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“all steps necessary to prevent additional acts of terrorism.” Not far be-
hind are opinions on detention, the mean for which is 0.54.

In the 2010 SAPA survey, the detention and ethnic profiling items 
have the same item score of 0.54. The waterboarding item is next with a 
score of 0.45. With an even lower score of 0.34, the practice of torture eas-
ily elicits the highest level of public opposition. Given that waterboard-
ing is best understood as a subset of torture, the contrast between opin-
ions on these two counterterrorism practices merits a note in passing 
because it anticipates the cognitively induced framing effects we probe 
more systematically in chapters 4 through 6.

So far, a key result that stands out is how relatively positive attitudes 
toward many counterterrorism policies were, nearly a decade after the 
2001 terrorist attacks. The SAPA items by design make no effort to sugar-
coat or otherwise lower the bar when it comes to measuring support for 
contentious counterterrorist activities. Nonetheless, seven of our ten 
items show positive and quite strong support in many cases. As dismay-
ing as it may be to civil libertarians, this is quite consistent with past 
polling on post-9/11 policies that we discussed in the previous section.

With this in mind, we are now in a position to emphasize two further 
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Figure 3.1 � Counterterrorism Policy Opinions

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SAPA (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; SAPA = Surveys of American Policy Attitudes.
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How Did the U.S. Public Respond Over Time?

We want to know not just where the American public ended up but also 
where they started before 2008. Looking at the years covered by the 
SAPA data tells us whether, as we might expect, critical events and envi-
ronmental changes registered, propelling counterterrorism policy opin-
ions in new directions. Was there a significant shift in counterterrorism 
policy opinion? Did the 2008 election coincide with a decline in policy 
support? And did a subsequent increase in terrorist plots and attempted 
attacks rekindle greater public preferences for war on terror policies?

The over-time SAPA data in figure 3.2 extend our portrait. As before, 
item means in a survey year are plotted. Five of the items were fielded in 
all three surveys, and four items were fielded in just two of the three. The 
final item—targeted assassination—was available in only the 2010 survey.

The SAPA data deliver a resounding set of answers. In only one 
case—airport security—is there statistical evidence that aggregate opin-
ions changed, where attitudes moved in the direction of lower support, 
over time, between 2007 and 2009. A casual observer, looking at the SAPA 
data in figure 3.2, might initially see the four other instances of down-

Figure 3.2 � Only One Over-Time Trend Is Significanta

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SAPA (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; SAPA = Surveys of American Policy Attitudes.
a Significant trend (airport security) indicated by triangles.
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though these trends do not change the larger picture of evidence, they 
are still worth considering. We look first at the case of airport security 
opinions. As displayed in figure 3.3, the opinion trend affecting all re-
spondents is illustrated using open triangle symbols. In summary, over-
all support for airport profiling measures experienced a significant if 
modest decline between 2007 and 2009, and little change between 2009 
and 2010. This population-wide trend provides a baseline for gauging 
the group-specific trends in figure 3.3.

The group-specific trends our tests unearthed are comparable to the 
population-wide trend and are indicated using solid black triangles in 
figure 3.3. Democrats and liberals, college-educated and white respon-
dents, and also Christians experienced a significant drop in support for 
airport security measures between 2007 and 2009. There is no instance in 
which a group moved in a divergent direction. What this is telling us is 
that the main story about opinion change on airport security is the one 
told by initial estimates for the public as a whole.

When we turn to the Patriot Act, we find there is just one group for 
which there is evidence of a time trend: self-identified liberals. As dis-
played by the dark triangles in figure 3.4, we can see how liberals 

Figure 3.3 � A Closer Look at Airport Security Opinionsa

 Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
a Significant trends indicated by open triangles.
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changed. An initially unfavorable view of the Patriot Act began to thaw 
by 2009, and this trend continued through 2010, as enforcement of the 
act lay in the hands of the Obama administration.

A final pair of group-specific trends is evident on the issue of torture. 
As displayed in figure 3.5, self-identified conservatives’ and non-Chris-
tians’ opinions shifted significantly between 2009 and 2010. The atti-
tudes of all other groups, and of the public as a whole, were stable and 
unchanging during this time.

The shifts in attitudes toward torture among conservatives and non-
Christian respondents are both toward greater support for counter
terrorism policies. Non-Christians started out with much lower initial 
levels of support in 2009 but changed their opinions as much as self- 
identified conservatives did.

The deepening of support for torture among conservatives most 
closely approximates the kind of group responsiveness suggestive of po-
larization in counterterrorism opinions. This case is also remarkably sin-
gular. There are other instances of group-specific trends—such as non- 
Christians (torture) and self-identified liberals (Patriot Act)—but in these 
cases segments of the population with relatively distinct attitudes have 

Figure 3.4 � A Closer Look at Patriot Act Opinionsa

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
a Significant trend (Patriot Act) indicated by triangles.
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moved over time to positions more similar to those of the public as a 
whole.

None of this is good news for theoretical expectations of group- 
specific responsiveness to environmental events. Again, this does not 
mean that groups defined by ideology or identities share identical views 
of counterterrorism policies. But it is to say that these groups have 
tended to share a similar degree of stability in their overall opinions on 
war on terror issues that, almost a decade after 9/11, is largely indepen-
dent of the external environment.

What Have We Learned?

The results of our analyses of opinion trends in this chapter begin to cast 
doubt on one important hypothesis. A distinguished literature provides 
compelling grounds for anticipating that voters frequently view policy 
issues in an unabashedly and perhaps unreflectively partisan fashion, 
taking their cues from politicians and party leaders. In general, however, 
we find no evidence that an historic change in partisan control of U.S. 
government was preceded by, or led to, a corresponding shift in public 

Figure 3.5 � A Closer Look at Torture Opinionsa

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
a Significant trend (torture) indicated by triangles.
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Table 3.1 � Wording of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes Policy-Attitude 
Baseline Items

National Security Agency surveillance
“Do you think that the federal government should monitor telephone conversa-
tions between American citizens in the United States and suspected terrorists 
living in other countries?”

