as the most important predictor 

of vote choice. Finally, there is a noticeable lack of 

attention to the role of the president in legislative 

decision making on foreign policy in this literature. 

Narrow Focus 

Aside from the work of Burgin (1991, 1993, 1995), 

nearly every other study in this literature suffers from a 
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^ 

narrow focus on one bill or issue (or a series of related 

bills) or on one policy category. Two policy categories, 

strategic and structural, dominate the attention of 

scholars. As many studies focus on structural policy issues 

(Barteis 1991; Carter 1989; Cobb 1976; Fleisher 1985; Goss 

1972; Moyer 1973; Ray 1981a; 1981b; Whirls 1991) as focus 

on strategic policy issues (Bernstein and TVnthony 1974; 

Hill 1993; Lindsay 1990; 1991a; 1991b; Malekafzali 1994; 

McCormick and Black 1983; McCormick 1985; Overby 1991; 

Wayman 1985), but no study looks at legislative voting 

behavior on crisis policy.^ 

No Attention to Crisis Policy 

No empirical studies have been found that examine 

congressional behavior in crisis policy. The result is that 

we know little empirically about congressional decision 

making in relation to crisis policy and we know nothing 

empirically about congressional decision making across the 

^ I have classified all of these studies as focusing on 
either a structural, strategic, or crisis area of foreign 
and defense policy. 

39 



policy dimensions because of this inattention to crisis 

policy. '° 

Wrong Dependent Variable 

Eileen Burgin has been one of the only scholars to 

attempt a more comprehensive examination of congressional 

foreign policy behavior. Her series of studies (1991, 1993, 

and 1995), while not focusing specifically on roll call 

vote decisions, have looked at the various influences on a 

legislator's decision to become involved in foreign and 

defense issues, both whether or not to become involved and 

then how much to be involved. Her data come from personal 

interviews with members of Congress or their staff members 

concerning four key issues during the 98th Congress: 

funding for the Contras, the IMF, the MX missile, and 

Lebanon. While her empirical models show as many as a dozen 

factors influencing legislator's decisions, supportive 

constituencies are found to be consistently very important. 

°̂ Meernik (1995) examines what leads Congress to use 
the War Powers Resolution and other legislation in an 
attempt to curtail U.S. military operations abroad. He 
finds that when public opinion is strongly against the 
military operation, when there is a protracted conflict, 
when government is divided, and when American citizens have 
been subjected to violence. Congress is more willing to 
attempt to curtail military operations. 
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She concludes that Mayhew's conception of a representative 

being a single-minded seeker of reelection is supported in 

the sense that a representative decides initially to get 

involved or not to get involved in a particular foreign 

policy issue based on his or her constituent's opinions and 

potential reactions. 

Burgin's research design is very similar to that which 

is being employed here, with several important differences. 

First, she is concerned more with legislator's activities 

(i.e., whether they played a sponsoring role, whether they 

made remarks during hearings, or whether they inserted a 

statement into the Congressional Record, for example). She 

does not concern herself with the legislator's actual roll 

call vote, which is the critical decision point for a 

legislator, and which is something nearly all of them will 

do regardless of their level of involvement in the 

legislation. Secondly, in two of the three studies Burgin 

does not distinguish between issues across categories of 

foreign and defense policy. In the one study (1995) where 

she does distinguish between policy areas, most of the 

eleven predictor variables found to be significant in her 

earlier aggregated studies fail to generate significant 

coefficients. The only predictor that is significant across 
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the four issues she examines is constituency opinion, which 

contradicts what might be expected in that constituency 

opinion should not be relevant across ail categories of 

foreign policy. Theoretically, we might expect constituency 

opinion to matter more on structural policy issues like MX 

missile funding, but not so much for strategic issues like 

IMF quota increases. 

Third, Burgin does not pay any attention to what might 

arguably be the most important influence on congressional 

foreign policy voting behavior behind constituency opinion, 

the influence of the president. The influence of the 

president on foreign and defense policy is well documented 

(at least since Wildavsky's 1966 study), and the 

president's influence on domestic policy has been 

recognized, even if somewhat downplayed, by scholars as 

well (Kingdon 1989: Ch. 6; Mayhew 1974: 43). Finally, 

Burgin's model is similar to other models developed by 

scholars looking at this topic in that there is little 

effort to outline a decision making process that a 

legislator goes through when voting. Scholars looking at 

the domestic side of congressional voting behavior have 

well-developed decision making models to follow but these 

models have yet to find their way into the foreign policy 
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side of congressional voting behavior scholarship with any 

regularity. 

Findings Inconsistent with Decision Making Theory 

Although many previous studies have found ideology to 

influence congressional behavior on foreign and defense 

policy, the cumulative knowledge gained from the literature 

does not lead to conclusive answers as to the relevant 

influences across categories of policy. In other words, the 

findings are inconsistent with what we might expect based 

on the theory of congressional behavior outlined above. 

For instance, from a decision making perspective we 

might expect constituency preference and parochial concerns 

to be most important for legislators when a structural 

policy issue like the defense budget comes up for a vote. 

Of those studies that focus on structural policy issues, 

however, a great many find ideology (Carter 1989; Fleisher 

1985; Moyer 1973; Ray 1981b) to be the driving force behind 

congressional behavior. Only one study (Barteis 1991) finds 

constituency opinion to dominate in structural policy. 

There is no dominant issue within the strategic policy 

dimension that scholars have focused on. Several studies 

have looked at strategic and nuclear weapons issues 
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(Bernstein and TVnthony 1974; Lindsay 1990; 1991a; 1991b; 

McCormick 1985; Overby 1991; Wayman 1985), but others have 

examined South African sanctions (Hill 1993), the Panama 

Canal Treaty vote (McCormick and Black 1983), and the Iran-

Contra issue (Malekafzali 1994). The dominant influence on 

legislative behavior in these studies has been ideology or 

some measure of a member's preferences regarding foreign 

and defense policy.^^ 

Unlike the findings for many of the structural policy-

oriented studies, the ideology findings are consistent with 

expectations related to strategic policy voting. However, 

only a couple of studies (Lindsay 1990a and McCormick and 

Black 1983) include an independent variable tapping the 

potential influence of the president on legislative 

behavior in strategic policy. Besides ideology, we might 

also expect the president to be among the most important 

influences on a member's roll-call behavior in strategic 

policy voting. 

^^ Sussman and Daynas (1995) look at the influences on 
congressional support for Fast Track authority and also 
find ideology to be one of the most important influences on 
legislators. 
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Lack of Attention to the President 

Finally, with the exception of Barteis (1991), Lindsay 

(1991a), and McCormick and Black (1983), no studies include 

as an independent variable the influence or potential 

influence of the president on legislative roll call 

behavior. Decision making models rely fundamentally on cue-

giving and cue-taking, and in at least two of the 

categories of foreign and defense policy (strategic and 

crisis), the president should be among the most important 

cue-givers to members of Congress. 

There are important reasons to consider the 

president's influence or potential influence when studying 

foreign and defense policy too. For instance, Koh (1988) 

argues that in the end the president nearly always wins in 

foreign affairs and that Congress usually acquiesces to the 

president's wishes because of legislative myopia, 

inadequate drafting of legislation, inadequate legislative 

tools to deal with foreign affairs, and a simple lack of 

political will (1297-1305).^^ 

^̂  Barbara Hinckley's 1994 study of Congress, the 
President, and foreign policy, while certainly important, 
does not quite fit into the "presidential dominance" 
framework because she argues that neither the Congress or 
the executive are as influential in shaping foreign policy 
as might be thought. In terms of the legislative branch 
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Kegley and Wittkopf (1991) contend that presidential 

dominance and congressional acquiescence are the results of 

institutional constructs. They might agree with Hinckley's 

(1994) conclusion that congressional activity in foreign 

policy is less than meets the eye, contending that the 

purpose of congressional assertiveness in foreign policy is 

to ensure a voice in policy making, not to fundamentally 

change policy. Indeed, given the structure of government. 

Congress would find it very difficult to alter policy. "The 

powers of the institutionalized presidency are so vastly 

superior to those of the legislature that Congress is far 

more likely to be co-opted by the wishes of the president 

than vice versa" (Kegley and Wittkopf 1991: 458). 

Scholars who continue to see the president as dominant 

in foreign policy would contend that, while ideology, 

public opinion, parochialism, or partisan influences might 

be important to legislators, in the aggregate the president 

is still the loudest and clearest cue that legislators pay 

attention to. The president's wishes, in other words. 

specifically, she suggests that the conventional wisdom 
that Congress has become more assertive is simply not 
supported by the evidence. She ultimately suggests that not 
only is Congress possibly less assertive and less 
influential in some areas of policy, but that it is also 
not as active as it might sometimes appear to be. 
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matter most. While these contentions certainly have merit, 

this perspective is hampered by the fact that it does not 

offer an explanation for instances when the legislature 

ignores the president's wishes and pursues policy options 

contrary to presidential cues. 

Statement of the Problem 

The research on congressional behavior on foreign and 

defense policy has not been conclusive but rather has 

suggested that legislators are potentially driven by a 

number of relatively autonomous influences. These 

influences include the constituent's opinion, a 

legislator's own personal policy preferences (ideology), 

parochialism, the president and partisanship. The primary 

weakness of this literature does not lie with the 

independent variables found to be important by scholars, 

but rather that there has been no effort made to look at 

roll call voting on foreign and defense policy in a more 

comprehensive manner from a decision making perspective 

across the categories of foreign and defense policy. In 

other words, this literature cannot tell us whether the 

influences on a legislator's roll call behavior vary across 

policy categories and it also cannot answer our question 
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about why Congress is successful at times and not 

successful at other times in shaping foreign and defense 

policy. From a decision-making perspective, we might expect 

that rather than legislators being driven by any number of 

relatively autonomous forces, circumstances, or the 

category of foreign policy, would dictate which influences 

are important at any given time. In other words, policy 

category might very well condition the relative influence 

of voting cues for legislators. 

The decision making theory of congressional behavior 

in general and the specific models advanced by Kingdon and 

Arnold suggest that the determinants of congressional roll-

call behavior on foreign and defense policy are likely to 

be varied, and such variation should be dependent upon the 

extent to which constituency interests are at stake or 

might potentially be at stake. With this in mind, previous 

empirical research on Congress and foreign policy seems to 

be deficient in one of five ways. First, studies tend to 

focus narrowly on single bills or issues. No systematic 

effort seems to have been made to examine the determinants 

of roll-call voting comprehensively across the categories 

of foreign and defense policy. Secondly, there are no 

studies examining issues that would represent the crisis 
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dimension of foreign and defense policy. Third, the one set 

of studies that have been conducted in a more comprehensive 

manner (those of Burgin), focus more on the extent of 

legislative involvement in foreign and defense policy 

making than on the actual vote decision. Fourth, there is 

little or no consistency in terms of the findings of these 

studies. Finally, the president, arguably the most 

important foreign policy actor, is largely ignored by this 

literature. 

In short, while there is a body of literature that 

looks at congressional behavior on foreign and defense 

policy, its findings are unsatisfactory largely because 

they lack comprehensiveness. Findings related to individual 

bills or issues, while important, tell us little about 

congressional decision making on foreign and defense policy 

in general. 
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CHAPTER IV 

MODELING FOREIGN POLICY DECISION MAKING 

Hypothesizing Relationships 

Congressional decision making theory suggests that 

foreign policy voting decisions might best be understood in 

terms of a decision making process rather than from a bill-

by-bill, issue-by-issue perspective (Kingdon 1989: ch. 10). 

The framework that I advance is a decision making model 

that assumes that different factors will have varying 

degrees of influence on an individual legislator's vote 

choice depending on the particular category of foreign 

policy that an issue arises from. The decision making 

model, incorporating these categories, leads me to expect 

the following general relationships: ̂ ^ 

Hi: Constituency influences such as public opinion 
and parochial interests will be important to 
legislators when decision making involves more 
domestic-oriented structural policy legislation. 

H2: Institutional and personal influences such as the 
president's preference, partisanship, and an 
individual member's own foreign policy preferences 
(ideology), will be important when legislators are 
making roil call voting decisions involving more 
internationally oriented strategic policy legislation. 

13 

These hypothesis are spelled out in more detail in 
each relevant chapter below. 
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H3: The president's preference will be important when 
legislators are making roll call voting decisions 
involving crisis policy legislation. 

H4: There will be no difference in the above 
expectations across chambers or across years. 

As described above, the decision-making model assumes 

that legislators are primarily interested in being 

reelected and that they will do everything they can to 

advance that goal. If that goal of being reelected is not 

in jeopardy, then a legislator will feel able to pursue 

other objectives more freely, such as making good public 

policy or gaining influence in Washington. Given this goal 

of reelection, the legislator's constituency is obviously 

central to his decision making. Thus, the decision making 

model assumes that legislators pursue their primary goal of 

reelection by first satisfying their constituency. After 

all, the constituency will ultimately decide the 

legislator's electoral fate. 

In relation to foreign and defense policy, I am 

arguing that the extent to which the constituency is 

interested/affected by what the legislator does varies and 

thus the extent to which the legislator must pay primary 

attention to the constituency varies. For instance, in one 

category of foreign and defense policy (structural) the 
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need to satisfy the constituency is directly related to 

constituency interests. However, in another (crisis) the 

need to satisfy the constituency is mediated through the 

president. In the third category (strategic) the need to 

satisfy the constituency is very limited overall and thus 

the legislator is able to pursue other goals. 

If these hypotheses are confirmed, then I would expect 

that the study would make two significant contributions to 

the literature. First, the findings will suggest that in 

order to study properly the congressional role in foreign 

and defense policy, one must consider foreign and defense 

policy as a multidimensional type of public policy rather 

than simply a unidimensional policy area. The reason for 

this distinction, it will have been shown, is that 

different influences come to bear on roll call voting given 

different types of policy. In order to fully understand why 

Congress supports or opposes a particular policy issue, one 

will need to be clear about the category of policy the 

issue derives from and the most important influence on 

congressional action in that dimension of policy. 

Second, it will suggest why Congress is successful at 

times in terms of influencing foreign and defense policy 

and not at other times. If the hypotheses are confirmed, 
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then we might be able to conclude that Congress is 

unsuccessful in terms of shaping policy when the president 

is the most important influence on congressional decision 

making and has taken a position counter to that taken by 

Congress. If, on the other hand, the president is not the 

most important influence on congressional decision making, 

but rather the constituency is, then we might be able to 

conclude that Congress will be more successful in shaping 

policy. This would be especially so if the constituency is 

supportive of a legislative policy choice over the 

president's policy choice. 

Failing to confirm the hypothesis does not necessarily 

invalidate the distinction between the various types of 

foreign and defense policy. It might, however, suggest that 

legislators themselves do not see the distinction in 

foreign and defense policy in this way. 

Putting the Pieces Together 

The literature on the determinants of congressional 

foreign policy voting behavior has generally focused on 

particular bills (or sets of similar bills) that have 

displayed the predominance of one issue of another. 

Congressional decision making theory suggests, however, 
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that a more process-oriented comprehensive approach is 

needed to fully understand the various influences that 

weigh on individual legislators when making roll call 

decisions. This study seeks to demonstrate that the forces 

that influence legislator's roll-call voting on foreign and 

defense policy is conditioned by the particular category of 

policy that the bill derives from. Depending on the 

category of policy that the bill is derived from, different 

forces are expected to emerge as significant influences on 

the legislative decision making process. This perspective 

on congressional voting on foreign and defense policy 

should help explain why Congress is able to force the 

president's hand in some situations but seems helpless in 

others. This is so because the influences that come to bear 

on an individual legislator's vote are different, with the 

president being most influential at some times and the 

constituency at other times. 

Data and Method 

This study uses a cross-sectional design with roll 

call vote as its dependent variables (different votes 

represent different dimensions of foreign and defense 

policy) to assess congressional roll-call voting on foreign 
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and defense policy from a decision making perspective. The 

independent variables are drawn from the literature on 

legislative behavior in general and on foreign policy in 

particular, and the decision making model is drawn from the 

general literature on congressional behavior. 

This study will focus on the 102nd Congress' 1st term 

in 1991 and the 103rd Congress's 2nd term, in 1994. The 

reason for the focus on these two years is largely related 

to the instances of crisis situations during those years. 

In 1991 the crisis was related to the Persian Gulf War and 

in 1994 the crisis was related to the United States' 

"invasion" of Haiti. I will look at the influences on 

foreign and defense policy roll call voting in both the 

House and the Senate by examining the relationship between 

voting on foreign policy related bills and the various 

hypothesized influences on congressional behavior drawn 

from the literature. Special emphasis will be given to the 

decision making perspective and the three categories of 

foreign policy outlined above. An effort will be made to 

define and explain causal relationships between these 

motivating or constraining forces and roll call voting 

behavior. As I have argued, decision-making theory would 

suggest that roll call voting behavior might be different 
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across the categories of foreign policy given the extent to 

which a legislature's number one priority—reelection—is 

salient. 

The analysis will also include more narrowly focused 

examinations of the specific foreign policy issues from 

each of the three categories of foreign and defense policy. 

In other words, I will also trace and explain in more 

detail the patterns of behavior found to be significant in 

the quantitative analysis. My aim is to show how the theory 

of congressional decision making outlined above is a useful 

device for explaining congressional behavior on foreign and 

defense policy. More generally, I will attempt to show why 

Congress seems better able to influence some areas of 

foreign and defense policy than others by examining the 

influences on congressional decision making in example 

cases from each dimension of foreign and defense policy. 

Data Sources 

This study relies, for the most part, on primary data. 

A significant portion of the data (roil call vote data) was 

gathered from the 1991 and 1994 editions of Congressional 

Quarterly Almanac. Other data was drawn from the Almanac of 

American Politics, Congressional Districts in the 1990s, 
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various Census Bureau publications, and the American 

National Election Study series, specifically the 1990 and 

1994 surveys, which were carried out prior to the dates of 

the roll call votes. 

An important constraint on my research design is the 

availability of public opinion data related to foreign 

policy issues. Both the National Election Study surveys 

from 1990 and 1994 include questions related to foreign 

policy from which a foreign policy public opinion index 

will be constructed. Prior to the 1990 survey, none of the 

more recent surveys (from 1980 for instance) include enough 

appropriate questions on foreign policy. One of the 

benefits of using the ANES over other national surveys is 

the fact that the ANES allows for the identification of 

respondents by their congressional district. Random digit 

dial surveys (such as those conducted by Gallup, Harris, 

and most major news organizations) only allow for 

identification by region of the country. 

Methodology 

To test the hypotheses, I will employ both 

quantitative and qualitative analysis. Quantitative 

(specifically descriptive statistics such as frequencies 
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and cross-tabs, and logistic regression analysis) analysis 

will be used to examine the data gathered for this 

research. Efforts will be made to determine causal 

relationships between the hypothesized motivating and 

constraining factors and roll call voting on foreign 

policy-related bills. In addition, presidential influence 

will be assessed with frequencies and cross-tabulation 

evaluation. 

The qualitative analysis will focus more in-depth 

attention on each roll call vote analyzed in an effort to 

trace and explain in more detailed case study fashion the 

findings from the quantitative analysis. In other words, 

while I may find relationships that are statistically 

significant, I will attempt to develop those relationships 

in more detail by looking at the issues behind each vote in 

a case-study fashion. 

Variable Definitions 

I operationalize the dependent and independent 

variables in the following ways. 
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Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables will be roll call votes by 

Representatives and Senators on foreign and defense policy 

bills or amendments during the 102nd Congress's 1st term 

and the 103rd Congress's 2nd term. There are a total of 12 

roll call votes analyzed (see Table 4.1) in all because one 

vote will be analyzed for each category of foreign policy 

(crisis, strategic, and structural) for each chamber of the 

Congress for each session. This particular approach will 

allow for comparison between the influence of the various 

independent variables on the way a Representative or 

Senator votes in each category of foreign policy across two 

different sessions of Congress. 

The process of selecting which votes to analyze is a 

particularly important issue for any study. Given the 

particular approach of this study, votes had to be selected 

that fell within one of the three categories of foreign and 

defense policy. In addition, given the need to estimate the 

president's influence on congressional behavior, one of the 

greatest limits to bill selection was whether the president 

had taken a public position on the issues or not. 

An assumption of this study is that votes on which the 

president takes a public position are votes that also 
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attracted the attention of the public, press, congressmen, 

and other participants in the policy making process. After 

all, of the 440 House roll call votes taken in 1991, the 

president took a public position on only 33 that were 

foreign and defense-related, or eight-percent.^^ Thus, the 

assumption is that these were important votes that 

attracted the attention of people beyond the attention that 

a normal roll call vote would attract. In other words, 

these were among the "important" votes of that session. 

With these considerations in mind, the process of 

selecting each of the 12 roll call votes that would be 

analyzed was carried out in two-steps. ̂^ First, from among 

the total number of votes cast that the president took a 

position on, each vote was classified as either a crisis 

vote, a structural vote, or a strategic vote based on the 

definitions of each category outlined in Chapter III. 

^^ For the Senate in 1991, President Bush took a public 
position on 81 of the 280 votes, and only 11 percent of 
those were foreign and defense policy-related. The 
percentages are even lower in 1994. In 1994 the House voted 
on 497 bills, 78 of which the president took a position on, 
and only four percent of them were foreign and defense 
related. In the Senate in 1994, 329 roll call votes were 
taken and the president took a public position on 62 of 
them. Only five percent were foreign and defense-related. 

•"•̂  For a complete list of all foreign and defense 
policy votes on which the president took a public position. 
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Next, I engaged in a process of elimination to select 

the bill that would be analyzed in each of the three 

dimensions of policy. For crisis policy, this meant 

rejecting bills until the one vote that best represented 

the definition of crisis policy (i.e., a situation related 

to declaring war, sending American soldiers into a hostile 

situation, or the use of force generally) remained. For 

instance, a vote on a "sense of the Senate" resolution 

asking the president to withhold U.S. support for the 

United Nations' arms embargo in Bosnia was not thought to 

fit the definition of a crisis vote as well as a vote on 

whether to require the president to pull troops out of 

Haiti by a date certain. 

For structural policy, this selection method meant 

rejecting bills until the one vote that best represented 

the definition of structural policy (i.e., distributive 

politics such as issues related to expanding or contracting 

the defense budget, funding weapons programs, or closing 

military bases) remained. For instance, a vote on whether 

to discontinue the MX missile rail garrison, while 

certainly important to some people and districts, was not 

and from which the 12 votes analyzed here were drawn, see 
Appendix A. 
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considered to represent structural policy as well as a vote 

on military base closings because military base closing 

came closer to the definition of structural policy in terms 

of the distributive nature of the policy. 