Military Commissions Act
“As you may know, Congress passed the Military Commissions Act in 2006, 
creating a separate set of courts and prisons in which individuals classified by 
the government as “enemy combatants” can be held indefinitely. Supporters of 
the Military Commissions Act say it gives the government the power to 
protect our country from terrorist attacks. Critics of the Military Commissions 
Act say it denies individuals their legal rights. What do you think?”

Patriot Act
“As you may know, shortly after the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, a 
law called the Patriot Act was passed which makes it easier for the federal 
government to access phone and email records. What do you think? Do you 
support or oppose the Patriot Act?”

Assassination
“In recent years, the U.S. government has sometimes targeted individuals 
suspected of being al-Qaeda or Taliban leaders for assassination. Do you 
[approve/disapprove] of targeting for assassination individuals suspected of 
being al-Qaeda or Taliban leaders?”

Rights violation 
“As you may know, in 2009, the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation] arrested a 
number of terrorism suspects, including several American citizens, who were 
plotting attacks in Illinois, New York, and North Carolina [The government 
should take all steps necessary to prevent additional acts of terrorism in the 
United States even if it means foreign nationals’ individual rights and liberties 
might be violated/Even if it means foreign nationals’ individual rights and 
liberties might be violated, the government should take all steps necessary to 
prevent additional acts of terrorism in the United States.].”

Detentions
“Next, please tell me if you would favor or oppose each of the following as a 
means of preventing terrorist attacks in the United States. How about—De-
taining someone who is not a U.S. citizen indefinitely if that person is suspect-
ed of belonging to a radical Muslim organization?”

Airport security
“How about—Requiring Muslims, including those who are U.S. citizens, to 
undergo special, more intensive security checks before boarding airplanes in 
the United States?”

Ethnic p�rofiling 
“How about—Allowing law enforcement to bring in for questioning people of 
certain ethnic backgrounds if these groups are thought to be more likely to 
engage in terrorist activities?”
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question probes opinion strength. This branching design yields response 
categories ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree, or strongly 
support to strongly oppose. Because it breaks the cognitive task of re-
sponding to questions into easier-to-digest parts, the branching format 
reduces the chance that survey respondents will guess or misunderstand 
things. That has been found to significantly improve the quality of atti-
tude measurement.2

How Americans Viewed Counterterrorism  
Policies, 2007 to 2010

Let’s first look at where Americans end up by the end of the SAPA sur-
veys. For eight of the counterterrorism items, 2010 is the final survey and 
data point, and 2009 is the last survey in which the remaining two of the 
items were fielded. Figure 3.1 presents our analysis of these data, and 
symbols indicate the mean level of support for a specific counterterror-
ism policy or practice. SAPA counterterrorism items have a range of 0 
through 1, higher scores indicating greater support.3

Of the ten policies and practices at hand, it is NSA surveillance of 
American citizens and suspected terrorists that elicits the highest level of 
support. With a score of 0.76, the NSA surveillance item’s score is well 
above levels of support for the next three counterterrorism items, all of 
which cluster together: airport security (0.67), the Patriot Act (0.66), and 
the Military Commissions Act (0.65). Next is assassination, where the 
targeting of “individuals suspected of being al-Qaeda or Taliban lead-
ers” receives a score of 0.60.

These first five counterterrorism items show what amounts to a fair 
amount of support. All scores are well above the 0.50 scale midpoint. 
The right panel of figure 3.1 presents data for the remaining five items. 
The rights violation item leads the way, 0.57 indicating that respondents’ 
average opinion is shaded toward agreement with the position of taking 

Table 3.1 � (continued)

Waterboarding
“In recent years, the government sometimes used a technique known as 
waterboarding on terrorist suspects in an effort to gain information about 
threats to the United States. Do you [approve or disapprove] of the use of 
waterboarding on terrorist suspects?”

Torture
“Do you agree or disagree that government authorities should have the right to 
torture a suspect who is American if they think it will help prevent a terrorist 
attack from taking place in the United States?” 

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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ward-sloping item means as indicative of opinion trends. But that judg-
ment would be incorrect, because over-time changes in these items means 
are well within the margin of sampling error. Likewise, in three cases, 
upward-sloping lines indicate nothing more than random fluctuation.

Before considering what these dramatic results mean, we spell out the 
statistical reasoning a bit more. In table 3.2, we present results for two dif-
ferent tests for over-time change in counterterrorism policy opinions. As 
shown in the top third of this table, when we have three survey years 
worth of data we can see whether there is evidence for either linear or 
nonlinear trends in opinion. We can also see from the first column that in 
only one case—airport security—is the test’s p-value low enough to reject 
the null hypothesis of no change. In the second column, we consider the 
more complicated scenario of nonlinear change. As before, only the case 
of airport security returns evidence of a significant time trend in attitudes.

The remaining test results in table 3.2 are for the five items available 
in only a pair of surveys (that is, 2007 and 2009, or 2009 and 2010). In all 
cases, the statistical results lead to the same conclusion. There is simply 
no evidence to reject the hypothesis that counterterrorism policy opin-
ions were stable during the time periods in question.

What, then, are we to make of these results? Starting with the chang-
ing environment of late 2009 and 2010, we find no evidence for any im-
pacts of historical events on counterterrorist policy opinions. Dramatic 
events like the attempted bombing of a Northwest Airlines flight on 
Christmas Day in 2009, alongside the failed Times Square car bombing 
attempt in May 2010, received considerable national news coverage. But 
even so, they did not appear to prime the public to rethink terrorism and 
demand greater government policy action. Counterterrorism policy 
opinions during this time period were unchanged.

Table 3.2 � Tests for Over-Time Trendsa

Linear Change ~ Linear Change

2007-2009-2010 items
Patriot Act F(1) < .01; p > F > .99 F(2) = 1.48; p > F = .23
Detentions F(1) = 2.07; p > F = .15 F(2) = 1.18;  > F = .31
Airport security F(1) = 11.81; p > F < .01 F(2) = 7.17; p > F < .01
Ethnic profiling F(1) = 1.42; p > F = .23 F(2) = .82; p > F = .44

2007–2009 items 
Military Commissions Act t(1) = –1.62; p > F > .11 t(1) = 1.62; p > F > .11
NSA surveillance t(1) = .52; p > F > .60 t(1) = .52; p > F > .60

2009–2010 items 
Rights violation t(1) = 1.78; p > F > .08 t(1) = 1.78; p > F > .08
Torture t(1) = –.59; p > F > .56 t(1) = –.59; p > F > .56
Waterboarding t(1) = .00; p > F = 1.00 t(1) = .00; p > F = 1.00

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SAPA (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; SAPA = Surveys of American Policy Attitudes.
aBolded entry indicates significance at the .05 level.
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Table 3.3 � Additional Tests for Group-Specific Trendsa

Democrat/
Republican

Liberal/
Conservative

College-Educated/
Non-College-

Educated 
White/ 

Nonwhite
Christian/

Non-Christian

Linear change
Patriot Act p = .14/.55 p = .04/.72 p = .23/.33 p = .68/.32 p = .65/.15
Detentions p = .36/.11 p = .81/.46 p = .82/.37 p = .33/.11 p = .14/.62
Airport security p = .03/.38 p = .04/.60 p = .00/.18 p = .00/.36 p = .01/.11
Ethnic profiling p = .02/.56 p = .32/.22 p = .72/.59 p = .33/.60 p = .71/.07
Military Commissions Act p = .89/.53 p = .82/.84 p = .50/.58 p = .20/.50 p = .45/.05
NSA surveillance p = .80/.83 p = .66/.08 p = .59/.13 p = .62/.80 p = .80/.52
Rights violation p = .43/.70 p = .63/.58 p = .69/.01 p = .27/.41 p = .03/.57
Torture p = .56/.45 p = .99/.00 p = .69/.28 p = .79/.22 p = .62/.00
Waterboarding p = .70/.68 p = .52/.99 p = .72/.67 p = .79/.57 p = .81/.89

~Linear change
Patriot Act p = .10/.30 p = .08/.58 p = .22/.62 p = .28/.32 p = .43/.09
Detentions p = .46/.28 p = .82/.29 p = .82/.24 p = .53/.27 p = .12/.36
Airport security p = .08/.05 p = .05/.58 p = .01/.31 p = .00/.44 p = .01/.21
Ethnic profiling p = .06/.59 p = .59/.15 p = .85/.42 p = .61/.74 p = .80/.20

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SAPA (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; SAPA = Surveys of American Policy Attitudes.
aEntries are probabilities associated with F-tests for items available in three years (Patriot Act, detentions, airport security, ethnic profiling) or t-tests 
for items available in only two years (Military Commissions Act, NSA surveillance, rights violation, torture, and waterboarding).
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Table 3A.1 Response Rates

2009 2010

Interview
Completed interviews 1542 1216
Partial completions 17 9
Total interviews 1559 1225
Refusal 4436 4450
Break-off (refused after starting interview) 146 131
Respondent never available 969 1122
Telephone answering device (message confirms 
housing unit)

141 525

Respondent away for the duration of the survey 20 4
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent or 
deceased

38 36

Language 169 143
Miscellaneous 7 0
Total eligible, non-interviews 5925 6411

Unknown eligibility, non-interview
Always busy 121 102
No answer 1820 1467
Telephone answering device (unknown if housing 
unit)

1788 2147

Call barrier 2 6
Technical phone problems (line/circuit problems) 855 1996
Respondent not found 111 0
Total unknown eligibility, non-interviews 4697 5718

Not eligible
Fax/data line 1014 757
Nonworking/disconnected number 3495 4363
Temporary nonworking/disconnected number 54 186
Number change 70 50
Cell phone 13 13
Call forwarded 22 42
Business, government office, other organization 615 932
Institution 27 11
Group quarters 7 18
Seasonal home 31 12
Not eligible—no adult household members 11 132
Total not eligible 62 6517

Total sample 17602 19871

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
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Age is coded in years. The economic evaluations item’s scores are <1> 
gotten better, <2> stayed the same, and <3> gotten worse in response to 
the question, “Thinking about the economy in the country as a whole, 
would you say that over the past year, the nation’s economy has gotten 
better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse?”

Female, retired, and labor force participant are all binary variables, 
coded <1> for the status in question, <0> otherwise. A final variable, 
church attendance, is continuous. Scores range from <1> never to <7> 
every day in response to the question, “Regardless of your religious 
views, how often do you attend religious services? Would you say every 
day, more than once a week, once a week, two or three times a month, 
once a month, a few times a year or less, or never?”

Analyses and Results

We begin with figure 4.1’s airport security experiment and its focus on 
threat priming. The control group item in the experiment lacks the threat-
priming stimuli. In the second condition, priming respondents with ref-
erence to the 2009 attempted airplane bombing raises support for airport 
security measures. That is very much in line with expectations, and it 
means that the threat-priming thesis has remained of considerable rele-
vance in recent years. But somewhat more surprising is the substantial 
impact of our second experimental condition. Priming respondents with 
a deliberately hypothetical terrorism threat also matters. Indeed, it has 

Figure 4.1 � The Power of Threat Priming

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
* Indicates significance at p < .05.
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essentially the same impact on airport security policy attitudes as the 
priming of a real threat.