For strategic policy, this selection method meant 

rejecting bills until the vote that best represented the 

definition of strategic policy (i.e., global strategic 

issues such as treaties, alliances, foreign aid. United 

Nations funding, etc.) remained. For instance, a vote on 

whether to reduce the number of U.S. troops overseas during 

a ten-year period was not considered to represent strategic 

policy as well as a vote on foreign aid authorizations 

because foreign aid comes closer to the definition of 

strategic policy in terms of its global strategic 

implications. 

In most cases one vote remained as a "best" 

representative of that category of foreign and defense 

policy after this process of elimination. In one instance, 

the best possible vote was not available for analysis 

because of a lack of variation. In this case the second 

best vote was selected.^^ What I did not concern myself with 

^̂  This situation occurred in structural policy and 
will be explained in more detail in that chapter. 
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was whether the president's position prevailed or not. This 

was not considered an important issue because, whether the 

president prevailed or not limit my ability to analyze the 

influences on legislator's vote choice. 

Theoretically speaking, once all of the votes have 

been classified as either crisis, strategic, or structural, 

which is the most important classification step in the 

study, all votes classified in each category should yield 

similar results. In other words, if my theoretical 

explanations hold, all of the votes classified as crisis 

policy votes should show the same influences on 

legislator's vote choices. Because of this, the particular 

vote selected for analysis is not as important as whether 

that vote was initially classified properly or not. As 

Kingdon notes, "Political Scientists cannot avoid choices 

about what is interesting to study, inexact as these 

choices may be" (1989: 1 6 ) . Nevertheless, I have made every 

effort to be systematic in terms of eliminating votes until 

the one best vote remained. The systematic nature of my 

selection process was grounded in my effort to select the 

vote that best represented each dimension of foreign and 

defense policy. 
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Independent Variables 

All independent variables are derived from the 

literature and are presumed to be the best available 

representatives of the important concepts involved in this 

study. The variables are divided into three different 

conceptual categories: institutional influences, 

constituency influences, and personal policy preferences. 

These variables, which are summarized in Table 4.1, are as 

follows. 

Constituency Influences. Two variables represent 

constituency influences: district/state level public 

opinion on foreign and defense policy and district/state 

level parochialism. The literature suggests a number of 

ways for operationalizing public opinion toward foreign and 

defense policy. An early method of operationalizing 

constituency opinion was to use demographic profiles 

(Froman 1963; Jackson 1971; MacRae 1958), but this method 

has been called into question based on the often tenuous 

theoretical link between attitudes and social demographics 

(Stone 1979). Another method employed by Miller and Stokes 

(1963) was to use national opinion surveys to tap into 

average district opinion. The shortcomings of this method 

were made clear by Erikson (1978), who pointed out that 
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because Miller and Stokes' constituency opinion variable is 

based on a very small nonrandom sample (mean district N = 

13), there was a good possibility that it suffered from 

serious measurement error. 

Barteis (1991) employed a measure of constituency 

opinion that was in some ways very similar to Miller and 

Stokes using the 1980 American National Election study. In 

that survey, 108 congressional districts were survey, with 

the number of respondents per district ranging from 6 to 4 6 

respondents. Barteis was interested in a question about 

whether people thought that the defense budget should be 

increased or not. To correct for the problems suffered by 

Miller and Stokes, Barteis relies on a "weighting" (or 

"purging") technique whereby the mean district constituency 

opinion is related to a number of district characteristics 

and then those districts with a greater N are weighed more 

in the final regression. This weighting is necessary 

because the low N causes substantial sampling error and 

thus inconsistent parameter estimates. 

An alternative, and in some senses more preferable, 

method is opinion simulation (Erikson 1978; Jackson and 

King 1989; Page et al. 1984). Opinion simulation involves 

inferring constituency influence from the relationship 
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between directly observable characteristics in the 

constituency and roll call voting by legislators. As 

Erikson explains it, constituency opinion simulation 

involves two steps. First, a regression equation predicts 

individual's opinions from their background characteristics 

using a national survey. Second, aggregated mean attitudes 

for each district are estimated as the weighted sum of the 

aggregated known population characteristics of that 

district. The weights are provided by the unstandardized 

regression coefficients from the initial equation (Erikson 

1978: 519). 

In this analysis, a method for taping district/state 

constituency opinion is employed that is very similar to 

the simulation employed by Erikson. Using survey data from 

the 1990 and 1994 American National Election Surveys, a 

regression equation is used to predict constituency opinion 

on foreign policy from respondent's background 

characteristics. Then, the aggregated mean attitudes for 

each district (state) is estimated by weighting the mean 

attitude with the scores from the unstandardized regression 

coefficients of the initial equation. The constituency 
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opinion variable is thus the mean district (state) opinion 

after weighting.^'' 

The variable tapping parochialism is drawn from the 

Congressional Quarterly's Congressional Districts in the 

1980s and Congressional Districts in the 1990s. These 

sources list for each congressional district relevant 

information including the number of military installations 

in the district, the number of personnel assigned to each 

installation, and the top employers in each district 

including the product produced and the number of people 

employed. 

Previous research that has looked at parochialism has 

included defense spending (Cobb 1976; Ray 1981a) and 

military bases (Goss 1972) as indicators of parochialism. 

For this study an index of parochialism will be constructed 

such that districts more dependent on military bases and 

military industrial contracts (defense spending) will have 

a higher parochialism score and districts less dependent 

will have a lower parochialism score. 

This variable is constructed in the following way. The 

parochialism score for each congressional district (state) 

'̂' See Appendix B for more detail on the construction 
of this variable and all of the variables included in this 
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starts at zero. One point is added to this score for each 

military installation located in the district (state). 

Thus, a district (state) with three military installations 

has a parochialism score of three rather than zero. Next, 

one point is added to the parochialism score for each 

employer in the district's top ten employers that are 

engaged in military industrial-related contracting. For 

example, a district (state) with three military 

installations and six (of its top ten) employers involved 

in military industrial-related contracting has a 

parochialism score of nine rather than zero. For states, 

rather than top ten employers, the number of employers will 

be ten times the number of congressional districts in the 

state. For example, Oklahoma has five congressional 

districts so rather than top ten employers for Oklahoma the 

number is top 50 employers. 

Thus, the parochialism variable taps two important 

dimensions of parochialism in terms of foreign and defense 

policy, the economic dependency of a district (state) on 

the military presence and the economic dependency of a 

district (state) on defense spending. What this variable 

study. 

68 



i ^ 

does not capture is the economic dependence of the district 

(state) on foreign trade. While this might be an important 

consideration, the data is simply not available at the 

congressional district level and thus cannot be included in 

this variable. In addition, the extent to which a district 

(state) is economically dependent on foreign trade is only 

loosely related theoretically to the concept of 

parochialism as it is commonly used in this literature. 

Institutional Influences. Two variables represent 

institutional influences, presidential preference and 

partisanship.•'•^ As has already been noted, one of the 

criteria for selecting the roll call votes used as the 

dependent variable in this study is whether the president 

had taken a public position on the bill or not. Selecting 

votes that the president had taken a preferred position on 

allows me to test the relative importance of presidential 

preference or influence on legislative roll call behavior 

in terms of foreign policy. Wildavsky (1966) argues that 

the president can be very successful in terms of foreign 

and defense policy when he takes a stand and is determined. 

^^ It should be noted that presidential preference—in 
any particular model—is not an independent variable. 
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One method used to construct a measure of presidential 

influence is to compare the number of votes that the 

president led (trailed) the House/Senate winner by in the 

last election (Barteis 1991). Another method is to use 

presidential popularity from public opinion polls (a la 

Lewis-Beck and Rice 1983, 1984, 1992). The problems with 

these particular approaches are their direct relevance to 

this research. For example, while the degree to which a 

president is popular or unpopular today may play into a 

legislator's calculation, it is not something that an 

incumbent could take back to the district as an excuse for 

why he/she voted a certain way. The popularity of a 

president at any given time can quickly become lost on a 

legislator trying to hedge bets and calculate potential 

costs and benefits (a la Arnold 1990) involved in either 

supporting or opposing the president. In addition, while 

the president may have led (trailed) the House/Senate 

winner by a great margin in 1992, this number, it could be 

argued, was irrelevant by 1994 when the president's 

popularity was at its lowest levels. 

In a perfect setting, my measure of presidential 

influence would be directly related to each set of bills 

that make up the dependent variables in the study. Such a 
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method of variable construction is difficult, however, due 

to the absence of variation in presidential support or 

opposition for a particular bill. The president either 

supports or opposes the passage of a bill and this does not 

change across individual legislators, which is the unit of 

analysis in this study. 

Thus, support for the president's position is tested 

indirectly rather than as an independent variable in the 

multivariate analysis. For each vote analyzed, a separate 

analysis looks first at whether the president's position 

prevailed or not and second at the percentage of members of 

each party in both the House and Senate who supported the 

president's position. 

The first part of this analysis is rather 

straightforward. The second part, however, requires some 

explanation. A numerical cutoff is applied to determine the 

extent to which the president's position was strongly or 

weakly supported by both members of his own party and by 

members of the opposition party. The numerical cutoffs that 

I use are not arbitrary, but rather are gathered from 

Congressional Quarterly^s annual evaluation of presidential 

support. For every legislative session. Congressional 

Quarterly measures the percentage of the time that members 
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vote with or against the president's position, by party and 

by chamber.-̂ ^ 

Thus, for example, if the level of presidential 

support for a particular bill is below the average level of 

support for the entire session (as measured by 

Congressional Quarterly), the level of presidential support 

on that bill is considered weak. Conversely, if the level 

of presidential support for a particular bill is above the 

average level of support for the entire session, the level 

of presidential support on that bill is considered strong. 

Table 4.3 shows the average level of support for each year 

by party and by chamber as measured by Congressional 

Quarterly. 

As Figure 4.1 describes, a president's position can be 

weakly or strongly supported in multiple ways. In Cell A, 

the president receives weak support from both parties, 

meaning the level of support from both parties on that bill 

was below the average for the entire session. In this 

^̂  However, Congressional Quarterly does not further 
divide by domestic votes and foreign policy votes by party 
and chamber. Because of this, level of presidential support 
on a particular bill is measured against the average level 
of support during the entire session for all bills 
Congressional Quarterly analyses rather than just for 
foreign and defense policy bills Congressional Quarterly 
analyses. 
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situation the president receives neither partisan or 

bipartisan support. 

In Cell B, the president receives weak support from 

Republicans, but strong support from Democrats. Ceil C is 

the opposite of Cell B, with the president receiving strong 

support from Republicans, but weak support from Democrats. 

In these situations the president receives partisan 

support, but his overall level of support is considered 

weak because our theory expects the president to receive 

bipartisan support on foreign and defense policy. 

Cell D is the opposite of Cell A, with the president 

receiving strong support from Republicans and strong 

support from Democrats, meaning the level of support from 

both parties was above the average for the entire session. 

Due to the bipartisan nature of the support, this is the 

only situation where the president's level of support is 

considered strong. 

Given this method of analysis, I am able to say that 

the president's position is strong if his preferred outcome 

is realized and his position is supported by both parties 

at a level greater than the average level of support for 

the entire legislative session. While not perfect, this is 

an acceptable method for inferring the level of support for 
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the president's position on a given foreign or defense 

bill. 

Partisanship is indicated by a member's party 

identification and is generally straightforward. Given that 

Republicans and Democrats have historically held different 

"world views", members of each party would be expected to 

face pressure to remain loyal to their party's position on 

a particular issue and engage in partisan voting. 

A dummy variable was created such that each legislator 

is coded as either a member of the president's party ("1") 

or not a member of the president's party ("0"). This 

operationalization allows for observation about partisan 

pull on member's voting behavior, and also allows for 

generalization about the pull of the president's 

preferences on a legislator's voting behavior. 

Personal Policy Preferences. A congressman's personal 

foreign policy preference is measured by his or her 

National Security Index (NSI) rating, which is a rating 

scale compiled by the American Security Council (ASC) that 

ranks members of Congress on defense and foreign policy 

votes from 0 (doves) to 100 (hawks) (Lindsay 1990). For the 

102nd Congress 1st session, 101st Congress 2nd session NSI 

ratings were used and for the 103rd Congress 2nd session, 
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103rd Congress 1st session NSI ratings were used. The only 

drawback is that several freshman members of the 102nd will 

have "missing" values for this variable.^° 

Diagnostics. Obviously multicollinearity is a concern. 

For diagnosis, two tests were performed. First, the 

bivariate correlations among the independent variables were 

examined in an effort to determine the extent to which any 

two variables were correlated. Two variables. Party and 

Ideology (Foreign Policy Preference) were correlated at 

just over the .70 level, which is high but still 

acceptable. However, as Lewis-Beck (1980: 60) notes, as a 

stand-alone, this method is not satisfactory because it 

fails to take into consideration the relationship between 

an individual independent variable and all other 

independent variables. 

Given this, I next regressed each independent variable 

on all other independent variables .̂•'" If multicollenarity is 

a problem in the multivariate model it will expose itself 

with an R^ that approaches 1.0 (.80 or above). In this 

multivariate test for multicollinearity, the highest R^ was 

°̂ Descriptive statistics of the independent variables 
are included in Appendix C. 

'' See 
variables. 

^̂  See Appendix D for correlations of the independent 
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.78, dangerously close to .80, but still within acceptable 

bounds. Based on these tests, it was determined that 

multicollinearity was not a problem in this analysis. ̂^ 

The Model 

The primary purpose of this research is to discovering 

the empirical distinctions in the influences on a 

legislator's vote choice across the three conceptual 

dimensions of foreign and defense policy. Given this, a 

significant portion of the research relies on statistical 

modeling, and specifically on logistic regression analysis. 

Given that the dependent variable in this research is 

measured as dichotomies (voting "yea" or "nay" on a roll 

call) it is important to use a statistical technique that 

is able to adequately handle nonlinear models. Logistic 

regression is one of the most developed, common, and widely 

available nonlinear alternatives to the linear probability 

model (Aldrich and Nelson 1984; Kleinbaum 1994). 

^̂  Other studies, including Carter (1989), McCormick 
(1985), and McCormick and Black (1983) have faced similar 
concerns. For instance, in all three of these studies, the 
relationship between party and ideology was strong, but, as 
McCormick points out, correlations below the "rule of 
thumb" of .8 are not harmful (1985: 134). 
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Unlike ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, which 

seeks coefficients that minimize sums of squares, logistic 

regression is formulated to characterize a probability 

between the values of zero and one. Logistic regression 

seeks coefficients that have the highest chances of 

obtaining the observed values of the dependent variable 

through maximum likelihood estimation (Aldrich and Nelson 

1984; Kleinbaum 1994). Thus, in relation to this research, 

the logistic regression equation would produce a 

probability to describe the odds that an individual 

legislator would vote "yea" (coded as 1) on a roll call 

vote. 

The basic logistic regression model of legislative 

roll call voting behavior that is employed throughout this 

study is: 

prob (vote choice =1(0)) = ê  
1+e^ 

Where Z is the linear combination: 

Z = Bo + Bi (district/state level public opinion) + B2 

(party identification) + B3 (district/state level 

parochialism) + B4 (individual legislator's foreign policy 

preference/ideology) + error. 
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In addition to this model, simple frequency 

distributions and cross-tabulation analysis is used to 

evaluate presidential influence. 

Limitations 

This study design has a number of important 

limitations that need mention. First, the study is cross-

sectional rather than longitudinal. The result is that my 

ability to generalize from the findings will be limited to 

a certain extent. It would be preferable to analyze 

longitudinal data, but given the importance of the public 

opinion variable, which was only available cross-

sectionally, longitudinal analysis was not possible. 

Second, public opinion is not directly related to the 

particular bills (issues) that legislators are voting on. 

Given my use of the ANES for public opinion, my public 

opinion variable taps into "general" attitudes about 

foreign and defense policy rather than attitudes about the 

"specific" foreign and defense policy issues that members 

are voting on. 

Finally, the extent to which this study is able to 

determine the influence of the president is limited. 

Because the president's position on a particular bill does 
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not vary, presidential support is measured separately. 

Thus, my conclusions about presidential influence are only 

inferences from a separate analysis rather than results 

from a predictive 
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Table 4.1: Bills/Amendments Selected As Dependent Variables 

Chamber/Year Category of Policy Description of Bill 

House 1991 

Crisis: HJ Res 77. Use of Force Against Iraq. Passage of 
a joint resolution to authorize the use of military 
force against Iraq. 

Structural: HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization. 
Passage of a $291 billion Defense Department 
appropriations for fiscal 1992 that terminated 
production of the B-2 bomber and funding for early 
deployment of SDI programs. 

Strategic: HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid 
Authorization. Passage of an authorization of $12.4 
billion for fiscal 1992 and $13 billion for fiscal 
1993 for foreign economic and military assistance. 

Senate 1991 

Crisis: SJ Res 2. Use of Force Against Iraq. Passage of a 
joint resolution to authorize the use of military 
force against Iraq. 

Structural: Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/Transfer 
Strategic Defense Initiative Funding. Motion to kill 
an amendment that would cut $1.4 billion of the $4.6 
billion authorized for the Strategic Defense 
Initiative and prohibit funding for spaced-based 
interceptor programs. 

Strategic: Fiscal 1992-93 State Department 
Authorization/Worldnet. Motion to kill an amendment 
that would prohibit funding for the Worldnet 
television program. 
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Table 4.1: Continued 

Chamber/Year Category of Policy Description of Bill 

House 1994 

Crisis: HJ Res 416. U.S. Troops in Haiti/Immediate 
Withdrawal. Amendment to express the sense of 
Congress that the president should not have ordered 
U.S. troops to occupy Haiti and should immediately 
commence their safe and orderly withdrawal. 

Structural: HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense 
Authorization/Base Closure Delay. Amendment to delay 
the next round of military base closings from 1995 to 
1997. 
Table 4.1: Continued 

Strategic: HR 2333. State Department 
Authorization/Vietnam embargo. Motion to recommit the 
bill to conference with instructions to the conferees 
to disagree with the Senate's support for lifting the 
U.S. trade embargo against Vietnam. 

Senate 1994 

Crisis: HR 4606. Fiscal 1995 Labor, HHS and Education 
Appropriations/Haiti. Motion to kill an amendment that 
would bar the president from deploying U.S. troops to 
Haiti unless authorized by Congress. 

Structural: S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/B-2 
Bomber. Amendment to strike the $150 million 
appropriated to keep the B-2 production lines open and 
to transfer the money to environmental cleanup. 

Strategic: S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/U.N. 
Peacekeeping Costs. Amendment to prohibit money 
authorized by the bill from paying for U.S. 
contributions to U.N. peacekeeping operations and to 
transfer the $300 million to accounts for training 
U.S. troops. 
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Table 4.2: Variables Included In Study 

Variable Description 

Dependent 

• Roll call vote on 12 foreign and defense-related 
bills/amendments (see Table 4.1) 

Independent 
Constituency Influences: 

• District/state public opinion toward foreign and defense 
policy. 

• District/state parochialism score 

Independent 

Institutional Influences: 

• Partisan affiliation of Senators and Representatives 

• President's preference/strength* 

Independent 
Personal Policy Preference Influence: 

• Foreign Policy Preference/Ideology 

* Analyzed seperately 
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Table 4.3: Average Levels of Presidential Support, 1991 and 
1994, by Chamber and Party, for All Bills on Which the 
President Took A Public Position 

Year 

1991 

1994 

Party 

Democrats 
Republicans 

Democrats 
Republicans 

House 
Support (%) 

34 
72 

75 
47 

Senate 
Support 

41 
83 

86 
42 

(%) 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1992 and 1995 
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Republican 
Weak 

Republican 
Strong 

Democrat 
Weak 

Democrat 
Strong 

A. 
wk-wk 

C. 
s t-wk 

B. 
wk-st 

D. 
s t - s t 

Level of Support 

Cell A: weak support from both parties. 

Cell B: weak support from Republicans and strong support 
from Democrats. 

Cell C: strong support from Republicans and weak support 
from Democrats 

Cell D: strong support from both parties. 

Type of Support 

Cell A: none (weak) 

Cell B: partisan (weak) 

Cell C: partisan (weak) 

Ceil D. bipartisan (strong) 

Figure 4.1: Types of Presidential Support 
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CHAPTER V 

CRISIS POLICY 

In the fall of 1983, after President Reagan 
ordered the invasion of Grenada, there was much talk 
about whether the name of the island was pronounced 
Gre-na-da or Gre-nah-da. On October 26, Massachusetts 
Congressman James M. Shannon, a Democrat, rose in the 
House to remind his colleagues of a song composed by 
George Gershwin some forty years before: "you like po-
ta-to and I like po-tah-to. You like to-ma-to, and I 
like to-mah-to, Po-ta-to, po-tah-to, To-ma-to, to-mah-
to! Let's call the whole thing off!" Then, he went on: 
"At about the same time that Mr. Gershwin was writing 
his tune, Reagan was starring in the kind of movies 
that recent incidents in Grenada cannot help but 
remind one of. Think about it for a moment - a small 
Caribbean island, a band of bearded local militia, a 
lot of beautiful and confused residents, and throw in 
a few angry tourists for comic relief. Unfortunately, 
this is not a grade B movie, it is not even a very 
good script - two American marines have already lost 
their lives. But if that is the way Mr. Reagan 
persists in looking at these issues, maybe he will 
listen to a little advice from Mr. Gershwin. If 
Gershwin were alive today, perhaps he would consider 
this rewrite: "You like po-ta-to, I like po-tah-to. 
You say Gre-na-da, I say Gre-nay-da, Let's call the 
whole thing off. (quoted in Boiler, Jr. 1991: 316) 

Introduction 

This is the first of three chapters where the 

theoretical arguments outlined above are put to an 

empirical evaluation. The primary purpose of the next three 

chapters is to "test" the theory outlined above. However, a 

secondary purpose is to show that dividing foreign and 
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defense policy into multiple types is a more accurate way 

of looking at foreign and defense policy in general, and 

especially as it relates to the influences on members of 

Congress. This larger purpose will be addressed in Chapter 

VIII. 

In this chapter, legislative choices on crisis policy 

are examined. The question that this chapter seeks to 

answer is how much do institutional forces or personal 

policy preferences influence a legislator's vote choice on 

crisis policy as compared to constituency-based forces? The 

findings of this chapter will show that Washington-based 

institutional influences and a congressman's own policy 

preferences dominate congressional behavior in crisis 

policy. 