From the airport security experiment’s F-test, we can see that overall 
group differences are significant. And with scores of 0.77 and 0.81, the 
two experimental groups appear to have notably comparable effects on 
policy attitudes. Post hoc statistical tests confirm this: the two treatments 
are indistinguishable.6

Provocative as they are, the results from the airport security experi-
ment are still preliminary. Recall that we must look into the possibility 
that experimental treatment effects differ across layers of the sample or 
population. We do so in table 4.2, where we present F-tests and accom-
panying p-values for testing the significance of interaction candidates; 
coefficients and standard errors for these tests appear in successive rows.

Significant test results are in bold. In the airport security experiment, 
there is evidence for an interaction. We can see that the interaction in-
volves education and one of the experimental treatments, pertaining to 
the hypothetical threat-priming condition.7 This is the only significant 
interaction unearthed for airport security, but it is an important one and 
must be taken into account when interpreting results.8

We can begin to appreciate how the interaction changes things using 
the new results in figure 4.2. This figure shows how education affects 

Figure 4.2 � Education Effects in the Airport Security Experimenta

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
a Predicted effects of education in the hypothetical threat condition are not significant.
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factors matter. Manipulating terrorism threats shapes counterterrorism 
policy attitudes, and the same is true with respect to the more novel fac-
tor of national identity status. The 2 x 2 design of the experiment enables 
us to directly test for an interaction between the two experimental fac-
tors, and we find no evidence to this effect.10 We conclude that there is no 
cognitive overlap between the threat priming and target group stimuli. 
That is an important finding in its own right. It tells us that we can treat 
threat priming and target group cueing as separate inputs in the attitude 
formation process.

The results displayed in figure 4.3 suggest that the impacts of threat 
priming and target group manipulation are comparable. In the no-threat 
condition, changing the policy target from foreign nationals to Ameri-
cans lowers support for rights violations by 0.07. Doing so in the threat-
priming condition lowers support by 0.09. Holding constant foreign na-
tionals as the policy target, threat priming raises policy support by 0.09; 
holding constant Americans yields a parallel estimate of 0.07.

But these results are also incomplete, and we must thus regard their 
interpretation is initial. Although we have ruled out an interaction be-
tween the experimental factors, we have not yet taken into account any 
interactions involving nonexperimental factors. And looking back to the 
results of table 4.3, we see that there are indeed precisely interactions of 
this sort. It is again education, and only education, that yields evidence 
of significant interaction. We can also see that the interaction between 

Figure 4.3 � National Identity and the Rights Violation Experiment

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
Note: nat. id = national identity.
* Indicates significance at p < .05.
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experimental treatment and education takes a specific form. Here, it is 
the two experimental conditions involving the absence of threat priming 
that interact with respondents’ education level. The third interaction, in-
volving education and the presence of threat priming in the American 
versus foreign national contrast, does not achieve statistical significance 
(see again table 4.2); it is safely dropped from the model.

We can now determine what the interactions are telling us that was 
not apparent from the initial, main effects–only results in figure 4.3. Let’s 
start with the predicted effects of education on attitudes toward rights 
violation. Because of the interaction, we look at the effects of education 
across all four groups in the experiment. These results are presented in 
figure 4.4.

In the two no-threat conditions, education does not exert appreciable 
influence on policy attitudes. We can see this by observing how the rele-
vant estimates for education run parallel to the chart’s x-axis. When we 
vary respondents’ level of education in the two no-threat conditions, we 
see little differences in their expected counterterrorism attitudes.

Staying with the figure 4.4 estimates, we can see that lines connecting 
estimates in the two threat conditions clearly slope downward. That is, 
at higher levels of education, individuals who have been exposed to an 
explicit threat respond quite differently in their policy reasoning than 

Figure 4.4 � Education in the Rights Violation Experimenta

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).
a Predicted effects of education in the no-threat conditions are not significant.
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chapter 3. Not all war on terror practices have been popular, and our 
torture experiment tells us that on this issue Americans’ attitudes are far 
less malleable than elsewhere.

Conclusion

Our results in this chapter put us in a position to appreciate something 
fundamental about counterterrorism policy attitudes. These attitudes—
with the exception of those about torture—are readily dislodged and re-
adjusted in the face of new cues and references. This is, of course, one of 
the unique benefits of experiments into policy attitudes. We can learn not 

Figure 4.5 � Lessons from the Torture Experiments

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
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Table 4.1 � SAPA Item Wordings and Experiments

Airport security
How about—“Requiring individuals who traveled to countries in the Middle 
East, including those who are U.S. citizens, to undergo special, more 
intensive security checks before boarding airplanes in the United States?”

Experimental condition 1: Control group item prefaced by, “As you may 
know, in 2009, government authorities arrested a terrorism suspect after he 
tried to set off a bomb on a plane bound for Detroit.”

Experimental condition 2: Control group item prefaced by, “What if the 
government was responding to a terrorist act that had just taken place?”

Rights violation [+ experiments]
“[The government should take all steps necessary to prevent additional acts 
of terrorism in the United States even if it means foreign nationals’ individu-
al rights and liberties might be violated/Even if it means foreign nationals’ 
individual rights and liberties might be violated, the government should 
take all steps necessary to prevent additional acts of terrorism in the United 
States.]”a

Experimental condition 1: foreign nationals’ changed to Americans’
Experimental condition 2: Control group item prefaced by, “As you may 
know, in 2009, the FBI arrested a number of terrorism suspects, including 
several American citizens, who were plotting attacks in Illinois, New York, 
and North Carolina.”

Experimental condition 3: Control group item prefaced by, “As you may 
know, in 2009, the FBI arrested a number of terrorism suspects, including 
several American citizens, who were plotting attacks in Illinois, New York, 
and North Carolina.” And foreign nationals’ changed to Americans’

Torture 2009 [+ experiment]
“Do you agree or disagree that government authorities should have the right 
to torture a suspect if they think it will help prevent a terrorist attack from 
taking place in the United States?”

Experimental condition 1: suspect changed to suspect who is American

Torture 2010 [+ experiments]
“Do you agree or disagree that government authorities should have the right 
to torture a suspect who is an American citizen if they think it will help 
prevent a terrorist attack from taking place in the United States?”

Experimental condition 1: American citizen changed to American citizen of 
Middle Eastern background

Experimental condition 2: Control group item prefaced by, “As you may 
know, in 2009, the FBI arrested a number of terrorism suspects, including 
several American citizens, who were plotting attacks in Illinois, New York, 
and North Carolina.” 

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: SAPA = Surveys of American Policy Attitudes; FBI = Federal Bureau of Investigation.
aOrder of presentation of phrases in brackets is randomized. 
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Table 4.2 � Do Experimental Treatments Have the Same Effects?a

× Threat 
Perception

× 
Authoritarianism

×  
Partisanship

×  
Education

×  
Religion

×  
Race

Airport security F(2) = .65 F(2) = .49 F(2) =1.47 F(1) = 6.86 F(2) = .16 F(2) = 1.10
p = .52 p = .61 p = .23 p = .01 p = .86 p = .33

β2009 threats (SE) .01 (.04) <.01 (.01) –.02 (.01) <.02 (.01) –.03 (.06) .02 (.07)
βhypothetical (SE) –.03 (.03) –.01 (.01) –.01 (.01) .03 (.01) –.03 (.06) –.08 (.07)

Rights violation F(3) = .32 F(3) = .45 F(3) = .81 F(1) = 5.66 F(3) = .45 F(3) = 1.65
p = .82 p = .72 p = .49 p = .00 p = .72 p = .18

βAmer.+threat (SE) –.03 (.04) .01 (.01) –.02 (.02) – .01 (.01) –.01 (.07) –.13 (.09)
βfor.+~threat (SE) <.03 (.04) –.01 (.01) –.02 (.02) .03 (.01) .04 (.07) .05 (.09)
βAmer.+~threat (SE) –.01 (.04) <.01 (.01) –.02 (.02) .02 (.01) –.07 (.07) –.07 (.08)

Torture, 2009 F(1) = .21 — F(1) = .24 F(1) = .12 F(1) = .14 F(1) = .40
p = .65 — p = .62 p = .73 p = .71 p = .53

βAmerican (SE) .02 (.04) — –.01 (.01) <–.01 (.01) .03 (.07) –.08 (.12)

Torture, 2010 F(2) = .53 F(2) = 1.53 F(2) = .21 F(2) = 2.49 F(2) = .10 F(2) = .65
p = .59 p = .22 p = .81 p = .08 p = .90 p = .52

βME back. (SE) .03 (.04) <.02 (.01) .01 (.01) <–.02 (.01) .03 (.07) .09 (.08)
β2009 threats (SE) –.01 (.04) <.02 (.01) <.01 (.01) <–.02 (.01) <–.01 (.07) .05 (.08)

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: Amer. = American; for. = foreign national; ME back. = Middle Eastern background.
aBold coefficient indicates significance at p < .05.
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96     Whose Rights?

airport security policy attitudes. Because of the interaction, however, the 
effects of education depend on which condition we are considering in 
the experiment. As shown by the downward-sloping lines for the pre-
dicted effects of education in both control group and real terrorism threat 
conditions, education appears to exert a constraining effect on support 
for the airport security measure. Higher levels of schooling are predicted 
as slightly lowering support for the counterterrorism measure in ques-
tion, and this effect is identical across the two conditions in question.

Where things diverge is on the impact of education in the final condi-
tion, where we have primed respondents with the hypothetical terror-
ism threat. In this condition, education has quite different effects on 
policy attitudes. In fact, its effects are surprisingly nil, contrasting with 
results for the control group and real terrorist threat condition.

So far, we have looked at how the effects of education differ across 
conditions in our experiment. Now, we turn to looking directly at the ef-
fects on policy attitudes of the two types of threat priming. We also want 
to make comparisons with other predicted effects in our model. These 
results are summarized in table 4.3. Here we present range-standardized 
estimates of the magnitude of effects. Range standardization is a useful 
technique for comparing effects when independent variables have het-
erogeneous levels of measurement. We can, for instance, compare the 
predicted effects of binary versus continuous variables, as in the current 
application. What we are doing, in particular, is calculating effects across 
the full range of each variable: for binary variables, the range is a move-
ment from 0 to 1. For continuous variables, the range is the difference 
between the highest versus lowest observed score.

To determine the predicted effects of threat priming, we must also 
take into account interaction effects, when significant. Because there is 
interaction between the hypothetical threat condition and education, the 
effects of the threat—relative to the baseline condition—are conditional 

Table 4.3 � Comparative Magnitude of Factors Behind Airport Security

Effect |Effect|

Education, control/threat-priming conditions –.30 .30
Hypothetical threat priming (education = 20) .28 .28
Threat perceptions .18 .18
Hypothetical threat priming (education = 14.52) .14 .14
Authoritarianism .13 .13
Threat priming .11 .11
Hypothetical threat priming (education = 5) –.10 .10
Partisanship .06 .06
Education, hypothetical threat-priming condition .00 .00

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
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those at lower levels of education. In contrast to their less-educated coun-
terparts, then, more highly educated respondents adjust to threat priming 
by lowering their support for the counterterrorism goal in question. This 
is an interesting result and very similar to the airport security experi-
ment’s results in the control group and (real) threat-priming conditions.