As with the two chapters that follow, this chapter 

focuses on roll-call votes cast by congressmen in 1991 and 

1994. The next section will restate the theoretical 

underpinnings of this research as they relate to crisis 

policy, and then the remainder of the chapter will focuses 

on the empirical and contextual analysis of legislative 

decision making behavior on crisis policy. 
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The Nature of Crisis Policy 

The decision-making theory of congressional behavior 

in general and the specific models advanced by Kingdon, 

Arnold, and others suggest that the determinants of 

congressional roll-call behavior are likely to be varied. 

The extent of the variation should depend largely upon the 

extent to which citizens are interested in the votes 

members cast. For instance, Arnold's study is based on the 

assumption that 

. . . whenever legislators are asked to choose 
between two alternative policies they first ask 
which alternative would contribute more to their 
chances for reelection. If they see a significant 
difference, they choose the alternative that 
contributes more to their electoral margins. If 
they see no difference, they may base their 
choice on any other criteria they find relevant, 
including their intent to make good public policy 
and their need to trade favors with congressional 
leaders, other legislators, and the president. 
(1990: 6 0 ) " 

The same assumption drives this research as well. For 

foreign policy, it has been suggested that different issues 

will lead to different calculations by legislators as to 

the alternatives that will contribute most to, or detract 

least from, their electoral margins. For crisis policy, in 
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particular, I argue that constituency interests are not the 

single most important or direct factor contributing to a 

legislator's voting behavior. The reason for this 

expectation is that the constituency does not directly care 

about what Congress does in a crisis situation, but rather 

cares more about what the president does. 

This proposition in no way means that legislators are 

not interested in constituency opinion during crisis 

situations. On the contrary, the theoretical arguments 

hinge on the notion that legislators are primarily 

concerned about their constituency back home. Rather than 

suggesting that constituency opinion does not matter in 

crisis policy, I am suggesting that given the dominance of 

the president in foreign policy, in general, and crisis 

policy in particular, constituency concerns may not be as 

salient as the president is in crisis policy. 

The reason for this assumption is that constituency 

opinion about how congress votes on a crisis does not exist 

to any significant degree, especially compared to 

constituency opinion about how the president acts during a 

^̂  Kingdon's (1989) flow chart describing the consensus 
mode of decision (ch. 10) is based on a similar assumption 
as well. 
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crisis. The constituency is primarily concerned about how 

the president acts and only secondarily concerned, if at 

all, about how Congress acts in a crisis situation. Thus, 

when legislators are weighing vote options, constituency 

opinion will not be their primary concern, although it 

might very well be one of their concerns. 

Analysis of the 1991 and 1994 Crisis Policy Votes 

The empirical tests that follow examine legislator's 

choices on policy options related to the crisis category of 

foreign and defense policy. Of the independent forces most 

generally found in the literature to influence legislative 

behavior in foreign and defense policy, district/state 

level public (constituency) opinion, district/state level 

parochial concerns, the president's position on a given 

issue, party influences, and a member's own foreign policy 

preferences (ideology), it is thought that the president, 

party influences, and an individual legislator's own 

ideology will matter most in crisis policy. Theoretically 

^^ Indeed, some studies have shown that Americans 
believe that the president should be willing to override 
public opinion (and by extension Congress) when he is 
convinced that it would be in the best interest of the 
country to do so {Congressional Quarterly Researcher 1994 
610) . 
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speaking, constituency opinion and parochial concerns 

should seldom emerge as dominant influences on legislators 

on crisis policy. My specific hypotheses on crisis policy 

are as follows: 

H5.1: Institutional influences and personal 
policy preferences will predict vote choice on 
crisis policy. 

H5.2: However, of these influences, the president 
will be more dominant than either partisanship or 
ideology. 

H5.3: Constituency influences will not predict 
vote choice on crisis policy at all. 

H5.4: These relationships will be consistent 
across years and chambers. 

While the constituency certainly has an opinion, and 

thanks to polling legislators are usually able to know 

exactly what that opinion is, it is an opinion related to 

presidential action and not congressional action. In 

addition, because it is an opinion related to presidential 

action and not legislative action, legislators will pay 

more attention to, and respond to cues from, the president 

rather than from the constituency. 

The House 1991: Use of Force Against Iraq 

Out of those 33 foreign and defense policy roil call 

votes in the House that President Bush took a public 
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position on in 1991, three were classified as crisis policy 

votes. All three votes focused on Iraq's invasion of Kuwait 

and the United State's possible responses. One bill 

expressed the sense of Congress that sanctions were the 

best possible U.S. response; another expressed the sense of 

Congress that the President had to seek the approval of 

Congress before engaging in war; and the third was a vote 

by the House authorizing the use of force against Iraq. 

This third vote best fit the definition of a crisis policy 

vote and was thus selected for analysis.^^ 

The House voted on this bill, which was actually a 

joint resolution, in early January, 1991. This was the 

first time since the Gulf of Tonkin resolution in 1964 that 

a president had formally requested congressional 

authorization to use force. 

The joint resolution read: 

Passage of a joint resolution to authorize the use of 
military force if Iraq has not withdrawn from Kuwait 
and complied with U.N. Security Council resolutions by 
Jan. 15. The resolution authorizes the use of force 
and the expenditure of funds under the War Powers act 
and requires the president to report to Congress every 
60 days on the efforts to obtain Iraqi compliance with 
the U.N. resolution. 

" For a detailed description of bill selection 
criteria, see Chapter IV above. 
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The resolution passed 250-183 after one of the longest 

debates in recent House history. All but three Republicans 

and just over one-third of the Democrats voted in favor of 

the resolution. For Democrats, most defections were by 

southern Democrats, however 33 conservative northern 

Democrats also voted for passage of the resolution. 

During the five-months between Iraq's invasion of 

Kuwait and the House's vote authorizing President Bush to 

use military force against Iraq, many representatives 

looked as if they were trying to walk a fine line. Most 

legislators did not wanting to appear too critical of the 

president, but also did not want to openly endorse anything 

else the president might do. On the one hand, few 

representatives wanted to go on record as critical of the 

President's response to Iraq's invasion, but many also were 

uncomfortable with what that initial response might lead 

to. For instance, Kansas Democrat Dan Glickman worried that 

"we are going to have to be in some form of ratifying mode 

if this thing goes over 60 days . . . " (quoted in 

Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1990: 2673). 

During these first few months, most members seemed to 

be engaged in what Kingdon describes as a process of 

discovering the extent to which there was or was not a 
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consensus developing in relation to the Iraq issue (see 

Kingdon 1989: Chapter 1 1 ) . In other words, individual 

members were attempting to determine the extent to which 

consensus was developing within the political environment 

and how that possible consensus related to his position on 

the issue. Congressmen were naturally hesitant to take a 

public stand either for or against President Bush's 

response until they felt as certain as they could be that 

they understood the environment. Many worried that, while 

there was initial support for Bush's deployment of American 

troops to protect Saudi Arabia, there might not be long-

term support for a wider military role, or that initial 

public support might prove fragile in the face of Iraqi 

resistance and/or American combat casualties.^^ 

By late 1990, however, most members had settled on 

their respective positions within the debate and the 

environment divided into two moderately contrasting sides. 

Republicans were relatively united while Democrats were 

split. On the one side were most Republicans and many 

Democrats who were supportive of the president's initial 

deployment of American soldiers and also supportive of 

^̂  These worries expressed themselves during committee 
hearings on the crisis in the Persian Gulf (U.S. Congress 
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further U.S. involvement in a military confrontation. 

Congressmen on this side would be characterized as more 

hawkish on foreign and defense policy in general and 

certainly more hawkish on President Bush's Persian Gulf 

strategy. 

On the other side were a few Republicans and the rest 

of the Democrats, who had not been overtly critical of the 

president's initial deployment (and many probably supported 

it to a point) but were not supportive of further U.S. 

involvement in a military operation. Congressmen on this 

side would be characterized as more dovish on foreign and 

defense policy in general, and specifically in relation to 

President's Bush Persian Gulf strategy. 

These two sides are clearly represented in the general 

debate and in particular in the floor debate over 

authorizing the use of force against Iraq. Characteristic 

of the dovish argument against passage of the joint 

resolution was the statement of California Democrat Ronald 

V. Dellums, who asked legislators to consider the worst 

case scenario: 

. . . that we went to war and that in the 
aftermath of war one of our children died in the 

House Committee on Armed Services 1990) . 
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Persian Gulf and one of them came back with 
broken body, broken dreams, and broken spirits. 

And when that one remaining child comes home 
and says to you, "Dad, Mom, was this necessary?" 
you can answer, without blinking, that question. 

I have answered the question for myself: No, 
this is not necessary; and yes, there are 
alternatives. {Congressional Record 1991: H450) 

Supporters of the resolution rallied around the 

president. On the floor supporters talked about the 

decision being one of a "vote of confidence in the 

President on our gulf policy and a confirmation that 

America is united" {Congressional Record 1991: H450). 

Proponents also argued that the president had done too many 

things right so far, having gathered the support of the 

United Nations and many countries of the world, for 

Congress to back out on him on the vote authorizing the use 

of force. 

For all of the talk about public opinion in the 

popular press, legislators focused little attention on 

public support or opposition during their debate leading up 

to the resolution. For instance, during hearings in the 

House held over nine days, only brief mention was made of 

public opinion, and most of it was made by the Chairman of 

the House Committee on Armed Services, Democrat Les Aspen 

during his opening statement. Aspen noted that the public 
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was generally supportive of the idea that Saddam Hussein 

was a problem that needed to be contained. The public also 

supported the argument that Iraq should not be allowed to 

acquire nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons. However, 

none of the 34 witnesses discussed public opinion at any 

length during committee hearings ((7. S. Congress House 

Committee on Armed Services 1990). 

For some legislators, however, public opinion was 

important. For instance. Democrat David Skaggs held town 

meetings in his northern Colorado district before the vote 

in an effort to gauge his constituents' mood on the issue. 

For most representatives, however, public opinion seemed to 

be a secondary concern. Representative Glickman perhaps 

best expressed the sense of most congressmen about public 

opinion when he indicated that he did not think poll data 

was very important in the time leading up to the vote 

because the public's opinion would probably change anyway 

{Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1991: 14). 

In terms of party politics, the Democratic leadership 

provided some cover for its members concerned about a 

possible party backlash. They did so by indicating that the 

vote to authorize the use of force would be considered "a 

conscience vote" and that no recriminations would be 
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forthcoming for Democrats who voted with the administration 

{Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1992:442). 

The empirical results are reported in Table 5.1 and 

are largely consistent with this accounting of the House 

vote to authorize the use of force against Iraq. 

As Table 5.1 indicates, the two significant predictors 

of vote choice on this resolution are ideology and party, 

and both exert a positive influence on the resolution. Not 

surprisingly, having a more hawkish ideological perspective 

contributes to a congressman's vote choice in a way that is 

supportive of the resolution. Also not surprisingly, being 

Republican contributes to a "yes" vote, and the strength of 

this coefficient attests to the number of Democrats who 

crossed party-lines to support the proposal as well. 

What about the President? As Table 5.2 shows. 

President Bush's supported the measure, and it passed by a 

significant majority. However, the overall level of 

presidential support must be considered weak. While the 

level of support from Republicans on this bill was above 

the average, the level of support from among Democrats was 

well below the average.^^ 

^^ A more systematic analysis of presidential support 
is conducted below. 

97 



<: 

The House 1994: American Troops in Haiti 

President Clinton took a public position on 18 foreign 

and defense policy roll call votes in the House in 1994 and 

three were classified as crisis policy votes. One urged the 

president to work closer with NATO and the United Nations 

to help Bosnia defend itself, another would have required 

the president to unilaterally end the arms embargo against 

Bosnia, and the third would have asked the president to 

begin the immediate withdrawal of American troops from 

Haiti. This third vote was selected for analysis, because, 

unlike the other two votes, this vote focused on the 

deployment of U.S. ground forces in a potentially hostile 

situation. The deployment of U.S. forces into a potentially 

hostile situation is a much better fit with the definition 

of a crisis situation than the other two possible votes. 

The resolution read: 

substitute amendment to express the sense of 
Congress that the president should not have ordered 
U.S. troops to occupy Haiti and that the president 
should immediately commence 'the safe and orderly 
withdrawal' of all U.S. forces from Haiti. The 
substitute also would provide for consideration of a 
joint resolution to be introduced Jan. 3, 1995, that 
if enacted would prohibit the continued use of U.S. 
troops in Haiti within 30 days. 
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The amendment was defeated in the Committee of the 

Whole 205-225.2^ All Republicans except one voted for the 

amendment and all Democrats except thirty-two voted against 

it. 

With a weak president providing good campaign fodder 

for House Republicans, the debate around the vote had 

undertones of election year politics written all over it. 

Republicans were interested in building momentum by 

weakening the president even more than he already was. By 

doing this. Republicans hoped to gain a majority in the 

House of Representatives at the mid-term elections. 

In addition to taking heat from Republicans, President 

Clinton was also criticized by liberal Democrats and 

members of the Black Caucus who were upset that nothing had 

been done yet to solve the problems in Haiti. Liberal 

Democrats felt that the administration needed to act more 

assertively on the human suffering that was taking place in 

Haiti. Members of the Black Caucus felt that race was the 

primary reason why something had not already been done by 

^̂  The Committee of the Whole is simply a way that the 
whole House can debate an issue in a fashion more akin to a 
standing committee than the full House. The Committee of 
the Whole, which quorums at 100 members, is controlled by a 
committee chair appointed for that particular issue rather 
than the Speaker of the House. 
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the United States to help ease the problems in Haiti (see 

U.S. Congress House Committee on Foreign Affairs 1994a; 

U.S. Congress House Committee on Foreign Affairs 1994b). 

Republican criticism centered around two essential 

points related to the mission in general. The two points 

were that (1) there were no important national interests 

at stake, and (2) that the president had not sought 

congressional approval before sending American forces into 

Haiti. Iowa Representative Jim Leach offered the typical 

Republican critique: " . . . no compelling U.S. national 

interest is at stake in Haiti; no modern doctrine of 

American foreign policy supports intervention . . . no 

clear strategy exists for extricating the U.S. military 

from a potential Somalia-type quagmire . ." {Congressional 

Quarterly Weekly Report 1994: 2896). 

That the president had sought the approval of the 

United Nations but had not sought the approval of the 

Congress incensed some Republicans. Illinois Representative 

Phillip M. Crane expressed this frustration best when he 

claimed that the president was playing politics with Haiti: 

In this case, the President chose to not 
only ignore, but actively reject, his 
responsibility to seek congressional 
authorization. However one chooses to define 
'war' or 'peacekeeping,' few could argue that 
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when it comes to constitutional duties, the 
President and other government officials would do 
well to err on the side of caution. Instead, the 
Clinton administration made what I believe was a 
political decision [when it chose to avoid 
congressional approval/disapproval] 
{Congressional Record 1994: H11095). 

Democrats, while also arguing that the president 

should have come to Congress before committing American 

troops, nevertheless defended the President's Haiti 

operation. Democrats countered Republican criticism with 

their strongest argument, that American troops were already 

in Haiti and any rash action by the House would only serve 

to undercut American soldier's ability to do a good job in 

the field. Wisconsin Democrat David R. Obey called the 

amendment "an invitation to lob bombs into American 

positions" {Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1994: 

2896). Majority Leader Richard Gephardt noted that if the 

amendment were to pass it would "for the first time in 

America's history . . . renounce a military operation that 

is already underway" {Congressional Record 1994: H11097). 

The empirical analysis of this vote clearly shows the 

political and ideological nature of members' vote choices. 

In addition, there seemed to be little evidence that 

members were deferring to the president on this vote. 
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Empirical results are displayed in Table 5.3. Here 

partisanship, ideology, and public opinion predict vote 

choice. The results show that public opinion was against 

the president's position. Ail things being equal, members 

whose constituency were opposed sending American troops to 

Haiti were more likely to vote for the measure. The results 

also show that the more conservative the individual 

Representative the more likely he/she was to vote for the 

amendment and against the president. In addition, the Party 

coefficient shows that Democrats were more likely to 

support the president's position and oppose the amendment 

than were Republicans. The size of the coefficient suggests 

a rather unified Democratic party, but as Table 5.4 shows, 

that is not necessarily true. 

How much support did the president's position receive 

on this vote? The data in Table 5.4 suggest that he was 

insignificant at best. President Clinton opposed the 

amendment and, while a majority of the House also opposed 

it, all but one of them was Democratic. While the level of 

support from among Democrats was above the average, the 

president only had the support of one Republican, which is 

well below the average level of Republican support for the 
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session. On this vote, presidential preference mattered 

little. 

The Senate 1991: Use of Force Against Iraq 

Out of the 31 foreign and defense policy votes in the 

Senate in 1991 that President Bush took a public position 

on, only two were classified as crisis policy votes. The 

first expressed the sense of the Senate that sanctions were 

the best way that the United States could respond to Iraq's 

invasion of Kuwait. The second was a joint resolution 

authorizing the use of force against Iraq. As with the 

House vote in 1991, the Senate vote authorizing the use of 

force against Iraq best fit the definition of crisis policy 

in that it was directly related to the deployment of U.S. 

soldiers into a hostile situation.^^ 

In the Senate, the resolution passed with a much 

slimmer margin than it passed in the House, 52-47. Ail but 

two Republicans voted for the resolution, and ten Democrats 

crossed over to join them. For the Democrats, nearly all of 

the defections to the Republican side were by southern 

^̂  The language of the joint resolution was the same as 

that in the earlier House vote and so will not be repeated 

here. 
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Democrats, who are traditionally thought of as more 

"hawkish" on foreign and defense policy. 

The debate leading up to this vote looks similar to 

that which lead up to the vote in the House. However, in 

the Senate conservative Southern Democrats were not as 

quick to support the use of military force as they were in 

the House. Indeed, one of the more respected voices in the 

Senate in foreign affairs, Sam Nunn of Georgia, cautioned 

against the use of military force against Iraq and instead 

advocated the continuation of economic sanctions 

{Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1992: 441). 

Nunn's circumspection bolstered other Democrats early 

on, but in the months leading up to the vote on the use of 

force. Democrats found themselves increasingly divided. 

Nunn and fellow southern conservative Democrat David L. 

Boren of Oklahoma steadfastly opposed the use of force and 

instead supported the continuation of sanctions. Other 

conservative Democrats, however, began to defect from the 

party's position to support the president's plan to use 

force. The majority of Senate Democrats followed the 

arguments of Brock Adams of Washington and Tom Harkin of 

Iowa who demanded that the president consult Congress for 
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explicit authorization" before launching a military attack 

{Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1992: 438). 

Unlike Democrats, Republicans were united throughout 

the debate. Indeed, early on when most members of Congress 

were either openly or tacitly supportive of the deployment 

of troop. Republican senators like William S. Cohen of 

Maine suggested that the president "put Congress on record" 

as backing the deployment so that he would not have to 

fight with them later {Congressional Quarterly Weekly 

Report 1990: 2673). 

Debate on the Senate floor over the resolution was 

relatively diplomatic. Democrats, like Nebraska's Bob 

Kerry, argued for caution and for the continuation of 

sanctions. Sanctions, the Democratic argument went, had not 

had enough time to work and instead of rushing into war, 

the United States should try to make the sanctions work. 

Another Democratic complaint centered on the argument 

that the coalition against Iraq was not really a coalition, 

but rather that the United States was carrying most of the 

burden. Indeed, Rhode Island Democrat Claiborne Pell argued 

that: 

It is intolerable to my mind that we should 
go to war when the 90 percent of the casualties 
will be American and when the bulk of the 
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financial cost will be shouldered by the United 
States taxpayer, and realizing, at the same time, 
that the majority of Americans are not concerned 
about replacing or restoring the Emir of Kuwait 
to his thrown. {Congressional Record 1991: S374) 

Republicans countered with the argument that, while 

sanctions were certainly important and should be 

maintained, they were either not working as planned or were 

not working fast enough. For that reason. Republicans 

argued, more decisive action should be taken to oust Iraq 

from Kuwait. 

Interestingly enough, while most Republicans made 

arguments about the ineffectiveness of the sanctions and 

the need for more decisive action, most of the cross-over 

Democrats drew attention to the president and his ability 

to effectively lead the nation in war. Said Connecticut 

Democrat, and use-of-force supporter, Joseph Lieberman: 

I stand here today . . . to support this 
resolution with full confidence in doing so 
because of my measure of this particular man who 
is our President. He is strong. He is balanced. 
He is seasoned in world diplomacy. He has been 
through war. He has seen men die at his side. He 
is not hungry to go to battle, but he feels, I 
believe, the responsibility of leadership of our 
country and the world . . . he will exercise the 
authority that we will give him . . . with the 
greatest care for human life, international 
order, and the peace of the world. {Congressional 
Record 1991: H376) 
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This same sentiment was expressed on the Senate floor 

by at least three other Democrats who crossed over to 

support the resolution. Public opinion was infrequently 

mentioned, and usually by opponents of the resolution. 

Table 5.5 displays the logistic regression results for 

predicting influences on vote choice. As is clear from the 

narrative, partisanship is a significant predictor of vote 

choice. The positive sign of the coefficient indicates that 

being Republican was likely to cause a vote in favor of the 

use-of-force resolution. Ideology also predicts vote 

choice, and although the coefficient is relatively weak, it 

suggests that the more hawkish a member's foreign policy 

preferences, the more likely the member was to vote for the 

resolution. 

Table 5.6 shows the extent to which individual members 

of each party supported or opposed the president's stated 

position on the resolution. For Republicans, President Bush 

had near unanimous support (95.4%), with only two 

Republican Senators (four percent) voting against the 

resolution. On the Democratic side, however. President Bush 

did not enjoy the same level of support on this vote that 

he averaged for the entire legislative session. On this 

vote, 18.2% of Democrats supported the president's 
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position, which was well below the 41% average level of 

support for the session. This analysis lends strength to 

the partisan and ideology explanations for vote choice. 

The Senate 1994: American Troops in Haiti 

Out of the 15 foreign and defense policy votes in the 

Senate in 1994 that President Clinton took a public 

position on, seven were classified as crisis policy votes. 

Five of those votes focused on the Bosnian arms embargo and 

the Senate's efforts to have the president find a way to 

end the embargo. The two others focused on U.S. involvement 

in Haiti. One was an amendment designed to require the 

president to seek the approval of Congress before engaging 

the United States in military action in Haiti. 

The other, and the one chosen for analysis, was a 

motion to table an amendment that outright barred the 

president from deploying American troops in Haiti. This 

second bill was selected over the other Haiti bill for a 

couple of reasons. First, this bill specifically prohibits 

the president from deploying U.S. forces in Haiti, while 

the first bill only mentions barring "military action" in 

Haiti. The distinction is important because the first bill 

would seem to allow U.S. forces into Haiti for some purpose 
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short of military actions without the approval of Congress, 

while the second bill would seem to prohibit the deployment 

of U.S. forces for any reason at all without congressional 

approval. Second, the bill selected for analysis comes 

closer to the definition of a crisis situation in the sense 

that the motion was an effort on the part of the Senate to 

legitimize (or withhold legitimization) the president's 

ability to deploy U.S. soldiers. In other words, there was 

more immediacy to the second bill because it was thought 

that an invasion of Haiti was imminent. 