In table 4.4, we turn to comparisons involving the magnitude of key 
effects. As before, we use range-standardized estimates to facilitate these 
comparisons. And we again present effect calculations first without tak-
ing the absolute value (see column 1 of table 4.4), so we can see whether 
a specific factor raises (or lowers) counterterrorism policy support. 
Using as an example the –0.45 estimate for the effect of education in the 
threat-priming conditions, the negative sign tells us that more education 
disposes individuals to downgrade their support for rights-violating 
practices. The size of this estimate is quite large, one of the most impres-
sive in the rights violation experiment.

Staying with large-magnitude effects, the single biggest is for threat 
priming. With estimates of 0.56 and 0.48, respectively, threat priming 
matters enormously regardless of whether we are stimulating respon-
dents to think about foreign nationals or instead Americans as the policy 
targets.11 Confronting people with a simple reminder about terrorism 
plots in 2009 by itself substantially shores up their willingness to fight 
terrorism, even at the cost of protecting rights and liberties.

With identical estimates of 0.24, partisanship and existing threat per-
ceptions also matter a good deal to counterterrorism attitudes. In con-
trast, authoritarian predispositions have a relatively more modest im-
pact. Still, the 0.13 estimate is not by any means trivial, particularly 
because it takes into account so many potentially confounding processes.

What about the effects of national identity targets themselves? Start-
ing with the no-threat conditions, we see in the table 4.4 estimates that 

Table 4.4 � Comparative Magnitude of Factors Behind Rights Violation

Effect |Effect|

Threat priming (foreign condition) .56 .56
Threat priming (American condition) .48 .48
Education, threat conditions –.45 .45
Partisanship .24 .24
Threat perception .24 .24
Authoritarianism .13 .13
American versus foreign (threat-priming condition) –.08 .08
Education, foreign/~threat condition .00 .00
Education, American/~threat condition .00 .00
American versus foreign (~threat-priming condition) .00 .00

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
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foreign nationals (56º). These are quite low scores, considerably lower 
than the 67º received by blacks.8

It is striking how we can readily identify transnationally defined 
groups that elicit disproportionately positive affect, in the case of U.S. 
citizens, and also overwhelmingly negative affect, in the case of people 
from the Middle East, Muslims, and foreign nationals. Evidence is strong 
for the relevance of transnational groups to a fuller consideration of sta-
tus group hierarchies in the contemporary United States. This is a point 
we return to in the conclusion.

The Power of National Identity

We are now in position to look at mechanisms behind two key patterns of 
group affect. What we want to see is whether transnational factors, in the 
specific form of national identity status, can shed light on how people 
respond to insider versus outsider groups. Our first experiment takes the 
case of people from the Middle East. Results are summarized in figure 5.2.

With a score of 55º, the control group recapitulates what we already 
know about the cool reception that people from the Middle East receive 
among our survey respondents. In the experimental treatment condi-
tion, we now redescribe this group to introduce a novel identity cue: 
people from the Middle East who are U.S. citizens. The -4.87 t-score tells 
us that this cue has a significant impact, boosting affect by 6º. In doing 
so, this result suggests that part of the reason people from the Middle 

Figure 5.1 � Affect Toward Insider and Outsider Groups

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
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East are viewed negatively is because of an underlying attribution that 
they are not U.S. citizens. When these attributes are decoupled in our 
experiment, we can see how this operates.

It is useful to put the magnitude of the U.S. citizens cue in further 
perspective using regression. We now treat Middle East affect as the de-
pendent variable, where the national identity cue is a covariate, along-
side the other independent variables in the analysis. Recall that as dis-
covered earlier, there is no evidence for interactions involving the 
experimental U.S. citizens cue. In table 5.3, we present estimates of the 
magnitude of key factors on Middle East affect.9

The 15.30 estimate indicates that a change from the lowest to highest 
observed level of education is predicted to increase by over 15º affect 
toward people from the Middle East. Education has by far the largest ef-
fect of any measured factor, reflecting its status as a well-established 
mechanism behind tolerance and support for diversity. But the impact of 
our experimental national identity cue (6º) is also quite substantial, ex-
ceeding the parallel impact of partisanship (5º). What this means is that 
exposing someone to the U.S. citizens cue has a larger predicted effect on 
his or her feelings about people from the Middle East than if we trans-
formed him or her from a strong Republican to a strong Democrat.

Turning to our second experiment into group affect, we now analyze 
a case of group affect that involves quite favorable emotional responses: 
Christians. As before, we want to see whether national identity boundar-
ies, when manipulated, make a difference. We do this in figure 5.3 by 

Figure 5.2 � Does National Identity Matter for Outsider Groups?

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
* Indicates significance at p < .05
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redescribing Christians with the additional cue “who are not U.S. citi-
zens.”

The experimental treatment easily reaches statistical significance. Tak-
ing away U.S. national identity status dramatically lowers affect toward 
Christians by 9º. But this initial estimate does not yet take into account 
the two key interactions our multivariate analyses unearthed: with edu-
cation and with respondents’ religion. The presence of interactions con-
trasts with the Middle East affect experiment, and we use the calcula-
tions in figure 5.4 to properly gauge the magnitude of the national 
identity cue.

Estimates in this figure are range-standardized coefficients for the na-
tional identity treatment effect. But we must graph coefficients across 
the range of the authoritarianism and religion variables to see how the 
interactions play out. In the left panel, estimates connected by the dotted 

Table 5.3 � Comparative Magnitude of Factors Behind Middle East Group  
Affect

Effect |Effect|

Education 15.30 15.30
Authoritarianism –7.27 7.27
“U.S. citizen” condition 6.25 6.25
Partisanship –4.56 4.56

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).

Figure 5.3 � Does National Identity Matter for Insider Groups?

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
* Indicates significance at p < .05.
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line are calculated while authoritarianism is held at its lowest observed 
level. We can see how these estimates vary across the range of the reli-
gion variable. In the second set of estimates, authoritarianism is now 
held constant at its highest observed level, and national identity effects 
vary in parallel fashion across the range of the religion variable.

The right panel shows the same type of calculations but now displays 
coefficient estimates for, respectively, Christian-identified respondents 
versus all others across the range of the authoritarianism variable. Al-
though the difference in coefficient magnitude among Christian versus 
non-Christian respondents is clear, the larger source of variability is with 
respect to authoritarianism. Among those with more authoritarian pre-
dispositions, national identity cues have far more negative effects, tend-
ing to generate less warm feelings toward Christians as a group.

Combined with the experiment’s initial results, we can again witness 
the power of national identity status. Overall, feelings about Christians 
are far less positive when they are redefined as not being U.S. citizens, 
and this effect is enhanced considerably by authoritarianism. The the-
matic point is that U.S. national identity matters enough so that when 
removed, the status of even a well-liked insider group rapidly plummets.

Transnational Identities and War on Terror Attitudes

How do transnational group identities influence public responses to the 
war on terror? We turn now to results from the military commissions 

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).
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experiment. There are two treatment effects for, respectively, American 
citizens and American citizens of Middle Eastern background. In the con-
trol group, respondents are asked about foreign nationals with respect to 
special military prisons/military courts. As summarized in figure 5.5, 
support for military commissions arrangements is high in the control 
group condition and appreciably lower when the target is defined as 
American citizens. This represents a significant effect. By contrast, the F-
test for the Middle Eastern factor returns a nonsignificant result.

But consulting again the interaction test results in table 5.2, recall the 
evidence for a single interaction involving the Middle Eastern back-
ground factor and education. This refines our interpretation in ways we 
can gauge using table 5.4 estimates. These are range-standardized esti-
mates for the largest predicted effects, including the experimental iden-
tity cues.

The largest effect is for the Middle Eastern background treatment at 
the lowest level of education. Although this is an impressive effect, we 
can also see how it declines in magnitude at higher levels of education. 
Indeed, for those at the highest level of education, the Middle Eastern 
background treatment is the smallest effect of those summarized in table 
5.4. This interaction means that transnational bias is most consequential 
among less-educated respondents. If we round out the calculations by 
looking further at framing effects at the sample average for education 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
Note: nat. id = national identity; ME = Middle Eastern.
* Indicates significance at p < .05.
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evance of transnational boundaries. In the second experimental treat-
ment, American citizens is changed to American citizens of Middle Eastern 
background to introduce a quite different, transnational ethnic identity.
In this way, we can see whether and in what ways transnational ethnic 
versus national boundaries overlap or instead diverge with respect to 
policy-attitude formation.4

Table 5.1 � SAPA Item Wordings and Experimentsa

Domestic group affect
“I’d like to get your feelings toward some groups who are in the news these 
days. I’ll read the name of a group and I’d like you to rate that group using 
something we call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and 
100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward that group. 
Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don’t feel favor-
able toward that group and that you don’t care too much for that group. You 
would rate the person at the 50 degree mark if you don’t feel particularly 
warm or cold for the group. How about blacks . . . whites?”

Transnational group affect
“How about Muslims . . . foreign nationals . . . U.S. citizens?”

Middle East group affect [+ experiment]
“How about people from the Middle East?”
Experimental condition: “people from the Middle East” changed to “people 
from the Middle East who are U.S. citizens”

Christian group affect [+ experiment]
“How about Christians?”
Experimental condition: “Christians” changed to “Christians who are not 
U.S. citizens”

Military commissions [+ experiments]
“As you may know, Congress passed the Military Commissions Act in 2006, 

creating a separate set of courts and prisons in which individuals classified 
by the government as ‘enemy combatants’ can be held indefinitely. What do 
you think – [should the government move American citizens who are 
terrorism suspects to special military prisons and rely on military courts?/
Or should the government move American citizens who are terrorism 
suspects to regular prisons and rely on regular criminal courts?]”

Experimental condition 1: “American citizens” changed to “foreign nationals”
Experimental condition 2: “American citizens” changed to “American 
citizens of Middle Eastern background”

Source: Authors’ compliation based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
aOrder of presentation of “people from the Middle East” and “Christians” is randomized 
on the feeling thermometer; for “Military commissions,” order of presentation of the re-
sponse options in brackets is randomized.
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Table 5.2 � Experimental Treatments and Interactionsa

x Threat  
Perception

x  
Authoritarianism

x  
Partisanship

x  
Education

x  
Religion

x  
Race

Middle East affect F(1) = 2.10 F(1) = 2.06 F(1) = .23 F(1) = .24 F(1) = .41 F(1) = .56
p = .15 p = .15 p = .63 p = .62 p = .52 p = .46

βU.S. citizens (SE) 2.28 (1.58) .78 (.55) .28 (.59) .24 (.49) 1.76 (2.76) –2.49 (3.34)

Christian affect F(1) = 7.67b F(1) = 26.47 F(1) = 1.92 F(1) = 9.93b F(1) = 11.65 F(1) = .17
p = .01 p = .00 p = .17 p = .00 p = .00 p = .68

β~U.S. citizens (SE) –5.17 (1.87) –3.22 (.63) –.97 (.70) –10.97 (3.21) –.03 (.06) –1.68 (4.07)

Military commissions F(2) = .22 F(2) = 4.75c F(2) = 1.88 F(1) = 5.09 F(2) = .69 F(2) = .25
p = .80 p = .01 p = .15 p = .01 p = .50 p = .78

βforeign (SE) <–.01 (.04) <–.02 (.01) –.01 (.01) .01 (.01) –.01 (.07) .04 (.09)
βM.E. backgr. (SE) –.06 (.04) <.03 (.01) <–.01 (.02) –.03 (.01) .07 (.08) –.02 (.09)

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: ME backgr. = Middle Eastern background.
aBolded entry indicates significance at p < .05.
bWhen threat and education interactions are estimated in a model with the authoritarianism and religion interactions, the threat and education inter-
actions are not significant (β~U.S. citizens × threat = –2.71, SE = 1.90, p = .15; β~U.S. citizens × education = 1.03, SE = .62, p = .10).
cWhen the authoritarianism interactions are estimated in a model with the education interaction, the coefficient is not significant (βforeign × authoritari

anism = –.02, SE >.01, p = .16; βME backgr. × authoritarianism = .01, SE = .02, p = .34). 
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redescribing Christians with the additional cue “who are not U.S. citi-
zens.”