The bill read: 

Motion to table (kill) the Specter, R-Pa., 
amendment to bar the president from deploying U.S. 
troops to restore the legitimately elected government 
in Haiti unless authorized by Congress, or unless it 
is vital to national security interests or to protect 
the lives of U.S. citizens. 

This motion passed 63-31. Republicans were nearly 

evenly split, while Democrats only suffered two defections. 

The character of the debate and the Senate's actions 

leading up to this vote was much more cautious than was the 

case in the House. For instance, the Senate turned aside 

several Republican-led attempts throughout the months 

leading up to this vote to limit the president' ability to 
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conduct foreign policy toward Haiti {Congressional 

Quarterly Weekly Report 1994: 1943). 

These Republican-led efforts failed largely because 

some Republican Senators seemed much less willing to tie 

the president's hands on foreign policy than others. For 

instance, Indiana Republican Richard G. Lugar made clear 

that any resolution that the Senate passed would have an 

"escape hatch" {Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1994; 

281). Arizona Republican John McCain wondered about the 

political consequences of limiting the president. "Suppose 

you set a deadline of say, Feb. 1. If something goes wrong 

Jan. 15 - if there is some act of violence - the president 

could turn to Republicans and say it's their fault" 

{Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1994: 2816). 

Floor debate on this particular vote was unique in 

that the two sides of the debate were led by Republicans. 

On the one side was Pennsylvania Republican Ariin Specter, 

who authored the bill that would bar the president from 

deploying troops to Haiti, and on the other side Arizona's 

McCain led the argument against limiting the president's 

ability to conduct foreign policy. 

Democrats were nearly unanimously against any action 

that would limit the president's authority, and this 
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sentiment showed throughout the summer and during floor 

debate on this bill. Interestingly enough. Democrats found 

themselves in the odd position of defending a president's 

authority to send American troops into hostile situation 

without first consulting Congress, which is something they 

had argued against during the previous two administrations. 

Said Connecticut Democrat Christopher Dodd: 

I count 14 or 15 occasions since 1903 when 
Presidents of all political persuasion have 
injected U.S. forces into hostile environments 
without prior authority from Congress . . . many 
would have argued . . . that they wish the 
President had come to this Congress before hand. 
{Congressional Record 1994: S1087 6) 

Nevertheless, Democrats resisted the notion that the 

president should be limited. 

Table 5.7 displays the result of the empirical test 

predicting vote choice on this bill. Two influences, 

partisanship and parochialism, predict vote choice on this 

resolution. The party coefficient shows that being Democrat 

led to a vote for the resolution, and in support of the 

president's position. In other words. Democrat's 

traditional opposition to this sort of action by the 

president did not carry over when the president was of 

their own party. In addition. Republican's traditional 
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support of a strong president was nowhere to be found when 

the president was a Democrat. 

Oddly enough, parochialism emerges as a significant 

predictor of vote choice as well. Senators from states with 

greater military/industrial interests were more likely to 

vote for the resolution and thus for the president's 

ability to send American forces to Haiti. This finding is 

consistent with the parochial hypothesis. It suggests that 

senators looked at the potential benefit to their state 

that an invasion of Haiti would provide, and when the 

potential benefit was thought to be good enough they voted 

in favor of it. 

While this explanation is consistent with the 

parochial hypothesis, it makes little intuitive sense, and 

there is another explanation that might be worth 

considering. Rather than looking at state benefits, it may 

also be the case that Senators from states with greater 

numbers of military bases were looking at potential costs 

related to refugees. In other words, these Senators may 

have wanted to find a solution to the Haiti situation 

sooner rather than later for fear that refugees would be 

placed at bases in their states. During the Mariel Boatlift 

in 1980, for instance, many thousands of Cubans were placed 
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on military bases around the country.^° Regardless of the 

explanation one might favor, it is still important to 

emphasize that parochialism matters. 

Table 5.8 shows the extent to which the president was 

supported by the parties. On this vote, deference to the 

president's position is again a partisan matter. Among 

Democratic Senators, President Clinton enjoyed a slightly 

higher than average level of support. However, among 

Republicans he suffered a slightly lower than average level 

of support. 

Presidential Support 

So far presidential support has been discussed in a 

contextual manner, but a more systematic look is certainly 

in order.^^ I have suggested that the president enjoyed 

•̂° To test for this explanation, another model was run 
with a dummy variable for states that had either housed 
Cubans during the Mariel boatlift or had absorbed a 
significant population of Cubans after the Mariel boatlift. 
The results of this new model were no different than the 
original model, except that the Mariel dummy emerged as a 
significant predictor against the measure. 

^̂  Much of the work that has looked at the level of 
presidential success in Congress on foreign and defense 
policy has used a method of looking at the percentage of 
votes on which the president's position won or lost on 
foreign and defense policy and compared those to the 
percentage of votes won or lost on domestic policy (see 
Fleisher and Bond 1988; Leloup and Shull 1979; Oldfieid and 
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strong partisan support but weak bipartisan support on the 

four votes examined in this chapter. A more systematic 

examination of presidential support on these four votes 

confirms this general impression. 

As Bond and Fleisher note, gauging presidential 

success from roll call votes has its drawbacks (1990: 66-

67) .̂ 2 Nevertheless, it is also the case that the roll call 

vote is one of the only arenas where we can observe both 

the preferences of the president and the Congress 

interactively. In addition, with roll call votes we are 

able to focus on the most important component of 

presidential success, which is whether the president wins 

or loses on a policy decision in Congress (Bond and 

Fleisher 1990: 67-68) . 

Table 5.9 reports for each roll call vote the 

percentage of the president's party who supported his 

position and the percentage of the opposition party who 

Wildavsky 1989; Shull 1991; 1997; Sigelman 1979; and 
Wildavsky 1966) . 

^̂  Specifically Bond and Fleisher note that roll call 
votes are not the only important decision point in the 
congressional decision making process. Other important 
determinants include the interaction between the congress 
and the president that results in non-legislation policy 
(executive orders, etc.), how congressional leaders feel 
about a particular issue, and what kind of legislation 
standing committees send to the full chamber. 
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supported his position. The table also reports the type of 

support for the president (strong or weak) and the extent 

to which the president's level of support was "partisan" or 

''bipartisan." The result is an overall picture of 

presidential support from among the parties. On all four 

votes the president's position prevailed, however, it 

appears as though presidential support is highly partisan. 

For instance, on all four votes the president enjoyed 

a level of support from his own party that was higher than 

the average level of support from his party during the 

legislative session. At the same time, the president 

suffered lower levels of support from the opposition party 

on these four votes than he suffered from during the 

legislative session. As a result, on all four votes the 

president's level of support is weak. President Bush is 

strongly supported by his own party, but weakly supported 

by Democrats. President Clinton is strongly supported by 

Democrats, but weakly supported by Republicans. Thus, the 

type of support across the board on crisis policy is 

partisan rather than bipartisan, which is not what I 

expected to find. Rather, I expected the president to 

receive bipartisan support on crisis policy. 
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I am able to make a couple of observations about 

presidential support on crisis policy from Table 5.9. 

First, contrary to what I expected to find, support for the 

president seems to be highly partisan. On all four of the 

four votes analyzed, presidential support was strongest 

from members of the president's own party and very weak 

from the opposition party. Second, while presidential 

support may have a partisan flavor to it, in the end the 

president's position seems to prevail. While Congress does 

not necessarily want to give the president a free hand on 

crisis policy, it also seems not to want to take policy 

control (and thus responsibility) away from the president 

either. In other words, presidential success may not be so 

much a function of the president's influence as it is a 

function of Congress' unwillingness to take responsibility 

for the policy away from the president. 

Summarizing Results 

In general, what can we make of these findings? First, 

we can feel relatively certain that the general model is 

performing well. Compared to a naive model that predicts 

for all votes the coefficients except the intercept will 

equal zero may be rejected. The signs of the statistically 
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significant coefficients are in the expected and logical 

directions. In addition, all of the models achieve a 

substantial reduction in error over a naive model that 

predicts that legislators will vote a model response. 

Second, partisanship clearly helps predict 

congressional voting on crisis policy. As Table 5.10 

reports, the party variable is the only variable 

significant on all four votes in this analysis. 

Third, the president is only moderately important to 

legislators on crisis policy, which is counter to our 

hypothesis. The president's position prevailed on all four 

votes analyzed here, however, presidential support appears 

to be highly dependent on the partisanship of legislators. 

Fellow partisans tend to support their president rather 

strongly, while members of the opposition party are not as 

supportive of the president's position as are partisans. 

Fourth, ideology is clearly an important predictor of 

legislative behavior on crisis policy, especially in the 

House. Ideology was significant in three of the four 

models, both models for the House and one of the two for 

the Senate. 

Finally, what does not seem to make much difference to 

members of Congress are district and state-level concerns. 
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Public opinion only emerges as a significant predictor of 

vote choice once. In addition, parochialism is significant 

only once. Clearly, legislators are not driven by 

constituent concerns when they are making decisions on 

crisis policy. 

Discussion 

The expectations at the start of this chapter were 

that institutional influences such as the party and the 

president's policy preference, and an individual 

legislator's own foreign policy ideology would help explain 

roll call voting on crisis policy. These institutional and 

ideology influences were expected to be more important to 

legislators on crisis policy than constituent-based 

influences because of the nature of crisis policy, and the 

traditional deference to the president in that category of 

foreign and defense policy. 

The analysis conducted in this chapter is generally 

supportive of these expectations with one exception. Across 

the four logistic regression models predicting vote choice, 

institutional influences such as partisanship and personal 

policy preferences (ideology) were shown to be important 

predictors of congressmen's vote choice. However, separate 
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analysis showed that support for the president's policy 

choice is due largely to the great partisan support the 

president received from his own party and only rarely due 

to supporter from the opposition party. 

In light of these findings, the conclusion seems 

unmistakable that on crisis policy institutional forces 

(namely partisanship) and personal policy preferences do 

influence vote choice while the president and constituency 

forces are largely silent. 

Conclusion 

The analysis in this chapter has shown that 

institutional influences and personal policy preferences 

shape congressmen's roll call voting behavior on crisis 

policy. The strength of these factors are relatively 

consistent across chambers and across years. 

These findings are generally, but not completely, 

supportive of the hypothesis outlined at the top of this 

chapter and in previous chapters. Given the president's 

traditional dominance of crisis policy and given Congress' 

and the public's traditional deference to the president 

during crisis situations, it was thought that the president 

would dominate congressional behavior on crisis policy. 
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Analysis showed, however, that this presidential dominance 

was much stronger from members of the president's own party 

than from among members of the opposition party, which 

suggests that presidential dominance is less common than 

current theory suggests. 

The next chapter will examine structural policy, and 

specifically the hypothesis that more constituency-based 

influences (public opinion and parochialism) shape 

congressional roll call voting behavior on structural 

policy. 
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Table 5.1: 1991 House Crisis Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influences Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .006 .018 

Parochialism ,072 .102 

Institutional 

Party 2.629 .784 

*** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 58.18 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 87.53 

% Reduction in Error 70.18 

Model Chi-Square 310.86*** 

df 4 

N 385 
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Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .056 .008*** 

Constant -2.493 .804 * • * • • 



Table 5.2: 1991 House Crisis Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: Use of Force Against Iraq - President "for" 

Party For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 164 3 98.2 

Democrats 86 180^ 32.3 

Totals 250 183 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat. 
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Table 5.3: 1994 House Crisis Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influences Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .155 .065 

Parochialism .074 .079 

• • 

Institutional 

Party -3.319 .409 • * • 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .041 .006*** 

Constant .343 .594 

** P<.01; *** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 48.24 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 90.12 

% Reduction in Error 80.91 

Model Chi-Square 347.51*** 

df 4 

N 425 
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Table 5.4: 1994 House Crisis Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: U.S. Troops in Haiti - President "against" 

Party For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 173 1 .01 

Democrats 32 224^ 87.5 

Totals 205 225 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat 
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Table 5.5: 1991 Senate Crisis Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influences Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .007 .080 

Parochialism .002 .034 

Institutional 

Party 2.765 .826*** 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .048 .012*** 

Constant -3.741 2.690 

*** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 50.00 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 8 9.36 

% Reduction in Error 78.12 

Model Chi-Square 78.95*** 

df 4 

N 94 

i 
i i 

I : 
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Table 5.6: 1991 Senate Crisis Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: Use of Force Against Iraq - President "for" 

Party For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 42 2 95.4 

Democrats 10 45 18.2 

Totals 52 47 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991. 
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Table 5.7: 1994 Senate Crisis Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influences Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .071 .230 

Parochialism .105 .043 

** P<.01 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 67.70 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 8 6.17 

% Reduction in Error 57.18 

Model Chi-Square 58.23*** 

df 4 

N 94 

• •*• 

Institutional 

Party 3.954 1.447** 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology -.005 .020 

C o n s t a n t - 1 . 0 1 6 2 .258 
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Table 5.8: 1994 Senate Crisis Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: U.S. Troops in Haiti - President "for" 

Party For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 13 29 30.9 

Democrats 5_0 2 96.1 

Totals 63 31 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991. 
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Table 5.9: Presidential Support in the House and Senate on 
Crisis Policy 

Bush Clinton 

Party H1991* S1991* H1994* S1994* 

Democrats 32.3% 18.2% 87.5% 96.1% 

Republicans 98.2% 95.4% 01% 30.9% 

Level of Support st-wk st-wk wk-st wk-st 

Type of Support Partisan Partisan Partisan Partisan 

wk = weak support; st = strong support 

* Indicates that the president's position won 
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Table 5.10: Number of Times Independent Variables Predict 
Crisis Policy Roll Call Vote Choice by Vote 

Variable H1991 H1994 S1991 S1994 Total 

Constituency 
Influences 

Public Opinion 

Parochialism 

X 

X 

1 

1 

Institutional 
Influences 

Party X X X X 

Personal Policy 
Preferences 

Ideology X X X 

President Wins X X X X 
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CHAPTER VI 

STRUCTURAL POLICY 

When Congress passed an act in 1945 
extending the life of the wartime Office of Price 
Administration (OPA), President Truman deemed the 
act ineffective, vetoed it, and appealed to the 
nation to call on Congress to enact an adequate 
law on the subject. North Carolina's Sam J. 
Ervin, who had just entered the House for the 
first time, received an avalanche of letters from 
his constituents on the subject, some of them 
from producers who demanded the removal of the 
price controls and others from consumers 
insisting that price controls be retained. His 
favorite letter came from a small businessman in 
Charlotte who suggested that Congress ought to 
remove price ceilings from the things he sold and 
keep them on the things he bought. (Boiler, Jr. 
1991: 163) 

Introduction 

The previous chapter examined crisis policy and found 

that partisanship and ideology were the most important 

determinants of congressional voting in that category of 

foreign and defense policy. Evidence was also discovered to 

suggest that presidential preference was important, but 

mainly to members of the president's own party and not so 

much to members of the opposition party. 

In this chapter, we shift our attention from crisis 

policy to structural policy and examine the forces that 

drive congressional voting in this area of foreign and 
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defense policy. Our hypothesis leads us to expect, given 

that structural policy looks very similar to domestic 

distributive policies (Ripley and Franklin 1991: 151), that 

legislators will be driven by constituency interests more 

so than by institutional interests or personal policy 

preferences. Indeed, the analysis in this chapter provides 

the critical test, in some sense, for determining whether 

domestic influences (the electoral connection) help 

determine voting behavior in more domestically oriented 

foreign and defense policy. 

The Nature of Structural Policy 

When we consider structural policy, we are considering 

that part of foreign and defense policy that most closely 

resembles domestic distributive politics (Ripley and 

Franklin 1991). Indeed, given its "power of the purse," 

Congress' control over structural policy is thought to be 

greater than its control over any other aspect of foreign 

or defense policy (Lindsay 1994, 156). Structural policy 

differs from crisis or strategic policy in that it relates 

directly to domestic spending more so than do the other two 

areas of foreign and defense policy that this study focuses 

on. 
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Given the closeness of structural policy to domestic 

distributive politics, the incentives and rewards for 

congressional behavior on structural policy are expected to 

differ from the incentives and rewards on crisis or 

strategic policy. For instance, district or state level 

public opinion and parochial (constituency influences) 

concerns should guide legislator's decisions on structural 

policy whereas on crisis or strategic policy we do not 

expect those influences to emerge as important to 

congressmen's voting decisions. 

The question as to whether constituency concerns such 

as public opinion and parochialism will emerge as important 

in structural foreign and defense policy is derived 

directly from the theory of congressional behavior outlined 

in Chapter III. There, we learned that the determinants of 

congressional roll call behavior are likely to be varied 

and the extent of the variation should be dependent upon 

the extent to which citizens are interested in how members 

are voting. If citizens are very interested in how members 

are voting then theoretically we should expect members to 

be influenced by their constituency because, as Kingdon 

notes, "No other segment of the system has quite the same 
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potential for negative sanction as does the constituency" 

(1989: 2 9 ) . 

But, constituency pressure is by no means a complete 

explanation for congressmen's voting behavior and as we 

discussed with crisis policy voting, constituency opinion 

may play an indirect role rather than a direct role in 

influencing vote choice. In turn, members of Congress have 

multiple constituencies, not just the public who elects 

them. By hypothesizing that public opinion and parochial 

concerns are important to congressmen's decision making on 

structural policy, I am not suggesting that other factors 

are unimportant. On the contrary, Kingdon notes that "[no 

one actor] is important enough that one could conclude that 

congressmen vote as they do because of the influence of 

that one actor" (1989: 242). Rather than suggesting that 

public opinion and parochialism are the only factors that 

congressmen consider in structural policy, I am suggesting 

that those influences are among the important factors that 

are considered in structural policy. In addition, they 

could theoretically be the only factors that matter in 

terms of roll call voting on a structural policy vote. 
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Analysis of the 1991 and 1994 Structural 
Policy Votes 

In the analysis that follows, four logistic regression 

equations are estimated, one for each chamber for each 

year, in an effort to detect the influences on legislators 

in structural policy roil call voting. The quantitative 

analysis is supplemented and placed into context with a 

brief case-study of the details of each roll-call vote. My 

specific hypotheses are as follows: 

H6.1: Constituency influences such as public opinion 
and parochial interests will be important than other 
influences to legislators when decision making 
involves more domestic-oriented structural policy 
legislation. 

H6.2: Institutional and personal influences such as 
the president's preference, the party, and a 
legislator's ideology, will not be important. 

H6.3: These relationships will be consistent across 
chambers and years. 

These hypotheses lead me to expect public opinion and 

parochialism to load significantly for structural policy, 

and for party and ideology to contribute to vote choice 

only sporadically if at all. These hypotheses are only 

weakly supported. The analysis shows little evidence of 

domestic influences on vote choice for representative, but 

fails to show any support for the hypothesis for members of 

the Senate. 
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The House 1991: Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization 

Out of the 33 foreign and defense policy votes in the 

House in 1991 that President Bush took a public position 

on, seven were classified as structural policy votes. The 

one vote that best fit the definition of structural policy 

in terms of its domestic spending implications--military 

base closings—was initially selected for analysis but 

given that the vote was so highly skewed, I was unable to 

conduct analysis on it.^^ Thus, a "second- best" vote was 

selected. This second-best vote focused on overall defense 

spending and on cutting big-ticket weapons programs such as 

the B-2 Stealth bomber and the Strategic Defense Initiative 

(SDI) .̂ ^ 

The House voted on this bill in the early part of 

1991. The bill read: 

Passage of the bill to authorize appropriations of 
$291 billion for the Defense Department and defense-
related programs for fiscal 1992. The bill would 
terminate new production of the B-2 Stealth bomber and 
funding for early deployment of SDI programs as well 
as remove the prohibition against women flying combat 
missions. 

^̂  Binary probability models like logistic regression 
are able to explain little when values of the dependent 
variable are highly skewed, which was the case here. 

^^ For a detailed description of bill selection 

criteria, see Chapter IV above. 
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Despite veto threats from President Bush, the 

resolution passed in the House 268-161. The two parties 

suffered defectors, with 16 percent of Republicans crossing 

to support the bill and eight percent of Democrats crossing 

lines to oppose the measure. 

Debate on the bill was characterized by ideological 

and partisan bickering. Ideologically, the debate and 

eventual vote on the bill can be viewed from a traditional 

hawk/dove perspective. Since the bill called for cutting 

funding from two major strategic weapons programs, programs 

that many conservative activists viewed as the cornerstone 

of President Reagan's defense legacy {Congressional 

Quarterly Almanac 1992: 395), conservatives in the House 

opposed passage. 

Indeed, many pro-defense conservatives cautioned that 

gutting these programs could spell disaster in the future 

and worried about the unilateral nature of dismantling many 

of the strategic weapons programs from the U.S. arsenal. To 

make their point, many supporters of these big-ticket 

programs invoked the success of President Reagan's defense 

buildup. Said Representative Robert Lagomarsino, R-CA: 
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Unilateral disarmament does not work. We proved that 
in the 1970s through failures like SALT and we proved 
it in the 1980s through the success of the Reagan-Bush 
program of peace through strength {Congressional 
Record 1991: H3386). 

Most House liberals, however, felt less concerned 

about Reagan's defense legacy or the forecasts of doom, and 

more concerned about preserving domestic spending 

priorities as the defense budget was reduced to reflect the 

end of the Cold War. The dovish congressmen were also 

concerned about preserving the 1972 ABM Treaty that limited 

the production and deployment of antibailistic weapons 

{Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1991: 1210, 1384). 

The "dove sentiment" held by most House Democrats was 

perhaps expressed best by columnist Mary McGrory who 

suggested that savings from the B-2 program go to better 

fund children's program such as Head Start.^^ 

Attempts were also made to shape public opinion as 

well. Hoping that the success of the F-117 stealth fighter 

during the Persian Gulf War would be enough to galvanize 

public opinion and sway some congressional opponents, 

supporters of the B-2 brought several pilots who had flown 

stealth fighters in the Gulf War to testify before Congress 

^̂  See Mary McGrory, "The Kids Who Fell Off the Radar 
Screen," Washington Post, 28 April 1991, sec. C. 
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on the success of the stealth technology in combat 

{Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1991: 1139-1143). In 

addition, the makers of the B-2, Northrop Corporation, 

launched an expensive ad campaign to drum up support for 

the B-2, targeting the constituents of "100 members deemed 

winnable" {Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1991: 

1139). According to one report, Northrop's efforts yielded 

more than 3,700 letters to Congress from groups such as 

civic associations, ethnic societies, farm bureaus and the 

Boy Scouts in support of the bomber" {Congressional 

Quarterly Weekly Report 1991: 1143) .̂ ^ 

Empirical analysis of this vote suggests, as the case 

study narrative above does, that in the end what mattered 

to congressmen and how they voted had a lot to do with 

ideology, party politics, and the public's opinion. As we 

would expect given the domestic implications of this bill, 

district level public opinion had an influence on how 

legislators voted. In this case district level public 

^̂  The Air Force also held a "Stealth Week" in 
Washington just as the House was voting on this bill. The 
effort was billed as a public relations blitz to persuade 
Congress it should buy more of the planes. In order to 
generate public support, the service even invited the 
television networks to use the planes as backdrops for 
their morning news shows. See Bill McAllister, "Loud 
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opinion opposed cutting the defense budget.^' For every unit 

increase in public support for foreign and defense policy, 

the log-odds of public support for passage of this bill 

decreased by .031. Given that the bill cut major defense 

programs, this public opinion can be interpreted as 

opposing the cuts in the defense budget. 

However, constituency opinion was not the only force 

behind congressmen's decisions. In addition to constituency 

opinion, ideology and partisanship also influenced vote 

choice. The more conservative the representative in terms 

of his or her foreign policy ideology (hawk or dove), the 

more likely the member was to vote against cutting these 

strategic weapons programs from the budget. Specifically, a 

unit increase in "hawkish" foreign policy ideology is 

associated with a decrease of .051 in the log-odds of 

voting for the bill. In other words, the more "hawkish" 

Welcome Planned for Stealthy Visitors," Washington Post, 8 
May 1991, sec. A. 

^̂  Ideally it would be better to have a variable 
indicating which districts directly benefit from stealth 
and B-2 contracts. However, such data is simply not 
available. Lindsay (1991a) employs a "constituency benefif 
variable at the district level and with it he is able to 
account for where 82% of all SDI prime contracts are 
awarded. Lindsay indicated to me in a phone conversation, 
however, that the organization that had collected the data 
no longer existed and to his knowledge no other 
organization had collected the information since 1987. 

140 



< = ^ 

the foreign policy ideology the less likely (by .051 units) 

the vote for the bill is a "yea". In addition, partisanship 

influenced vote choice as well, with Democrats much more 

likely to support the bill than Republicans. 

Support for the president's position seemed to be a 

partisan matter. As Table 6.2 shows. President Bush opposed 

passage of the bill but was supported by only 8.6% of 

Democrats, well below the session average of 34% (see Table 

4.3). Republicans, on the other hand, gave Bush strong 

support, with 84.1% voting against the measure, which was a 

slightly higher level of support than the session average 

of 72%.^^ 

The House 1994: Fiscal 1995 Defense 
Authorization/Base Closure 

Out of the 18 foreign and defense policy roil call 

votes that President Clinton took a public position on in 

the House in 1994, five votes were classified as structural 

policy votes. Out of those five, the one vote that best fit 

the definition of structural policy focused on military 

base closings. The other four votes focused on overall cuts 

in the defense budget and specific weapons programs. The 
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bill focusing on military base closings was selected for 

analysis because it goes to the heart of structural 

politics in foreign and defense policy. 

The House voted on this amendment in early 1994. The 

language of the amendment read: 

"Hansen, R-Utah, amendment to delay the next round of 
military base closing from 1995 until 1997." 

The amendment was opposed by President Clinton and was 

voted down 68-362. Only a handful of representatives on 

each side of the isle voted for the amendment, 40 on the 

Republican side and 28 on the Democratic side. 

Debate on the amendment was characterized primarily by 

parochial interests. Proponents of delaying the next round 

of base closings, like G.V. Montgomery, D-MS, and James V. 

Hansen, R-UT, initially argued that the defense department 

needed time to catch-up with the previous round of closing. 

But, the parochial interests were just below the surface of 

the debate, as Walter Tucker, D-CA, expressed in his speech 

on the floor, saying, "Base closure means jobs lost. When 

times are tough, people are out of work, why take any more 

®̂ A more systematic analysis of presidential support 
is conducted below. 
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people's jobs. When people don't work Uncle Sam pays" 

{Congressional Record 1994: H3309). 

Hansen, the amendment's author, was not even a members 

of the committee that held hearings on base closing (House 

Appropriations), but was quick to take advantage of an 

opening to offer a delaying amendment. The idea of delaying 

this round of base closings had gained momentum when 

several defense department officials worried out loud that 

the magnitude of the closings might be too large for the 

military budgets to handle.^^ Such talk from the defense 

department was just the cover that opponents of base 

closing needed to offer the amendment delaying action until 

after the 1996 elections {Congressional Quarterly Weekly 

Report 1994: 1133). 

In the end the number of representatives facing 

political harm from base closings was not enough to pass 

the amendment. Empirical analysis shows, however, that 

parochial concerns were very influential in terms of vote 

choice. 

^̂  See John F. Harris, "Clinton May Delay Some Base 
Closings," Washington Post, 4 May 1994, sec. A, and John F 
Harris, "Base Closings May Be Delayed, Perry Says," 
Washington Post, 12 May 1994, sec. A. 
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District level parochial interests positively 

influenced vote choice. Representatives from districts 

where parochial concerns were greatest, were more likely to 

vote for base closure delay than not. 

Foreign policy ideology was also a positive influence 

on vote choice. While the coefficient for this variable is 

relatively weak, it suggests that the more hawkish the 

representative the more likely he or she was to vote for 

delaying the next round of base closings. 

Finally, as Table 6.4 shows, the president's position 

enjoyed great bipartisan support on this vote. The 

president opposed passage of the bill and 89% of Democrats 

and 77.1% of Republicans voted with the president's 

position. Both levels of support are well above the session 

averages. 

The Senate 1991: Fiscal 1992-93 Defense 
Authorization 

Out of those 31 roll call votes in 1991 that President 

Bush took a public position on, nine were classified as 

structural policy votes. Of the nine, eight focused on 

funding specific weapons programs such as the B-2 stealth 

bomber or the Seawolf-class submarine. One, the bill 
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selected for analysis, dealt with the question of cutting 

$1.4 billion from the Strategic Defense Initiative. This 

vote was selected because, of the nine votes available, 

this one vote was a part of a controversy over the costs 

and benefits of defense spending that had been going on for 

several years. In addition, this vote had implications in 

terms of defense budget cuts that potentially touched the 

most senators, because SDI funding made its way to nearly 

every state in some form or fashion (Lindsay 1991a: 862; 

"Where Does the SDI Money Go?" 1987: 1 9 ) . 

The amendment to the Fiscal 1992-93 Defense 

Authorization bill, which sought to cut over one-quarter of 

the funding for SDI, read: 

Nunn, D-GA., motion to table (kill) the Harkin, D-
lowa, amendment to cut $1.4 billion of the $4.6 
billion authorized for the Strategic Defense 
Initiative and prohibit any funding for the spaced-
based interceptors program. 

President Bush opposed the cuts and so supported the 

motion to table the measure. The motion passed 60-38. Most 

Republicans voted to table the amendment calling for 

additional cuts, with only three supporting the measure. 

Democrats, on the other hand, were split, with 20 voting to 
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table the measure and 35 voting to keep the amendment in 

the appropriations bill. 

Debate on the measure was characterized solely by the 

concerns that senators had about the possibility of a 

renewed build-up of Soviet nuclear missiles if the U.S. 

were to aggressively pursue the Strategic Defense 

Initiative. Indeed, there are no indications from records 

of the Senate debate on SDI as a whole or on the debate 

about this particular amendment that senators were even 

considering constituent interests or parochial concerns. 

Committee hearings focused on whether SDI violated the ABM 

treaty or not, and gave no attention to constituency 

concerns or parochial interests {U.S. Congress Senate 

Committee on Foreign Relations 1991) 

Senate debate coalesced around two perspectives on 

nuclear defense. On one side were senators who were dovish 

on foreign and defense policy and who favored a relatively 

modest and limited ground-based defense system 

{Congressional Quarterly Almanac 1992: 398). This block did 

not favor the far-reaching vision of President Reagan's 

(and Bush's) space-based anti-missile system, but they also 

recognized the need, especially after seeing Iraq's use of 

SCUD missiles during the Persian Gulf War, of some type of 
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missile defense system. The major concern that this group 

of senators had with a space-based system was that they 

feared it would provoke the Soviet Union into launching one 

themselves, which would in their minds simply lead to an 

arms race in space. 

On the other side of the debate were senators more 

hawkish on foreign and defense policy who saw SDI as a 

first step toward a global network of orbiting anti-missile 

interceptor rockets {Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 

1991: 2180) . 

When it looked like a compromise was developing 

between these two blocks that would permit ground-based 

interceptor missiles and allow the president to pursue 

changes in the 1972 ABM treaty, opponents began lacing the 

legislation with poison-pill-amendments. Several Democrats, 

including Al Gore of Tennessee, Joseph R. Biden of 

Delaware, and Tom Harkin of Iowa, began offering amendments 

designed to kill the compromise by driving philosophical 

wedges between the more dovish and more hawkish factions 

{Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report 1992: 2181-2182). 

The roll call vote analyzed here was one of those 

wedges. Harkin was trying to appeal to the moderates who 

were willing to compromise by noting the disparity in 
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funding between military programs and other domestic 

programs, and arguing that now was the time to shift some 

of the focus back to the domestic side. For instance, on 

health care, an increasing important topic in the early 

1990s, Harkin noted. 

In the last 31 months, we have spent more on 
military research than we have on all biomedical 
research since the turn of the century. That is 
cancer research, heart research, Alzheimer's 
research, polio research, AIDS research, 
arthritis research. Lump them all together and go 
back to 1900: we spent less than we have in 
military research in the last 31 months 
{Congressional Record 1991: S11632). 

As this narrative suggests, what mattered to senators 

on both sides of the SDI debate related to their personal 

foreign policy ideology and how they viewed the world, and 

the United State's changing opportunities in the world. The 

empirical analysis displayed in Table 6.5 shows that the 

only influence on senator's vote choice was their own 

ideology. The more hawkish a senator was in terms of 

foreign and defense policy preferences, the more likely 

they were to vote yes to the motion to table the Harkin 

amendment calling for cuts in the Strategic Defense 

Initiative. 
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Counter to what we expected given the domestic 

spending implications of this bill, no constituency 

influences shaped vote decisions on this bill at all. 

The president's position did not seem to enjoy much 

bipartisan support. President Bush supported the move to 

table Harkin's amendment and 93% of Republican senators 

voted that way, which is well above the session average of 

83% support. Democrats, however, were not supportive. Only 

36.4% of Democrats voted with the president's position, 

which was below the session average of 41% support. 

The Senate 1994: Fiscal 1995 Defense 
Authorization B-2 Bomber 

Out of the 15 foreign and defense policy votes that 

President Clinton took a public position on in 1994 in the 

Senate, three were classified as structural policy votes. 

One vote was the final defense authorization conference 

report, another sought to make changes to a defense 

contract with McDonnell Douglas Corp., and the third sought 

to eliminate production of the B-2 stealth bomber. This 

third vote, to eliminate production of the B-2 stealth 

bomber, was selected because it better represent the 

definition of structural policy in that it had a much 

149 



greater potential to impact member's constituency than did 

the other two votes. 

This amendment would have stopped production of the B-

2 stealth bomber and transfer the money to be used for 

environmental cleanup. The amendment read: 

Levin, D-Mich., amendment to strike the $150 million 
appropriated to keep open the production line for the 
B-2 stealth bomber and transfer the money to pay for 
environmental cleanups at former military bases. 

President Clinton supported Levin's amendment, but it 

was rejected by the Senate 45-55. Only eight Republicans 

crossed party lines and voted to close down the B-2 bomber 

production line. On the Democratic side, 37 Senators voted 

to shut down production of the B-2 bomber. 

Senate committee hearings as well as floor debate on 

this amendment focused on the role of the B-2 bomber in the 

overall military force structure and whether it was 

performing a mission that might already be performed by an 

existing and less expensive aircraft {U.S. Congress Senate 

Committee on Armed Services 1994). Senator William Cohen, 

R-ME, summarized the argument of the amendment's supporters 

like this: 

I would like to . . . question what the mission 
[of the B-2] is. We have had from the very 
beginning a question about what the B-2 bomber was 

150 

-rtiita 



going to be used for. Initially, the B-2 was going 
to be a nuclear bomber hunting down mobile ICBMs 
in the Soviet Union. And when the Air Force was 
forced to back away from that claim, it was 
justified on the grounds that it was the only 
means to attack deeply buried Soviet command and 
control bunkers . . . each succeeding 
justification turned out to be unpersuasive. 
{Congressional Record 1994: S8141) 

Opponents of the amendment argued that, with its super 

high-tech weapons and accurate "smart" bombs, the B-2 was 

an invaluable example of how U.S. high technology would 

give it the edge over enemy forces in future wars. 

One of the most vocal supporters of the B-2 bomber, 

Georgia Democrat Sam Nunn, claimed that America's strategic 

industrial base would be damaged if strategic bombers such 

as the B-2 were not sufficiently funded. The subtle 

undertone of Nunn's argument was that, while the B-2 may 

not necessarily be needed right now, it would still be 

valuable to keep open the B-2's production lines to 

maintain U.S. presence in stealth bomber technology. This 

would be, according to Nunn, "an insurance policy" (Atkins 

and Lockwood 1994: 22). 

In essence, the B-2 debate in the Senate was 

strikingly ideological. One side, the hawks, sought to 

retain the B-2 program because of their belief in the need 
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for greater strategic weapons and high technology. The 

other side, the doves, argued that the B-2 duplicated what 

was already a large strategic bomber fleet and thus should 

be closed down. 

What never made it into the Senate debate was talk of 

parochial concerns or how the public felt about the B-2 

bomber program. This deficit of domestic concern is 

reflected in the empirical analysis on this roll call vote. 

As Table 6.7 shows, the only variable that loads 

significantly in this model is the ideology variable. In 

this case, more hawkish senators were more likely to vote 

against the Levin amendment. Hawks did not want to end 

production of the B-2 and they were not going to support an 

amendment that did just that. 

What the president thought seemed to matter little to 

senators of both parties. President Clinton supported the 

Levin amendment, but only 66.1% of Democrats voted 

likewise, well below the 86% session average for Democratic 

support. In addition, only 18.2% of Republicans supported 

the president's position, which was also well below the 42% 

session average. Thus, on this vote, the president received 

weak support from both parties. 
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Presidential Support 

Table 6.9 shows clear instances where the president 

gained and lost support from among the parties. On the four 

votes analyzed here, the president's position prevailed on 

two of them, in the Senate in 1991 and in the House in 

1994. While this general perception of weakness is likely 

the result of case selection, it is somewhat reinforced by 

looking at the level of presidential support among the 

parties. On one vote in the Senate in 1994, the president 

suffered substantial defections from within his own party 

and was unable to convince many Republicans to support his 

position. The result was a weak overall level of support 

(wk-wk). 

On one vote in the House in 1994, the president was 

successful in gaining significant support from both his own 

and the opposition party. The result was a strong 

bipartisan level of support. 

On the other two votes in the House in 1994 and in the 

Senate in 1994, the president enjoyed considerable support 

from his own party but was unable to find support from 

among the opposition party. On both of these votes, the 

level of support was weak and very partisan. 
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From this perspective, support for the president's 

preference appears fragile in terms of guiding legislator's 

vote choices on three of the four votes. These findings are 

largely consistent with my hypothesis in that the 

president's position was not expected to be a great 

influence on legislator's behavior on structural policy. 

Summarizing Results 

What should be made of these findings? First, the 

general model performs well. Compared to a naive model that 

predicts for all votes the coefficients except the 

intercept equal zero may be rejected. The signs of the 

statistically significant coefficients are in the expected 

and logical directions. In addition, all of the models 

achieve a substantial reduction in error from a naive model 

that predicts legislators will vote a model response. 

Second, and unexpectedly, ideology is clearly one of 

the most important predictors of congressional voting on 

structural policy. It is the only indicator that is 

significant on all four votes, which leads me to conclude, 

contrary to what was expected, that ideology is an 

important predictor of roll call behavior on structural 

policy across the Congress. 
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Third, the results only mildly support the notion that 

public opinion and parochialism shape legislative voting on 

structural policy. Even though public opinion and 

parochialism are not significant on ail four votes, in the 

House public opinion is significant on one vote and 

parochialism is significant on one. Evidence of public 

opinion and parochialism's strength is obviously greater in 

the House than in the Senate. These findings suggest that 

the geographic size of states as compared to congressional 

districts makes senators somewhat immune from the same sort 

of constituency influences that representatives face. In 

other words, representatives, being "closer to the people" 

in that they serve a much smaller constituency in a much 

smaller geographic area for a much shorter time period than 

senators do, seem to be more susceptible to the influences 

of their constituency than are senators. This is contrary 

to the relationship that I hypothesized, however it makes 

perfect intuitive sense. 

Finally, partisanship and the president appear to be 

the weakest influence on legislator's vote choice on 

structural policy. Only one time did party emerge as a 

statistically significant predictor of vote choice, and 

while our analysis of presidential influence is only 
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indirect, systematic efforts to evaluate the influence of 

the president suggest that his position is only marginally 

important to legislators. 

Discussion 

The expectations at the start of this chapter were 

that public opinion and parochialism would help explain 

roll call voting in both the House and the Senate. These 

were the expectations because, in applying decision making 

theory to congressional behavior on foreign and defense 

policy it was expected that the structural dimension was 

the one dimension where constituent interests would be 

important to legislators. This was so, it was argued, 

because the structural dimension of foreign and defense 

policy most closely resembles domestic distributive 

politics. 

What the analysis has shown, however, is that 

constituent concerns emerge as important predictors of vote 

choice only for representatives and not for Senators. What 

should be made of this finding? In his study of 

congressmen's decision making, Kingdon (1989) notes that 

some of the behavior patterns that emerge for 

representatives may be different for senators. Arnold's 
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(1990) theory, however, claims to apply generally to 

legislators. It may very well be that constituency 

influence is less important to senators than 

representatives on structural policy because of the 

frequency with which representatives have to go back to the 

public for approval. 

To test this possibility, both the public opinion and 

parochialism variables in the Senate models was interacted 

with a trend variable taping the distance in years that a 

senator had before needing to stand for reelection. The 

senate models were run again with these interactive terms 

included to determine whether senators felt constituency 

pressure the closer they came to reelection. The results of 

these tests were no different than the original models. In 

both models the only significant predictor of vote choice 

was again ideology. Clearly, constituency factors are not 

important to senators. 

In light of our theory, we must conclude at this point 

that on structural foreign and defense policy, constituency 

factors only appear to matter for representative. Senators 

seem to be less influenced by constituency-related or 

parochial concerns than Representatives are when casting 

roll call votes. 
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Conclusion 

The analysis in this chapter has shown that 

constituency opinion and parochial concerns influence roll 

call behavior for representatives, but not senators, when 

the dimension of foreign and defense policy is structural. 

Senators, whether one year away from reelection or five 

years away, are influenced by their own view of foreign and 

defense policy, or their ideology. Representatives, on the 

other hand, are influenced not only by their own ideology, 

but also by domestic political and parochial concerns as 

well. 

While the findings in this chapter are not fully 

supportive of the hypothesis stated at the front, they may 

make perfect sense, especially in light of a recent study 

by Poole and Rosenthal (1997). Poole and Rosenthal analyzed 

all roll call votes in the House and Senate since 1789, 16 

million individual roll call votes in all, and identify an 

empirical regularity that shows that despite a wide variety 

of issues that have confronted Congress over the course of 

two centuries, 80% of all vote decisions can be explained 

by ideology. 
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With this study in mind, perhaps the findings in the 

current chapter are more significant than one might at 

first think. While we do find, and Poole and Rosenthal 

suggest we should, that ideology is the most important 

influence on vote decision, we are also able to show how 

and where domestic influences shape roll call behavior as 

well. In that light, the findings here are significant. 
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Table 6 . 1 : 1991 House S t ruc tu r a l Vote /Logis t ic Regress! 

Influences Coefficie.nt Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion 

Parochial Interests 

-.031 

.003 

.013** 

.064 

Institutional 

Party 3.040 623 -*r • • 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology -.051 008 • •*• • 

Constant -.936 595 

** P<.01; *** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 73.75 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 81.36 

% Reduction in Error 2 8 . 9 9 

Model C h i - S q u a r e 9 9 . 7 6 * * * 

d f 

N 381 
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Table 6.2: 1991 House Structural Vote/Presidenfs Position 

Vote on: Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization - President "against" 

Party For Against Level of Support (-) 

Republicans 26 138 84.1 

Democrats 242 23^ 8.6 

Totals 268 161 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat. 
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Table 6.3: 1994 House Structural Vote/Logistic Reqressi on 

Influences Coefficient Stanciarc error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion -.023 .051 

Parochial Interests .268 .070*** 

Institutional 

Party -.322 .374 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .014 .006** 

Constant -3.025 .625 • • • 

**P<.02; ***P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 84.00 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 84.00 

% Reduction in Error 0 

Model Chi-Square 34.45*** 

df 4 

N 425 
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Table 6.4: 1994 House S t ruc tu ra l Vo te /P res iden t ' s Pos i t ion 

Vote on: F i s c a l 1995 Defense Author iza t ion /Base Closure Delay -

P r e s i d e n t " a g a i n s t " 

Party For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 

Democrats 

Totals 

40 135 

28 227^ 

68 362 

77.1 

89.0 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1994 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat 
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Table 6.5: 1991 Senate Structural Vote/Logistic Regression 

Party Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .058 .073 

Parochialism .027 .049 

Institutional 

Party 1.514 .842 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .044 .011*** 

Constant -.983 2.181 

*** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 59.78 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 84.78 

% Reduction in Error 62.16 

Model Chi-Square 63.18*** 

df 4 

N 92 
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Table 6.6: 1991 Senate Structural Vote/President's Position 

Vote on: F i s c a l 1992-93 Defense A u t h o r i z a t i o n / R e d u c e SDI Funding 

- P r e s i d e n t " f o r " 

P a r t y For A g a i n s t Level of Suppor t (%) 

R e p u b l i c a n s 40 3 93 .0 

Democrats 20 35 3 6.4 

T o t a l s 60 38 

S o u r c e : Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 . 
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Table 6.7: 1994 Senate S t ruc tu ra l Vote /Logis t ic Rearessi 

In f luence Coef f i c ien t Standard e r r o r 

Model Chi-Square 54.49*** 

df 4 

N 100 

Cons t i tuency 

Publ ic Opinion .154 .182 

Paroch ia l i sm - .012 .015 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l 

Pa r ty - .783 .938 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology -.056 .014*** 

Constant 4.599 1.656** 

** P,.01; *** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 55.00 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 84.00 

% Reduction in Error 64.44 

166 



Table 6.8: 1994 Senate Structural Vote/President 's Position 

Vote on: F i s c a l 1995 Defense Author iza t ion /B-2 Bomber - P re s iden t 

" f o r " 

For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 

Democrats 

Totals 

8 36 

37 19 

45 55 

18.2 

66.1 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1994 
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T a b l e 6 . 9 : P r e s i d e n t i a l S u p p o r t i n t h e House a n d S e n a t e On 
S t r u c t u r a l P o l i c y 

P a r t y Bush C l i n t o n 

H1991 S1991* H1994 S1994 

Democrats 8.5% 36.4% 89.0% 66.1% 

R e p u b l i c a n s 81 .4 93.0% 77.1% 18.2% 

Level of Support st-wk st-wk st-st wk-wk 

Type of Support partisan partisan bipartisan none 

wk = weak support; st = strong support 

* Indicates that president's position won, 
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Table 6.10: Number of Times Independent Variables Pr 

Structural Policy Roll Call Vote Choice by Vote 
e ^ — >.̂  >-

Variable H1991 H1994 S1991 S1994 ota^ 

Constituency 
Influences 

Public Opinion 

Parochialism 

X 

X 

1 

1 

Institutional 
Influences 

Party X 

Personal Policy 
Preferences 

Ideology X X X X 

President Wins X X 
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CHAPTER VII 

STRATEGIC POLICY 

After visiting the Soviet Union in 1930, 
Massachusetts-born and reared Burton K. Wheeler, 
Democratic Senator from Montana, urged that the 
United States abandon its isolationist policy and 
extend diplomatic recognition to Russia. He had 
learned that Britain and France were buying U.S. 
cotton and selling it to the Russians, and 
thought that doing business directly with Russia 
might help pull the United States out of the 
growing depression. When a weekly newspaper in 
Red Lodge, Montana, said that Wheeler ought to be 
deported for urging recognition of a Communist 
government, the Senator exclaimed: "Where would 
you deport me-back to Massachusetts? (Boiler, Jr. 
1991: 162) 

Introduction 

On crisis policy I expected to find institutional 

influences and personal policy preferences to be more 

important than constituency influences on congressional 

roll call voting behavior. In particular, I hypothesized 

that legislators were likely to defer to the president on 

crisis policy. The analysis in Chapter V partially supports 

these expectations on crisis policy, although it did not 

confirm the influence of the president on the legislative 

behavior of members of the opposition party. 

On structural policy I expected to find that 

constituency influences such as public opinion and 
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parochialism influence congressional roll call voting 

behavior rather than institutional influences. I expected 

this type of influence because of the distributive nature 

of structural policy and the greater costs/rewards to the 

legislator in terms of satisfying her constituency. The 

analysis in Chapter VI only partially supports this 

hypothesis. In general, the analysis in Chapter VI shows 

that constituency influences emerged in the House but not 

in the Senate. In addition, we learned that ideology was a 

consistent predictor of vote choice on structural policy as 

well. 

In this chapter, which focuses on strategic policy, I 

expect that legislators will again be driven more by 

institutional and ideological forces than constituency-

level forces. However, unlike crisis policy, I do not 

necessarily expect the president to dominate legislative 

policy making/voting behavior, but rather expect ideology 

and partisanship to do so. 

The Nature of Strategic Policy 

Huntington noted more than three decades ago that 

foreign and defense policy (what he called "military 

policy") existed in two worlds, "One is international 
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politics . . . the other world is domestic politics" 

(1961:1). These two worlds he called strategic and 

structural. He further subdivided the strategic world 

between "program decisions concerning the strength of the 

military forces, their composition and readiness, and the 

number, type, and rate of development of their weapons" and 

"use decisions concerning the deployment commitment, and 

employment of military forces . . ." (1961:3). 

As outlined above, the current study has, rather than 

conceptualizing strategic policy as Huntington did, divided 

it into two separate categories of policy, crisis policy, 

which involves the "use decisions" of the military, and 

strategic policy, which involves "program decisions." This 

study has, in effect, taken Huntington's two categories, 

structural and strategic, and expanded them into three 

categories, structural, strategic, and crisis (see also 

Lindsay 1994; Lowi 1967; Ripley and Franklin 1991; Ripley 

and Lindsay 1993). I have already examined congressional 

behavior on structural and crisis policy, and now I turn my 

attention to strategic policy. 

In conceptual terms, strategic policy lies somewhere 

between crisis policy and structural policy, probably 
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closer to the former than the latter. ̂ ° Strategic policy is 

not as domestic-oriented in terms of the distributive 

nature of costs and benefits, as structural policy is 

thought to be. However, strategic policy is also not as 

event-driven, and thus controlled by the president, as 

crisis policy is thought to be. Some strategic issues such 

as trade agreements have clear domestic costs and benefits 

while many others have little immediate domestic 

implications, such as the decision to sell moth-balled 

ships to another country as part of a strategic alliance. 

The variation in the domestic stakes of strategic policy 

means that Congress might pay more attention to 

"̂  Although nobody to my knowledge has ever developed a 
model of foreign policy categories to argue that strategic 
policy lies somewhere between crisis policy and structural 
policy, I say this because I am thinking about the three 
categories of foreign and defense policy in terms of the 
potential importance of the constituency on a congressman's 
decision. From this perspective, constituency opinion is 
thought to be least relevant in crisis policy because 
constituency opinion on a crisis is largely directed at the 
president rather than the Congress, and the president has 
traditionally dominated crisis situations anyway. 
Constituency opinion is thought to be most relevant in 
structural policy due to the distributive nature of 
structural policy and the potential costs/benefits to the 
constituency involved in structural policy. Somewhere 
between those two is strategic policy, which can resemble 
structural policy in the distributive sense, but can also 
loosely resemble crisis policy in the sense that there few 
immediate domestic implication and little constituency 
interest. 
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constituency concerns with some issues and less attention 

with other issues depending on the domestic stakes of the 

policy choices. 

Thus, given the theory of congressional decision 

making outlined in Chapter III, the extent to which 

constituency-based influences shape decisions relative to 

the extent to which institutional influences or personal 

policy preferences will shape decisions on strategic policy 

depends on the extent to which the policy has domestic 

implications and constituency interest. In other words, 

while we expect an individual legislator's personal policy 

preferences (ideology) and institutional influences 

(presidential preference and party influence) to shape 

voting behavior on strategic policy, we must not forget 

that strategic policy can also be susceptible to domestic 

influences as well (see Lindsay 1994: 153-156). 

Analysis of the 1991 and 1994 Strategic 
Policy Votes 

The empirical tests that follow examine legislators' 

choices on policy options related to the strategic category 

of foreign and defense policy. Of the independent forces 

most often found to shape congressional voting on foreign 
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and defense policy, institutional (presidential preference 

and party influence) and personal policy preferences 

(ideology) are expected to be more important than home

grown influences (constituency opinion and parochial 

concerns). However, in cases where home-grown influences do 

predict vote choice, we should be able to see, through the 

case study, a clear domestic implication in the policy 

issue. My hypotheses on strategic policy are as follows. 

H7.1: Institutional influences and personal 
policy preferences will predict vote choice when 
legislators are making roll call votes on 
strategic policy issues. 

H7.2: On instances where constituency influences 
emerge as significant predictors we will be able 
to discern clear domestic implications in the 
legislation. 

H7.2: These relationships will be consistent 
across years and chambers. 

The analysis below generally confirms these 

expectations. The analysis shows personal policy 

preferences and institutional influences on vote choice 

across the four cases examined, and also hints at the 

influence of local interests in two cases where we find 

significant domestic implication. 
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The House 1991: Foreign Aid Authorization 

Out of the 33 foreign and defense policy roll call 

votes that President Bush took a public position on in the 

House in 1991, 16 were classified as strategic policy 

votes. The majority of the 16 focused on cutting or 

expanding U.S. foreign aid to individual countries. One 

bill focused on the problem-plagued U.S. embassy in Moscow, 

and two others focused on U.S. troops overseas. The one 

bill that was selected for analysis was the final House 

foreign aid authorization bill for fiscal 1992-1992. This 

bill was selected for analysis because it focused on a 

constantly relevant strategic policy issue. The bill read: 

Passage of the bill to authorize $12.4 
billion in fiscal 1992 and $13 billion in fiscal 
1993 for foreign economic and military 
assistance. 

The bill was opposed by President Bush, but passed in 

the House 274-138. Republicans were split on the issue, 

while the majority of Democrats supported the bill.''^ 

Foreign aid has for many years been a central element 

in the tug-of-war between Congress and the executive branch 

""̂  In the end. Congress never passed a Foreign Aid Bill 
in 1991 because the conference report was defeated in the 
House in October. This marked the sixth year in a row that 
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over control of foreign policy. ̂^ Each year as Congress 

debates the President's foreign aid requests, legislators 

are keenly aware that there is little public support for 

providing aid to other countries, ostensibly for our own 

"national security," and because there is little public 

support there tends to be little congressional support as 

well (Hinckley 1994: 105; Tendler 1975: 38-39). 

Debate on this particular foreign aid bill touched on 

many issues, and several stood out in the end as important 

influences on vote choice. First, the bill included a 

provision that cut military assistance to Jordan because of 

that countries tacit support of Iraq during the Persian 

Gulf War. There was very little opposition to this 

amendment in the House (it passed 410-8), but it was 

strongly opposed by the Bush administration because it 

would in effect take operational control of Jordan's 

foreign aid program away from the administration and 

instead give that control to the Congress. A State 

Department spokesman indicated soon after the House 

approved the amendment that senior aids to the President 

foreign aid programs were funded through continuing 
resolutions rather than authorizing legislation. 

"̂ See Hinckley 1994: 101-124 for more detail on this 
tug-of-war. 
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would recommend a veto of the bill {Congressional Weekly 

Report 1991: 1683). 

Another issue that caused considerable debate related 

to an amendment by Indiana Republican Dan Burton to deny 

assistance to any organization in South Africa that was 

linked to the Communist Party of South Africa. The 

amendment was aimed at cutting foreign assistance to the 

African National Congress. Democrats were interested in 

finding ways to distinguish more clearly between the South 

African Communist Party and organizations that, as New York 

Democrat Sephen Solarz put it, "from time to time for 

tactical reasons enter into an alliance with it" 

{Congressional Record 1991: H4784). 

At one point Democrats brought up an amendment that 

would have softened the language of the Burton amendment, 

but because of a typographical error that made it sound 

instead as if the Democrats were supporting totalitarian 

organizations, the amendment failed 16-399.''^ 

"̂  The amendment read in part "The President shall 
undertake efforts to ensure that recipients of United 
States assistance in South Africa are not engaged in 
violations of internationally recognized human rights, 
including the unlawful detention of individuals, and do not 
(italics added) have in place democratic processes for 
internal decision making and the selection of leaders." 
Because of the "not" in the sentence, the bill's intentions 
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One of the more contentious issues in the bill was an 

amendment to provide $20 million to the United Nations Fund 

for Population Activities, an organization that the 

president and most conservatives considered "soft on 

abortion." Conservative critics cited the UNFPA's funding 

support of population control programs in China, which many 

called "an extermination policy worthy of the Third Reich"'"' 

The empirical analysis on this vote reflects these 

various ideological influences on vote choice, and it also 

reflects the pressure members felt from the variance in 

public opinion toward foreign aid. 

As Table 7.1 indicates, individual congressmen's 

ideology and public opinion predict vote choice on foreign 

aid. For ideology, the more hawkish the member's foreign 

and defense policy ideology, the less likely the member was 

to vote for the foreign aid bill. The behavior of this 

variable makes sense when we consider that fact that the 

were reversed. Realizing the error, nearly all members 
voted against the amendment fearing that opponents during 
the next election would claim they had voted for a measure 
that was anti-democratic (Congressional Record 1991: 4784; 
Guy Gugliotta, "House Passes $25.4 Billion Aid Bill, 
Controversial Provisions Expected to Evoke White House 
Displeasure," Washington Post, 21 June, 1994, sec. A.). 

"" Quoted in Guy Gugliotta, ""House Foreign Aid Bill 
Drops Jordan, Measure Includes Family-Planning Funding 
Opposed by Bush," Washington Post, 20 June, 1991, sec. A. 
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more hawkish members where unhappy with many of the 

provisions that doves had put in the bill which would have 

effectively taken some control of foreign policy away frcm 

the president. 

Public opinion also influences vote choice as well. 

All things being equal a member's support was 

proportionally related to constituency support. If a 

member's constituency opposed foreign aid then the members 

is likely to vote against this bill. Public dissatisfaction 

with foreign aid is a long-standing problem for policy 

makers, and members recognize that their constituency might 

have a strong opinion about it (Hinckley 1994: 105; Holsti 

1996: 89-91) 

Interestingly enough, the president seems to be 

insignificant, even to members of his own party. As Table 

7.2 indicates, the president's position did not prevail on 

this vote. What seems very relevant is the fact that the 

president's position was only supported by 50.9% of his own 

party, well below the 77% average for the legislative 

session. In addition, the president only gained the support 

of 22.7% of Democrats, well below the 34% session average. 

Overall, the type of presidential support is weak and the 

level of support is nonexistent. 
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The House 1994: Vietnam Trade Embargo 

Out of the 18 foreign and defense policy roll call 

votes that President Clinton took a public position on in 

the House in 1994, seven were classified as strategic 

policy votes. The issues that these bills focused on varied 

widely from trying to require the president to initiate 

burden-sharing agreements with United State's allies, to 

allowing the Secretary of Defense to waive the prohibition 

against equipping Trident I submarines with Trident II 

missiles. The bill selected for analysis was one that 

focused on U.S. relations with Vietnam and whether or not 

the U.S. should lift the 18-year trade embargo against that 

nation. The Senate had already passed a non-binding 

resolution requesting that the president lift the embargo--

and the president had in-fact already lifted it through an 

administrative order—but there was opposition to lifting 

the embargo in the House. 

The language of the House motion read: 

Motion to recommit the [State Department 
Authorization] bill to conference with 
instructions to the House conferees to disagree 
with the section expressing the sense of the 
Senate that to expand U.S. and Vietnamese 
cooperation in accounting for POW/MIAs, the 
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president should expeditiously lift the U.S. 
trade embargo against Vietnam. 

The motion was rejected 195-209. Most Republicans 

supported the measure while most Democrats opposed it. 

Debate on the motion obviously centered around 

Vietnam's compliance with United States' requests about 

information related to POW-MIAs, and most House members 

understood the sensitive political and social implications 

of the subject. The trade embargo had been in place since 

the end of the Vietnam conflict and had been maintained by 

every president since then in an effort to pressure the 

Vietnamese government on the issue of POW-MIAs. However, 

pressure had been mounting on President Clinton to lift the 

embargo. In 1993 the Senate Select Committee on POW-MIA 

Affairs concluded that there was little or no compelling 

evidence to suggest that any U.S. soldiers were being held 

against their will in Vietnam {U.S. Congress Senate Select 

Committee on POW/MIA Affairs 1992). 

Since the Senate Select Committee on POW-MIA Affairs 

had issued its conclusions, several prominent Vietnam 

veterans, including Senators John McCain of Arizona and 

John Kerry of Massachusetts, had pressed for lifting the 

embargo. Early in 1994, the Senate passed a "sense of the 
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Senate" resolution stating that the President should lift 

the trade embargo in an effort to further advance the cause 

of accounting for POW-MIAs {Congressional Quarterly Weekly 

Report 1994: 184). It was this resolution, which was 

included as a part of the State Department Authorization 

bill, that provided President Clinton with the political 

cover he needed to issue an executive order (on February 3, 

1994) lifting the trade embargo {Congressional Quarterly 

Almanac 1994: 467-468). 

In the House, however, there was disagreement with the 

Senate's findings and fierce opposition to lifting the 

embargo. The reason for the difference of opinion between 

the House and the Senate is not clear, but it appears to be 

a difference over policy. Lead by Republicans Olympia J. 

Snowe of Maine and Benjamin A. Oilman of New York, House 

opponents claimed that Vietnam had not done enough on cases 

of missing American servicemen to warrant the U.S. lifting 

the trade embargo. Snowe was unbending in her conviction 

that the U.S. was making a grave mistake in lifting the 

trade embargo. 

Maintaining the trade embargo was the only 
real 'stick' the United States government had to 
compel Hanoi to cooperate on the POW/MIA issue. 
In reality, Vietnam's level of cooperation has 
not fulfilled even the most modest expectations. 
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Lifting the trade embargo was supposed to 
increase Vietnamese cooperation - it has not 
{Congressional Record 1994: H2876) 

Snowe was joined in her opposition by most Republicans 

in the House. A common complaint by those who opposed 

lifting the embargo was that the U.S. was abdicating its 

moral responsibility to the families of those still listed 

as missing in action for economic reasons. New York 

Republican Gerald B. Solomon was rather blunt about his 

assessment of the situation. "How has the Communist regime 

in Vietnam changed? 

... I'll tell you what has changed ... the Vietnam 

Communists are shopping around for trading partners" 

{Congressional Record 1996: H2880). 

While many members came down to the Well to speak 

against lifting the trade embargo, only three congressmen 

rose to speak in favor of it. The most forceful argument 

against the Snowe motion was made by Arizona Republican Jim 

Kolbe, who argued that the best opportunity for continued 

progress on the POW-MIA issue was by working more closely 

with the Vietnamese government in a cooperative way 

{Congressional Record 1994: H2885). 
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Empirical analysis predicting the influences on vote 

choice on this motion reveals some interesting results. As 

expected, party and ideology both emerge as significant 

predictors of vote choice. As far as party is concerned, 

being a Democrat was a significant factor in voting against 

the motion to recommit, lending credit to the partisan 

nature of the issue. For ideology, all things being equal 

the more hawkish the member on foreign and defense policy, 

the more likely the member was to vote for the motion to 

recommit the bill. 

While the party and ideology variables behave as might 

be expected, the initial results were interesting in that 

they showed that being from a congressional district with a 

significant military or military industrial presence (high 

parochialism) contributed to a member's voting against the 

motion to recommit (Table 7.3). While odd, the results were 

highly sensitive to how a single member, Arizona Republican 

Jim Kolbe, whose district had a parochialism score of 5 

(which was well above the mean parochialism score of 1.4), 

and who was himself a Vietnam veteran, voted. As noted 

above, Kolbe was one of the few members to speak publicly 

against the motion to recommit the bill arguing that 

engagement was the best course to pursue in furthering the 

185 

i i> 



POW-MIA cause. When a dummy variable was incorporated into 

the model for Kolbe's vote (Table 7.4), the parochialism 

variable ceased to be significant and the performance of 

the general model remained the same.''^ 

Table 7.5 shows the extent that President Clinton is 

supported by members of the two parties. President Clinton 

opposed the motion to recommit, but only seven Republicans 

agreed and voted against the motion. This 4.2% support from 

Republicans is well below the session average of 47% 

support. The President's position was supported by 84.9% of 

Democrats, well above the 75% session average. The motion 

broke along party lines, which leads to the conclusion that 

the president's support was partisan and relatively weak. 

The Senate 1991: Worldnet Funding 

Out of the 31 foreign and defense policy votes in the 

Senate that President Bush took a public position on in 

1991, 17 were classified as strategic policy votes. The 

great majority of these focused on foreign aid to 

individual countries or on seafarers treaties. The one bill 

^^ With Kolbe's vote in the model, the parochialism 
coefficient is narrowly significant at .046. With the Kolbe 
vote out, the significance level of the parochialism 
coefficient decreases (increases) to .088. 
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selected for analysis focused on a particularly relevant 

issue in the early 1990s, especially given the end of the 

Cold War, which was whether the United States needed to 

continue funding international information dissemination 

programs such as Worldnet television. 

The bill read: 

Motion to table (kill) the Wofford, D-PA., 
amendment to prohibit funding for the Worldnet 
television program by reducing the U.S. 
Information Agency's salaries and expense account 
by $22,718,000. Worldnet television broadcasts 
the position of the United States throughout the 
world. 

The motion was agreed to 55-42, with all Republicans 

supporting it and most Democrats opposing it. 

When Ronald Reagan came into office in 1981, he and 

many of his top foreign policy advisors had a "grand 

design" for America's role in the world that, according to 

one scholar, looked "much like that of the 1950s" where 

America would once again be respected as the world's leader 

(Melanson 1991: 140). Part of this "grand design" included 

public (international) diplomacy, or as Kegley and Wittkopt 

put it, "a polite term for what many would regard as 

straightforward propaganda" (1987: 125). 
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The bureaucratic agency in charge of this public 

international diplomacy is the United States Information 

Agency (USIA), and in 1983 the Reagan administration began 

a television network known as Worldnet. Worldnet was 

designed to be a global U.S. government television network 

through which the government would disseminate information. 

Given the end of the Cold War and the increasing 

pressures to reduce the budget deficit, Democrats began 

looking at foreign and defense related programs to cut in 

an effort to stave off budgetary cuts to their own coveted 

domestic programs. One such program targeted by Democrats 

was the Worldnet television network. The author of the 

amendment to kill funding for Worldnet, Pennsylvania 

Democrat Harris Wofford, claimed that not only was Worldnet 

expensive, but it also was not competitive. In 1988, 

Wofford claimed, "Worldnet had no more than 200,000 viewers 

... CNN now operates in more than 60 countries and has tens 

of millions of viewers" {Congressional Record 1991: 

S11179). 

No other Senators rose in support of Wofford's 

amendment, but several rose in opposition to it and in 

support of Worldnet. Chief among the defenders of Worldnet 

were Indiana Republican Richard Lugar and Nebraska Democrat 
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Robert Kerry. Both Senators argued that Worldnet was a 

valuable tool through which the United States had the 

ability to disseminate information. 

One of the central arguments for cutting Worldnet 

funding was that the world, through CNN, already had access 

to the same information that Worldnet was providing, and 

more people respected CNN than Worldnet. Lugar countered 

that argument by claiming that the networks "are under some 

obligation to be objective," and suggested that Worldnet's 

usefulness was in its ability to spread an unobjective 

message {Congressional Record 1991: S11179). Kerry 

clarified Lugar's arguments by explaining how the networks 

like CNN were not expected to and should not represent the 

view of the United States. Instead, Worldnet was the 

specific tool that the United States government used to 

represent its viewpoints. 

In the end, the vote broke on partisan and ideological 

lines. As Table 7.6 shows, being Republican was a 

significant explanation for voting to table the Wofford 

amendment to cut Worldnet funding. In addition, the more 

ideologically hawkish a member, the more likely the members 

was to vote to kill the amendment as well. This 

coefficient, however, is relatively weak, and that may be a 
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reflection of the 14 Democrats who voted with the 

Republicans to kill the amendment. 

As Table 7.7 shows, the president's position was at 

least relevant to Republicans. President Bush opposed 

cutting funding for Worldnet and all Republicans supported 

his position. However, only 25% of Democrats supported the 

president's position, which was below the 41% session 

average. 

The Senate 1994: U.N. Peacekeeping Costs 

Out of the 15 foreign and defense policy votes that 

President Clinton took a public position on in the Senate 

in 1994, five were classified as strategic policy votes. 

One bill was an amendment to establish a commission to 

assess the situation in Haiti and recommend possible U.S. 

options. The four others were bills dealing with United 

States' participation in peacekeeping operations of some 

sort. Two of the bills focused on peacekeeping in specific 

parts of the world (Bosnia, Somalia, and Israel). Another 

bill sought to transfer peacekeeping funds to help pay for 

the cost of incarcerating illegal aliens. The one selected 

for analysis focused in particular on United States' 

contribution to United Nations' peacekeeping operations and 
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was aimed at completely barring the U.S. from making those 

contributions. This particular bill was selected because, 

of the five, it appeared to be the most direct effort to 

redirect the United States' relations with the United 

Nations, and by extension alter the United States' 

strategic position in the world. 

The bill read: 

Amendment to prohibit money authorized by 
the bill from paying for U.S. contributions to 
U.N. peacekeeping operations and transfer the 
$300 million to accounts for training U.S. 
troops. 

The bill was rejected 35-61, with most Republicans, 

except for a group of moderates, supporting it and all but 

one Democrat opposing it. 

The issue of United States' participation in and 

contributions to United Nations' operations had been 

salient among conservatives in Congress and throughout the 

country for some time. Indeed, as a part of President 

Reagan's domestic and global grand design, the U.S. began 

to fall short on its annual contributions to the United 

Nations in the early 1980s (Melanson 1991: 139). 

The first volley of criticism leading up to this 

amendment was fired in January 1994, by Senate Minority 
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Leader Robert Dole of Kansas. Dole charged in a New York 

Times OP-ED piece that "... the vote of our unelected 

representative to the U.N. has the power to commit billions 

of taxpayer dollars and risk U.S. soldiers' lives without 

any say from Congress.""^ One of Dole's central complaints 

was that U.N. peacekeeping funds often came out of the 

military budget when they were not properly budgeted by the 

administration. 

The Clinton administration responded to congressional 

concerns and criticism, like that from Dole, by proposing 

limits on U.S. participation in U.N. missions, including 

setting minimum conditions for financing missions."'' 

Consistent with these changes in policy, the administration 

requested $300 million in the fiscal 1995 defense budget as 

U.S. contributions to U.N. peacekeeping operations. 

Republicans in the Senate, however, attempted, through 

amendment, to redirect the $300 million from U.N. 

peacekeeping operations to pay for more training for U.S. 

"̂  See Bob Dole, "Peacekeepers and Politics," New York 
Times, 24 January 1994, sec. A. 

""̂  See Eric Schmitt, "U.S. Set to Limit Role of 
Military in Peacekeeping," New York Times, 29 January 1994, 
sec. A; Anthony Lake, "The Limits of Peacekeeping," New 
York Times, 6 February 1994, sec. W.; and Elaine Sciolino, 
"New U.S. Peacekeeping Policy De-emphasizes Role of the 
U.N.," New York Times, 6 May 1994, sec. A. 
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service members, a part of the defense budget that many-

conservatives felt was often unfairly raided to pay for 

U.N. operations anyway. 

Indeed, the amendment's author, Idaho Republican Dirk 

Kempthorne argued that the amendment had the objective of 

putting "the United Nations on notice that America is 

paying more than its fair share for peacekeeping and we 

need to address this inequity" {Congressional Record 1994: 

S7544). During Senate hearings on the DOD's budget, 

Kempthorne had questioned whether the Clinton 

administration had its eyes on more defense dollars for the 

U.N. than they would admit (U.S. Congress Senate Committee 

on Armed Services 1994). He made those claims more 

forcefully on the Senate floor during debate on the final 

bill. "I suspect that the proposed $300 million installment 

in fiscal year 1995 will be the foot in the door and next 

year the administration will come back to us to request 

more DOD funds to pay for our U.N. peacekeeping bill" 

{Congressional Record 1994: S7544). 

Floor debate on the amendment reflected two themes. 

Conservative senators critical of the United Nations in 

general, and of U.S. participation in particular, argued 

that the defense budget should not be burdened with U.N. 
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peacekeeping assessments at all. Any moneys budgeted for 

the U.N. should come through other budgetary sources. In 

addition, these critics contended that by making the 

defense budget responsible for paying for U.N. 

peacekeeping, the Clinton administration was subordinating 

U.S. foreign policy to the United Nations. 

Defenders of the U.N., and of U.S. participation in 

U.N. peacekeeping operations, argued that the U.S. had a 

choice in the post-Cold War world of withdrawing from 

active participation in world affairs, which they claimed 

was not possible, or contributing to effective multilateral 

capabilities. Vermont Republican James Jeffords, one of 

several moderate Republicans opposing the amendment, summed 

up the opposition's position like this: 

It is in our interest to support a strong 
United Nations . . . yet the United States cannot 
call for greater international cooperation and 
coordination in resolving the world's conflicts 
while at the same time shirking its own 
responsibilities to the international community. 
{Congressional Record 1994: S7549) 

Not surprisingly, the empirical analysis of the vote 

on this amendment, shown in Table 7.8, indicates the 

significance of ideology and party on senator's vote 

choices. Both party and ideology emerge as significant 
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predictors of vote choice, with ideology having a positive 

influence. The more hawkish the Senator, the more likely 

she was to vote for the amendment. In addition, being a 

Democrat contributed significantly to a vote against the 

amendment. The size of the party coefficient attests to the 

near-uniformity of Democratic senators in voting against 

the amendment as well as the support they received from the 

several moderate Republicans who crossed party lines to 

oppose the amendment. 

Table 7.9 shows the extent to which the president was 

supported or opposed by members of both parties. President 

Clinton opposed the amendment, and received the support of 

98% of the Democrats. However, the president's position was 

supported by only 19% of Republicans which is below the 42% 

session average for Republicans. 

Presidential Support 

The analysis thus far has suggested that the 

president's position was significant at least to partisans, 

but relatively insignificant to non-partisans of the 

president. It might be worth while at this point to remind 

us about the importance of presidential position taking. As 

Shull notes, presidential position taking "reveals [the 
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president's] policy assertiveness and policy preferences on 

matters before Congress" (1997: 64).''^ 

Thus, when the President's position prevails, we can 

feel comfortable in suggesting that the president's 

position was a relevant factor in congressional behavior if 

the presidential victory is not solely a function of 

partisanship. In other words, if the presidential victory 

is a function of bipartisan support, then the president's 

position on the bill was important. If, on the other hand, 

the president's victory is a function of the partisan 

support of the-majority party (his party), then the 

president's position on the bill was only significant in a 

partisan fashion. 

Table 7.10 gives a concise summary of the four 

strategic policy votes analyzed in this chapter. The table 

reports the percentage of the president's party who 

supported his position and the percentage of the opposition 

who supported his position 

Out of the four votes, the president's position 

prevailed on three, however, on one of those votes (House 

"̂  Shull (1997: 51) reports that on average presidents 
take 10.1 positions on important legislation votes per year 
in office. Important legislation votes themselves are a 
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1991), the president lost substantial support from his own 

party and gained little support from the opposition. This 

lead to a situation where the president was weakly 

supported, (wk-wk). On the three other votes, the 

president's victory appears to be partisan in that he 

gained strong support from his own party but was not able 

to gain the support of the opposition party (wk-st). 

In sum, the level of presidential support on strategic 

policy is weak. When the president does garner support, it 

is from fellow partisan, not bipartisan. Thus, overall, the 

president does not appear to be a significant force in 

shaping roll call voting behavior on strategic policy. This 

finding is consistent with expectations. 

Summarizing Results 

What can we say about legislative behavior on 

strategic foreign and defense policy after this analysis? 

First of all, as is the case with the previous two 

chapters, we can feel relatively comfortable with the 

performance of the models. 

small percentage of the overall number of votes taken in a 
year. 
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Second, we can make the argument that personal policy 

preferences (ideology) and at least one institutional 

influence (partisanship) are clearly important factors in 

determining how legislators vote. Of these two, ideology 

appears to be the most consistent predictor of vote choice. 

As Table 7.11 shows, ideology emerges as a significant 

predictor of vote choice on all four models. Presidential 

preference appears to be the weakest of the institutional 

influences on vote choice. As was shown in a previous 

section of this chapter, the president's position prevailed 

on three of the four votes. However, the level of support 

for the president's position never gained substantial 

bipartisan support on any of the votes, and in fact, was 

non-existent on one of the four votes. 

Finally, what does not seem to make a significant 

difference is constituency influences. Both public opinion 

and parochialism emerge as predictors of vote choice once, 

and each in the House. However, as has been explained, the 

parochialism variable is highly sensitive to one 

legislator's vote and is thus questionable in this 

analysis. The one instance where public opinion emerges as 

significant predictor of vote choice is a case where there 
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are clear domestic implications (people do not like foreign 

aid) . 

Discussion and Conclusion 

The expectations at the start of this chapter were 

that institutional influences and personal policy 

preferences would help explain legislative roll call voting 

behavior on strategic policy. Constituency-based influences 

such as public opinion and parochialism were not expected 

to make a significant difference in general, but if they 

did I expected to find clear domestic implications in the 

legislation. 

The analysis in this chapter is largely consistent 

with these expectations. Across the four votes, 

institutional influences such as party and personal policy 

preference, are found to shape legislative voting behavior 

on strategic foreign and defense policy. Separate analysis 

of presidential support shows that the president enjoys 

partisan support (or no support), but never enjoys 

bipartisan support. Constituency influences were almost 

nonexistent. 

In light of these findings, we can conclude with some 

certainty that institutional influences and personal policy 
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preferences do indeed shape vote choice decisions on 

strategic policy, while constituency influences are seldom 

important. 
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Table 7.1: 1991 House Strategic Vote/Logistic Regression 

Party Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion 

Parochialism 

-.071 

.064 

019*** 

050 

Institutional 

Party 215 343 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology -.020 005 • • • 

Constant -.713 705 

*** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 63.71 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 74.19 

% Reduction in Error 2 8 . 8 7 

Model C h i - S q u a r e 

df 

N 

90 .00*** 

4 

372 
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Table 7.2: 1991 House Strategic Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: Foreign Aid Authorization - President "against" 

Party For Against Level of Support (-) 

Republicans 77 80 50.9 

Democrats 197 58^ 22.7 

Totals 274 138 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat. 
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Table 7.3: 1994 House Strategic Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influence Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .091 .058 

Parochialism -.202 .102 * 

Institutional 

Party -2.498 .357 * * • 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .038 .006*** 

Constant -.084 .560 

* P<.05; *** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 51.37 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 88.12 

% Reduction in Error 75.39 

Model Chi-Square 28 6.09*** 

df 4 

N 404 
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Table 7.4: 1994 House Strategic Vote/Logistic Regression 

With Kolb Dummy Variable 

Influence Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .094 .058 

Parochialism -.173 .102 

Kolb Dummy -8.625 22.244 

Institutional 

Party -2.552 .361 • • • 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .038 .006*** 

Constant -.070 .564 

*** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 51.73 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 88.37 

% Reduction in Error 76.65 

Model Chi-Square 290.94*** 

df 5 

N 404 
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Table 7.5: 1994 House Strategic Policy Vote/Presidenfs 

Position 

Vote on: Vietnam Embargo - President "against' 

Party For Against Level of Support (-) 

Republicans 

Democrats 

Totals 

159 7 

36 202^ 

195 209 

4.2 

84.9 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 

^ Bernard Sanders (I-Vt) is counted as a Democrat 
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Table 7.6: 1991 Senate Strategic Vote/Logistic Regression 

* P<.05; *** P<.001 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 5 6.04 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 81.32 

% Reduction in Error 57.51 

Model Chi-Square 54.41*** 

df 4 

N 91 

Influence Coefficient Standard error 

Constituency 

Public Opinion -.059 .058 

Parochialism -.011 .027 

Institutional 

Party 2.859 .851*** 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .028 .009*** 

Constant -3.825 1.929* 
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Table 7.7: 1991 Senate Strategic Policy Vote/President's 

Position 

Vote on: Worldnet Funding - President "for' 

For Against Level of Support (%) 

Republicans 41 0 100 

Democrats 14 42 25 

Totals 55 42 

Source: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 
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Table 7.8: 1994 Senate St ra tegic Vote/Logistic Regression 

Influence Coefficient Standard e r ror 

Constituency 

Public Opinion .292 .405 

Parochialism -.030 .063 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l 

Party -3.205 1.311** 

Personal Policy Preferences 

Ideology .142 .057** 

Constant -9.395 4.529* 

* P<.05; ** P<.01 

% Predicted Correctly (null) 63.54 

% Predicted Correctly (model) 94.79 

% Reduction in Error 85.71 

Model Chi-Square 93.2 6*** 

df 4 

N 96 
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Table 7.9: 1994 Senate St ra tegic Policy Vote/Pres ident ' s 
Posit ion 

Vote on: U.N. Peacekeep ing C o s t s - P r e s i d e n t " a g a i n s t ' 

P a r t y For A g a i n s t Leve l of Suppor t (%) 

R e p u b l i c a n s 

Democrats 

34 8 

1 53 

19 .0 

9 8 . 1 

T o t a l s 35 61 

S o u r c e : Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1991 
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Table 7.10: Presidential Support in the House and Senate on 
Strategic Policy 

Party Bush Clinton 

H1991 S1991* H1994* S1994* 

Democrats 22.7% 25.9% 84.9% 98.1% 

Republicans 50.9% 100% 4.2% 19.0% 

Level of Support wk-wk st-wk wk-st wk-st 

T y p e o f S u p p o r t none p a r t i s a n p a r t i s a n p a r t i s a n 

wk = weak support; st = strong support 

* Indicates that the president's position won 
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Table 7.11: Number of Times Independent Variables Predict 
Strategic Policy Roll Call Vote Choice by Vote 

Variable H1991 H1994 S1991 S1994 Total 

Constituency 
Influences 

Public Opinion X 1 

Parochialism x 1 

Institutional 
Influences 

Party X X X 3 

Personal Policy 
Preferences 

Ideology X X X X 4 

Presidential Win X X X 
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CHAPTER VIII 

CONCLUSION 

Summary 

This research has its roots in a very practical 

question related to congressional behavior. What influences 

shape congressional roll call voting behavior on foreign 

and defense policy? I began the study with the assumption 

that Congress can have as much influence over public policy 

as it wants. However, in foreign and defense policy, as in 

all areas of public policy. Congress as an institution only 

wants so much influence. In particular. Congress only wants 

enough influence to be able to achieve the various 

objectives of its individual members, the most important 

objective of which is reelection. 

Based on the work of various scholars (Huntington 

1961; Lindsay 1994; Lowi 1967; Ripley and Franklin 1991; 

Ripley and Lindsay 1993), a conceptual model of foreign and 

defense policy was outlined whereby foreign and defense 

policy was viewed as a multi-dimensional policy area rather 

than a single undifferentiated policy area. This conceptual 

model was developed so as to allow for the explanation of 

legislative roll call behavior on foreign and defense 
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policy within the larger framework of congressional 

decision making theory. 

Congressional decision-making theory tells us that 

legislators are very concerned about reelection. Because of 

this concern, legislators pay particular attention to those 

forces most directly responsible for whether they will have 

the chance to come back to Washington or not, the 

constituency. However, while reelection is an almost 

constant concern for legislators, the attention that must 

be paid to the constituency is not necessarily as demanding 

as the theory initially implied (Mayhew 1974), because with 

some issues the constituency simply is not as concerned as 

it is with others. 

In addition, members of Congress have multiple 

constituencies. While the voters back home are certainly 

the most important constituency, other constituency such as 

the president, the party, and intra-Washington influences 

(Kingdon 1989) are also important to legislators. So, in 

instances where the voters back home are not necessarily 

concerned with a particular issue, legislators may very 

well turn to the other constituency to guide their decision 

making. 
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Thus, using congressional decision making theory as my 

conceptual framework and applying it to legislative 

decision making behavior on foreign and defense policy, I 

hypothesized that different "constituency" would influence 

legislators on different categories of foreign and defense 

policy. I hypothesized that across the three categories of 

foreign and defense policy the potential influences on 

congressional roll call voting behavior, the president, the 

party, a member's own ideology, public opinion, and 

parochialism, would vary. The variation, I argued, would 

depend on the extent to which the constituency (public 

opinion) was interested in (and/or affected by) the outcome 

of the vote. In policy areas where constituency interests 

were expected to be salient, I also expected public opinion 

and parochialism to contribute significantly to 

congressional voting behavior. In policy areas where 

constituency interest was not expected to be salient (at 

least to legislators), other influences than public opinion 

and parochialism were expected to contribute to 

congressional voting behavior. 

In crisis policy, I thought that constituency interest 

would not be as salient as more institutional influences 

such as the president. While not always the case, 
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conventional wisdom tells us that in a crisis Congress has 

the opportunity to vote on an issue only as it is taking 

place or after it has already occurred. In addition, the 

constituency generally "rally" around the president in 

times of crisis, thus reinforcing the president's 

influence. In addition, constituency opinion on a crisis is 

generally directed at the president rather than Congress. 

For instance. Congress did not cast a single vote 

about possible U.S. reaction to the Iraqi invasion of 

Kuwait until several months had past. In addition, by the 

time Congress did vote, the president had already sent 

nearly 200,000 American soldiers to the region. Thus, as 

Ripley and Franklin note, "The typical pattern of decision 

making in crisis situations involves congressional 

legitimization of presidential action after that action has 

occurred" (1991: 175). 

In structural policy, I thought that constituency 

interests would be the most salient influence due to the 

domestic distributive nature of structural policy. While 

this did not mean that institutional influences would not 

influence a legislator's vote on structural policy, it 

simply meant that on structural policy the constituency was 

thought to be very important to legislators. 
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An example of this is found with the decision about 

whether to close down unneeded military bases now that the 

Cold War is ended. With the closing of military bases 

having obvious implications for their constituency, 

legislators rely more on public opinion and parochialism to 

help them determine how to vote than they do on the wishes 

of the president or their own party's position. Thus, it 

may be that at times Congress passes legislation that runs 

counter to the president's wishes, but is consistent with 

the concerns of their constituency back home or some other 

constituency that may be better able to aid in their 

reelection. 

In strategic policy, I thought that congressional 

decision making would be susceptible to partisanship, 

ideology and the president (institutional influences), more 

so than constituency influences. Again, this did not mean 

that constituency influences would never impact 

congressional decisions on strategic policy, but rather 

given that strategic policy is somewhat removed from the 

constituency, those influences were thought to be less 

salient most of the time. Ripley and Franklin note: 

. . . the general posture in dealing with 
strategic foreign and defense policy issues has 
been either (1) to support the administration's 
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request directly or indirectly . . . or (2) to 
register a competing point of view in a way that 
does not remove ail administration flexibility. 
(1991: 165) 

An example of this can be seen in the way Congress 

dealt with lifting the Vietnam trade embargo. The issue had 

clear partisan and ideological distinctions, yet the 

president's position prevailed in the end. In addition, 

while constituency concerns did register, they were shown 

to be weak and very susceptible to the voting behavior of 

one member of Congress. In essence, what the Vietnam 

embargo vote showed was Congress (in particular the House) 

attempting to register an alternative point of view, as 

Ripley and Franklin note, without removing the president's 

options. 

Based on this conceptual model of foreign and defense 

policy, I expected to see clear patterns in terms of the 

influences on legislative roil call voting behavior across 

the dimensions of foreign and defense policy. An empirical 

model was developed to test the suppositions outlined in 

the theory. 

Twelve logistic regression equations were estimated, 

four for each dimensions of foreign and defense policy. The 

dependent variable in each equation was roll call vote on a 
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particular foreign or defense bill. The independent 

variables (partisanship, foreign policy ideology, 

district/state-level public opinion on foreign policy, and 

state/district-level parochialism) remained the same across 

the 12 equations. 

The votes selected for analysis represented the three 

dimensions of foreign and defense policy (four votes per 

category). The analysis distinguished between the House and 

the Senate, and between votes cast in 1991 and 1994. In 

addition to this multivariate analysis, separate analysis 

was conducted to determine the extent to which the 

president's position on the legislation was or was not 

supported by Congress. 

The results of the empirical tests suggest that the 

development of an empirical model incorporating decision 

making theory and policy categories can be a productive way 

to study congressional voting behavior on foreign and 

defense policy. 

On crisis policy, the analysis shows that 

institutional influences weigh more on legislator's vote 

choice than do constituency influences. As measured by the 

extent to which the president was able to convince a 

sizable percentage of the members of the opposition to 
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support his position, and still retain the support of his 

own party, the level of support for the president's 

position appears to be surprisingly low on crisis policy. 

While the president receives strong support from fellow 

partisans, his support is weak from non-partisans. On all 

the four votes analyzed, the level of presidential support 

was strong from members of his own party, but weak from 

members of the opposition party. This finding runs counter 

to my expectations and is significant in that it shows that 

the president is not supported as much as we might (and 

previously did) expect on crisis policy. 

While the analysis of the level of support for the 

president's position is indirect, direct empirical analysis 

of the other independent variables on vote choice is 

consistent with expectations. The two other institutional 

influences on vote choice, partisanship and ideology, 

collectively predict vote choice seven times, while the 

constituency influences, public opinion and parochialism, 

only predict vote choice twice. 

On structural policy, the analysis shows low levels of 

constituency influence, but also shows reduced 

institutional influence overall. We see evidence of low 

presidential influence when we look at the extent to which 
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the president was supported both by members of his own 

party and by members of the opposition. On two of the four 

votes, presidential support is partisan in nature. On one 

vote, support for the president is nonexistent, and on one 

vote the president is supported in a bipartisan fashion. 

Empirical analysis of the four structural policy votes 

shows that institutional influences are not as consistently 

important as they were on crisis policy and constituency 

influences increase in predictive importance, at least for 

the House. For instance, on the four structural policy 

votes, institutional influences predict vote choice five 

times (four of those significant coefficients are from 

ideology), while constituency influences predicts vote 

choice two times (all of these in the House). 

On strategic policy, the analysis shows low 

constituency influence and higher levels of institutional 

influence. Constituency influences such as public opinion 

and parochialism are significant predictors of strategic 

policy vote choice only twice across the four votes, while 

institutional influences such as partisanship and ideology 

are significant predictors seven times. 

The president remains somewhat unsuccessful in terms 

of support for his position amongst the parties. On three 
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votes the level of support for the president's position is 

partisan, and on one vote it is nonexistent. 

This research has provided empirical evidence that 

institutional sources influence vote choice more 

prevalently on crisis and strategic policies and less so on 

structural policies. On structural policy constituency 

sources appear to influence vote choice more so than 

institutional sources in the House, but little evidence of 

this relationship is found in the Senate. 

Several general conclusions can be drawn from these 

findings. 

First, ideology is without question the most 

consistent predictor of a congressman's vote choice on 

foreign and defense policy. This is so regardless of the 

year, chamber, or dimension of policy being examined. This 

finding was not expected when the research began. However, 

this finding dove-tails well with a recent study by Poole 

and Rosenthal (1997) that concludes that over 80% of a 

legislator's voting decisions can be explained by ideology. 

Second, beyond the consistent influence of ideology, 

the institutional force of partisanship appears to be more 

influential on crisis policy and strategic policy, and 

appears to be less influential on structural policy. 
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Third, the institutional influence of the president is 

generally weak across the three categories of foreign and 

defense policy. This findings is surprising and runs 

counter to expectations. Given that the president has 

traditionally been thought to dominate crisis policy and to 

a lesser extent foreign policy in general, I expected to 

find the president more influential than I did. This 

finding in itself is significant. 

Fourth, constituency forces such as public opinion and 

parochialism, appear to be generally weak all the way 

around. Although constituency influences do seem to be 

important for representatives voting on structural policy 

and this influence might be re-enforced by the fact that 

institutional and ideological forces seem to drop out for 

representatives on structural policy. 

The only consistent predictor of vote choice on 

structural policy, however, appears to be ideology. This 

finding suggests that senators are somewhat removed, 

perhaps because of the diversity of public opinion and 

parochial interests at the state level, from the direct 

influence of their constituency. 

Finally, the analysis suggests that at least on 

structural policy there is a difference between the 
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influences that shape a Representative's voting behavior 

and the influences that shape a Senator's voting behavior 

The difference is that constituency influences are much 

more important to Representatives than to Senators. This 

difference emerges, it was suggested earlier, because 

Senators serve a broad and much more diffuse constituency 

and Representative serve a much more narrow and 

concentrated constituency. In other words. Representatives, 

because their constituency is much more concentrated, feel 

more compelled to pay attention to constituency concerns. 

Senators, on the other hand, because their constituency is 

more diffuse, are somewhat freer to ignore their 

constituency when they need to. 

Why Is Congress Successful At Times? 

If you recall, an important issue related to this 

research is the question about why Congress seems relevant 

at times in shaping foreign and defense policy and at other 

times seems to be ineffective in shaping foreign and 

defense policy. While this research has not devoted itself 

to answering that particular question, it is perhaps 

possible to suggest research avenues for answering this 

question based on the results of the current research. 
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A potentially fruitful avenue of inquiry into 

congressional success/failure in shaping foreign and 

defense policy would be to look at congressional activity 

through the prism of the different categories of foreign 

and defense policy. This research has, if nothing else, 

provided evidence that the influences on congressional 

behavior vary across these different categories of policy. 

Knowing that congressmen engage in behavior designed to 

aide in their reelection, it is possible that different 

rates of success/failure across the different categories of 

policy are directly related to this need to engage in 

behavior related to reelection. 

For instance, could it be that the evidence of a 

resurgent Congress (a la Ripley and Lindsay 1993) is 

largely confined to the structural (and sometimes 

strategic) category of foreign and defense policy? For 

instance, most scholars who write on the subject point to 

the Vietnam conflict as the great turning point in 

congressional assertiveness. However, in a recent 

examination of congressional influence over the commitment 

of U.S. troops, Meernik (1995) notes that only once since 

1973 has Congress "come close" to using the War Powers 

Resolution or other legislation in an effort to curtail the 
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deployment of the military. Even more interesting is 

Meernik's finding that public opinion is the single most 

important reason why Congress would try to limit the 

deployment of U.S. forces. 

Thus, it would seem that in the crisis category there 

is little evidence of this congressional resurgence. Yet, 

there are volumes on congressional activity in structural 

and strategic policy. In these areas of policy, especially 

structural policy, it would seem that Congress is much more 

active and assertive than it is in crisis policy. Before 

fully answering the question about congressional 

success/failure in shaping foreign and defense policy, we 

may first need to understand that foreign and defense 

policy is not one kind of policy but rather several 

categories of policy. Congressional activity in one area of 

foreign and defense policy does not necessarily mean that 

such activity is also taking place in another area of 

foreign and defense policy. Nor does success in shaping one 

category of policy mean success in shaping another. 

Closing Thoughts and Future Directions 

This research has, as any good research should, caused 

me to ask many additional questions. In addition, this 
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research has not completely satisfied my curiosity about 

the influences on congressional roll call voting behavior 

on foreign and defense policy. I believe that much more 

conclusive results can be achieved. In particular, there 

are several important points to make here. 

First, this research leads me to realize that a much 

more thorough collection of roll call voting data is needed 

to fully understand congressional behavior on foreign and 

defense policy. The data that I have analyzed suggests that 

there are different influences across the different 

categories of foreign and defense policy, but these 

differences are difficult to amplify with a limited data 

set. Instead, a much more thorough data set is needed to 

fully clarify congressional behavior in this area of public 

policy. 

Based on the recent research reported by Poole and 

Rosenthal (1997), a more thorough data set may in fact show 

that there are no differences across the categories of 

foreign and defense policy beyond the consistent influence 

of ideology. My research shows that ideology is a great 

influence on roll call voting, but it also suggests that 

other influences shape decision making across the 

categories of foreign and defense policy. A more thorough 
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data set may cause the variation across policy categories 

to wash out, and the influence of ideology may be 

amplified. If indeed a more thorough data set were to 

amplify the influence of ideology, then an important 

question to ask would be what influence is most important 

to legislators after ideology? 

Second, this research has convinced me that more work 

is needed in the area of crisis policy. I noted in the 

literature review that crisis policy has not received any 

attention from scholars in this area. In my analysis I have 

found that roll call voting behavior on crisis policy is 

not as susceptible to presidential preference as scholars 

have traditionally thought. More work is needed to fully 

explain why this is so. 

Finally, trade policy needs to be brought in to this 

analysis. Increasingly international trade issues (GATT, 

NAFTA, WTO, etc.) are occupying the attention of 

legislators and we need to understand the forces that drive 

legislative behavior in this area. The great limitation 

with trade is that district-level data on benefits from 

international trade is not available. 
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Table A.l: Roll Call Votes On Which The President Took A 
Public Position in 1991 By Chamber 

Vote # Title of Legislation ("President's Position") 

House 

7 H Con Res 32. Congressional Authorization for Offensive 
Action Against Iraq, ("against") 

8 H Con Res 33. Sanctions Against Iraq, ("against") 
*9 H J Res 77. Use of Force Against Iraq, ("for") 
17 HR 555. Soldiers' and Sailors' Civil Relief Amendment, 

("for") 
29 HR 991. Defense Production Act. ("for") 
30 HR 1281. Fiscal 1991 Supplemental Appropriations/ Israel 

Aid. ("against") 
36 HR 1282. Desert Storm Supplemental Appropriations. 

("for") 
48 HR 1175. Fiscal 1991 Defense Supplemental Authorization. 

("against") 
58 S 725. Fiscal 1991 Defense Supplemental Authorization. 

("for") 
90 HR 1415. Fiscal 1992-93 State Department Authorization / 

Security Alternatives, ("for") 
97 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/SDI. 

("against") 
99 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/ 
Administrative Request, ("for") 

101 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/cuts. 
("against") 

103 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/Reduce 
Troops in South Korea, ("against") 

106 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/ICBM. 
("against") 

*110 HR 2100. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization. 
("against") 

144 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Authorization/MX Missile 
Rail Garrison, ("against") 

145 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Appropriations, 
("against") 

148 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
United Nations Population Fund, ("against") 
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Table A.l: Continued. 

Vote # Title of Legislation("President's Position") 

149 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Mexico City Policy, ("against") 

150 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Agricultural Products, ("for")Table A.l: Continued. 

151 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Pakistan, ("for") 

155 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
India, ("for") 

167 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Unused Funds, ("against") 

168 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Jordan Aid. ("for") 

169 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Jordan Aid-Additional Year, ("for") 

170 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Jordan Aid-Israel, ("against") 

171 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Jordan Aid-Fiscal 1992-93. ("against") 

176 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Soviet Human Rights, ("against") 

*185 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization. 
("against") 

231 H J Res 313. Overseas Base Closing, ("against") 
232 H J Res 308. Base Closure and Realignment Disapproval, 

("against") 
354 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 

Conference Report, ("against") 

Senate 

1 S J Res 1. Sanctions Against Iraq, ("against") 
*2 S J Res 2. Use of Force Against Iraq, ("for") 
15 S 320 Export Administration Reauthorization/ Parents in 

Combat, ("against") 
30 S 578. Fiscal 1991 Supplemental Defense Authorization. 

("for") 
36 HR 1281 Fiscal 1991 Supplemental Appropriations/ Jordan 

("for") 
56 Treaty Doc Ex. EE, 96-1. Convention on Standards of 

Training, Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 
("for") 
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Table A.l: Continued. 

Vote # Title of Legislation ("President's Position") 

57 Treaty Doc 101-7. Convention for the Prevention of 
Pollution from Ships, ("for") 

58 Treaty Doc 102-2. Safety of Life at Sea and Load Line 
Convention, ("for") 

59 Treaty Doc EX. K, 88-1. Convention Concerning the 
Abolition of Forced Labor, ("for") 

146 S 1435. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ Cargo 
Preference and Cash Purchase Requirements, ("against") 

147 S 1435. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ "Tied 
-Aid." ("against") 

148 S 1435. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ El 
Salvador, ("for") 

149 S 1435. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
International Monetary Fund, ("against") 

152 S 1435. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Middle East Arms Sales, ("for") 

153 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization, 
("against") 

*154 S 1433. Fiscal 1992-93 State Department Authorization/ 
Worldnet. ("for") 

168 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ Strategic 
Defense Inititive. ("against") 

169 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ Strategic 
Stability, ("against") 

*171 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ Transfer 
Strategic Defense Initiative Funding, ("for") 

172 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ North 
Dakota Deployment, ("for") 

173 S 1507. Fiscal 1993-93 Defense Authorization/ Strategic 
Defense Initiative, ("against") 

174 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ B-2 

Bomber, ("against") 
176 S 1507. Fiscal 1992-93 Defense Authorization/ SRAM-T 
Nuclear Missile Program, ("for") 

182 HR 2707. Fiscal 1992 Labor, HHS and Education 
Appropriations/ Budget Waiver, ("against") 

206 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Appropriations/ B-2 
Bomber, ("for") 
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Table A.l: Continued. 

Vote # Title of Legislation ("President's Position") 

207 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Appropriations/ Strategic 
Defense Initiative, ("for") 

209 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Appropriations/ Seawolf. 
("against") 

210 HR 2521. Fiscal 1992 Defense Appropriations/ Reduced 
Expenditures. ("for") 

219 HR 2508. Fiscal 1992-93 Foreign Aid Authorization/ 
Conference Report ("against") 

225 S 1539. Fiscal 1992 Intelligence Authorization/ 
Confirmation Requirements on Central Intelligence Agency 
Appointments, ("against") 

273 Treaty Doc 102-8. Conventional Forces in Europe. 
("for") 

* Denotes bills selected for analysis 
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Table A.2: Roll Call Votes On Which The President Took A 
Public Position in 1994 By Chamber 

Vote # Title of Legislation ("President's Position") 

House 

8 HR 3759. Fiscal 1994 Disaster Supplemental 
Appropriations/Defense Department Peacekeeping. 
("against") 

51 H Con Res 218. Fiscal 1995 Budget Resolution/ Defense 
Cuts, ("for") 

146 HR 3221. Iraqi Claims, ("for") 
*147 HR 2333. State Department Authorization/ Vietnam 

Embargo, ("against") 
179 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Ballistic 
Missile Defense Cuts, ("against") 

180 Hr 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Deficit 
Reduction from Burden-Sharing, ("against") 

187 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Burden 
-Sharing European Troop Reduction, ("against") 

188 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Trident II 
(D-5) Missile, ("against") 

189 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Trident II 
(D-5) Missile Termination, ("against") 

192 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Selective 
Service, ("against") 

*194 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Base 
Closure Delay, ("against") 

195 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ C-17 
Aircraft Increase, ("for") 

198 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ U.N. 
Peackeeping Costs, ("against") 

222 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Bosnia Arms 

Embargo, ("against") 
223 HR 4301. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Bosnia Arms 

Embargo Consultation, ("for") 
332 HR 4299. Fiscal 1995 Intelligence Authorization/ 

Budgetary Disclosure, ("against") 
404 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Conference 

Report, ("for") 
*497 H J Res 416. U.S. Troops in Haiti/ Immediate 

Withdrawal, ("against") 
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Table A.2: Continued. 

Vote # Title of Legislation ("President's Position") 

Senate 

40 HR 3759. Fiscal 1994 Disaster Supplemental 
Appropriations/ Peacekeeping Funds, ("against") 

110 S 2042. Bosnia Arms Embargo/ Allies Consultation, 
("for") 

111 S. 2042. Bosnia Arms Embargo/ Unilateral Termination. 
("against") 

162 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ C-17 
Contract Dispute, ("against") 

*165 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ U.N. 
Peacekeeping Costs, ("against") 

172 HR 4426. Fiscal 1995 Foreign Operations Appropriations/ 
Congressional Approval for Action in Haiti, ("against") 

*179 S 2182. Fiscal Defense Authorization/ B-2 Bomber. 
("for") 

181 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Unilateral 
Termination, ("against") 

187 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Golan 
Heights, ("against") 

194 HR 4426. Fiscal 1995 Foreign Operations/ Haiti 
Commission, ("for") 

226 HR 4603. Fiscal 1995 Commerce, Justice, State 
Appropriations/ Illegal Immigrants Incarceration Costs. 
("for") 

*263 HR 4606. Fiscal 1995 Labor, HHS and Education 
Appropriations/ Haiti, ("for") 

279 HR 4650. Fiscal 1995 Defense Appropriations/ Bosnia 
Arms Embargo, ("for") 

280 HR 4650. Fiscal 1995 Defense Appropriations/ Bosnia 
Arms Embargo, ("against") 

297 S 2182. Fiscal 1995 Defense Authorization/ Conference 
Report, ("for") 

* Denotes bills selected for analysis 
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APPENDIX B 

VARIABLE OPERATIONALIZATION 

Dependent Variable 

A roll call vote on particular bill was coded 1 for a "yea' 
and 0 for a "nay". 

Source: 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac. 1991 (1994). 

Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly Inc. (See roll 
call votes in Appendix.) 

Independent Variables 

Parochialism 

This variable was operationalized as the number of 
military installations in a state plus the number of 
employers in the state's top (ten times number of 
congressional districts in state) employers engaged in 
military industrial-related work. 

For example, Oklahoma has six military installations 
and five congressional districts, so Oklahoma's 
parochialism score was six plus two, for a total of eight. 
Thus, only two employers in Oklahoma's top fifty employers 
were identified as being engaged in military-industrial 
related work. 

Sources: 
Gotten, Martha V., ed. 1983. Congressional Districts 

in the 1980s. Washington, D-C: Congressional Quarterly, 
Inc. 

49 

''̂  Oklahoma has five military installations, which were 
counted as 1 each, and two Air National Guard bases, which 
were counted as one-half each, for a total of six. Only Air 
National Guard bases were included in my count because they 
tend to have much larger budgets and employ many more 
people than a typical guard or reserve center does. 
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Preimesberger, Joe and David Taylor, eds. 1993. 
Congressional Districts in the 1990s: A Portrait of 
America. Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, Inc. 

Party 

The party variable was coded 1 if the Senator was of 
the President's party and 0 if not. Operationalization of 
the party variable in this way not only allows us to 
determine the extent to which members of the president's 
party supported/opposed the president's position, but also 
allows us to determine the strength of support/opposition. 

Source: 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac. 1991 (1994). 

Washington, D . C : Congressional Quarterly Inc. 

Public Opinion 

The public opinion variable is a simulation based on 
Erikson's (1978) method. First, using data from the 1990 
and 1994 7\NES, regression equations were generated to 
predict individual-level foreign policy public opinion from 
background characteristics. Then, aggregated mean attitudes 
for each state were estimated as the weighted sum of the 
aggregated known population characteristics of each state, 
with the weights coming from the unstandardized regression 
coefficients (see Erikson 1978: 519). 

The background characteristic questions used to 
predict individual level foreign policy opinion from the 
1990 ANES were: 1988 presidential vote; percent of 
workforce blue collar; percent foreign born, percent 
nonwhite; and percent urban. 

The dependent foreign policy public opinion variable 
used in the regression equation was constructed using the 
following questions from the 1990 ANES: V357: Military 
force in Persian Gulf; V378: Federal spending on foreign 
aid increased/decreased; V436: Sanctions against South 
Africa decreased/increased; and V439: Defense spending 
increase/decrease. 

The background characteristic questions used to 
predict individual level foreign policy opinion from the 
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1994 ANES were: 1992 presidential vote; percent of 
workforce blue collar; percent foreign born; percent 
nonwhite; and percent urban. 

The dependent foreign policy public opinion variable 
used in the regression equation was constructed using the 
following questions from the 1994 ANES: V827: Federal 
spending for defense increase/decrease; V818: Federal 
spending on foreign aid increase/decrease; V1017: Foreign 
policy goal preventing nuclear weapons; and V1018: foreign 
policy goal spreading democracy. 

The aggregated known population characteristics from 
each state were gathered from the following 

Sources: 
Gotten, Martha V., ed. 1983. Congressional Districts 

in the 1980s. Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, 
Inc. 

U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 
1990. Statistical Abstract of the United States. 
Washington: Department of Commerce. (No. 31. White and 
Black Population Projections, By State: 1989 to 2010.) 

U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 
1983. Congressional Districts of the 98th Congress. 
Washington: Department of Commerce. (Table 4: Selected 
Social Characteristics: 1980.) 

Baron, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1989. The Almanac 
of American Politics 1990. Washington, D-C National 
Journal Inc. 

Preimesberger, Joe and David Taylor, eds. 1993. 
Congressional Districts in the 1990s: A Portrait of 
America. Washington, D.C: Congressional Quarterly, Inc. 

U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. 
1993. Population and Housing Characteristics for 
Congressional Districts of the 103rd Congress. Washington: 
Department of Commerce. (Table 18: Selected Social 
Characteristics: 1990.) 

Foreign Policy Preference (Ideology^ 

Foreign policy preference is indicated by a member's 
National Security Voting Index for 1990 and 1994. This 
index, produced every two years by the American Security 
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Council, ranges from 0 to 100, with a low number 
indicating less support for a large defense and an 
internationalist foreign policy and a high nurrjcer 
indicating more support for a large defense and an 
internationalist foreign policy. 

Source: 
American Security Council. 1990 (1994). 1990 (1994) 

National Security Voting Index. Boston, VA: American 
Security Council. 
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APPENDIX C 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
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Table C.l: District/State Public Opinion 
Chamber Year Descriptive Statisti 

House 1991 
Value Range: -90.97 to -12.80 
(N) 435 
Mean: -33.5 
Standard Deviation: 12.4 

House 1994 
Value Range: -17.3 to 13.7 
(N) 435 
Mean: -5.7 
Standard Deviation: 3.3 

Senate 1991 
Value Range: -55.07 to -19.38 
(N) 100 
Mean: -53.7 
Standard Deviation: 5.7 

Senate 1994 
Value Range: -8.8 to -2.2 
(N) 100 
Mean: -6.0 
Standard Deviation: 1.6 
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Table C 2 : Parochialis m 
Chamber Year Descriptive Statistic 

House 1991 
Value Range: 0 to 30.1 
(N) 435 
Mean: 1.8 
Standard Deviation: 2.6 

House 1994 
Value Range: 0 to 18.0 
(N) 435 
Mean: 1.4 
Standard Deviation: 1.8 

Senate 1991 
Value Range: 2.0 to 12 6.0 
(N) 100 
Mean: 15.2 
Standard Deviation: 18.7 

Senate 1994 
Value Range: 1.5 to 12 6.5 
(N) 100 
Mean: 12.2 
Standard Deviation: 18.2 
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Table C.3: Party 

Chamber Years Descriptive Statist 

House 1991 
Democrats = 269 (61.8) 
Republican = 166 (38.2) 

House 1994 
Democrats = 258 (59.3) 
Republicans = 177 (40.7) 

Senate 1991 
Democrats = 57 (57.0) 
Republicans = 43 (43.0) 

S e n a t e 1994 
D e m o c r a t s = 56 ( 5 6 . 0 ) 
R e p u b l i c a n s = 44 ( 4 4 . 0 ) 
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Table C 4 : Foreign Policy Ideology 

Chamber Year Descriptive Statistic 

House 1991 
Value Range: 0 (dove) to 100 (hawk) 
(N) 386 
Mean: 53.7 
Standard Deviation: 39.3 

House 1994 
Value Range: 0 to 100 
(N) 435 
Mean: 60.1 
Standard Deviation: 36.2 

Senate 1991 
Value Range: 0 to 100 
(N) 94 
Mean: 60.0 
Standard Deviation: 39.5 

Senate 1994 
Value Range: 0 to 100 
(N) 100 
Mean: 59.2 
Standard Deviation: 39.0 
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APPENDIX D 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
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Table D.l: Correlation Coefficients of Independen' 
Variables 

House 1991 

F.P. Ideology 

Parochialism 

Party 

Public Opinion 

F.P. Ideology Parochialism Party Public Opinion 

16' '?.: 

.07 9 

574 

063 

471 

F.P. Ideology Parochialism Party Public Opinion 

House 1994 

F.P. Ideology 

Parochialism 

Party 

Public Opinion 

058 654 .176 

003 -.022 

-.223 

F.P. Ideology Parochialism Party Public Opinion 

Senate 1991 

F.P. Ideology 

Parochialism 

Party 

Public Opinion 

035 .632 

-.025 

.329 

-.375 

.287 

F.P. Ideology Parochialism Party Public Opinion 

Senate 1994 

F.P. Ideology 

Parochialism 

Party 

Public Opinion 

076 ,777 -.107 

.125 .292 

-.009 

257 

: ^ ^ 