The experimental treatment easily reaches statistical significance. Tak-
ing away U.S. national identity status dramatically lowers affect toward 
Christians by 9º. But this initial estimate does not yet take into account 
the two key interactions our multivariate analyses unearthed: with edu-
cation and with respondents’ religion. The presence of interactions con-
trasts with the Middle East affect experiment, and we use the calcula-
tions in figure 5.4 to properly gauge the magnitude of the national 
identity cue.

Estimates in this figure are range-standardized coefficients for the na-
tional identity treatment effect. But we must graph coefficients across 
the range of the authoritarianism and religion variables to see how the 
interactions play out. In the left panel, estimates connected by the dotted 

Table 5.3 � Comparative Magnitude of Factors Behind Middle East Group  
Affect

Effect |Effect|

Education 15.30 15.30
Authoritarianism –7.27 7.27
“U.S. citizen” condition 6.25 6.25
Partisanship –4.56 4.56

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).

Figure 5.3 � Does National Identity Matter for Insider Groups?

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
* Indicates significance at p < .05.
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(14.54 years), we obtain a resultant estimate of 0.07. For individuals at 
the mean level of schooling, then, the Middle Eastern background treat-
ment has the effect of slightly raising support for military commissions.

Education also exerts considerable influence over attitudes toward 
military commissions. But because of the interaction, these effects also 
vary, depending on the target group that individuals are cued to be think-
ing about. When the target is defined by the Middle Eastern background 
cue, education has very large effects (–0.30), disposing individuals to op-
pose the military commissions system. But, in the other American citi-
zens condition, and in the foreign nationals–control group condition, 
education has a smaller and very different impact (0.15). In these cases, 
higher levels of education lead to more positive attitudes toward mili-
tary commissions.

The other experimental contrast to note is the comparison between 
the foreign nationals versus American citizens condition. Here, the 0.16 
estimate tells us that the foreign nationals cue leads to higher support for 
military commissions than if policy targets are defined as American citi-
zens. Because there is no interaction involving these conditions, the na-
tional identity effect is identical across all respondents.

The remaining results in table 5.4 show that threat perceptions have 
substantial effects. These are comparable in magnitude to the effects of 
education in the Middle Eastern condition. The impact of partisanship is 
somewhat smaller, comparable to the 0.16 national identity effect. As be-
fore, this is instructive in telling us that changing perceptions of a policy 
as applying to American citizens rather than foreign nationals has about 
the same effect as changing someone’s partisanship from strong Repub-
lican to strong Democrat.

Table 5.4 � Comparative Magnitude of Factors Behind Military Commissions 
Support

Effect |Effect|

“Middle Eastern” condition, 
education = 5

.36 .36

Education, “Middle Eastern” 
condition

–.30 .30

Threat perception .30 .30
Partisanship .18 .18
“Foreign” condition .16 .16
Education, “American/foreign” 
condition

.15 .15

“Middle Eastern” condition, 
education = 20

–.09 .09

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).
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Source: Authors’ calculations based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; FISA Act = Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Amendments Act.
* Indicates significance at p < .05

Figure 6.1 � Policy Feedback and the NSA Surveillance Experiment
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Figure 6.2 � Policy Feedback in Greater Detaila

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes 
(Brooks and Manza, various years).
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; FISA Act = Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Amendments Act.
a Effect of threat perception in the “American citizens” condition is not significant (b = .02, 
SE = .03).
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primes for the Middle Eastern background target group and for the 2008 
FISA Act, changes the picture substantially. In both experimental condi-
tions, threat perceptions now have sizeable (and fairly comparable) ef-
fects. In comparison with the control group, respondents who feel threat-
ened in the transitional ethnicity and policy feedback conditions are 
disproportionately more supportive of NSA surveillance.

As illustrated in figure 6.2, the effects of the experimental treatments 
themselves are most substantial among individuals who are at high lev-
els of threat perceptions. It is respondents who come into the survey 
worried about terrorism who are most at risk of attitude change. These 
individuals are susceptible to having their attitudes toward government 
surveillance quickly realigned by new information about counterterror-
ism laws or the ethnic background of policy targets.

The waterboarding experiment provides a dramatic contrast. Unlike 
the NSA surveillance experiment, the waterboarding experiment pres-
ents respondents with information about the ratcheting-back of a war on 
terror activity. As summarized in figure 6.3, the treatment is information 
about the presidential order prohibiting coercive interrogation tech-
niques. Perhaps surprisingly, we find no evidence for a feedback effect. 
Exposure to the feedback condition does little to change respondents’ 
attitudes toward the practice at hand.

We find the waterboarding results intriguing. Certainly they are un-
expected, because we expect, if anything, the newly available informa-
tion to implicitly call into question the positions that supporters endorse. 

Source: Authors’ estimates based on  Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).

Figure 6.3 � The Waterboarding Experiment

Po
lic

y 
su

pp
or

t
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

[t < .01]

.44 .44

Control group:
approve of

waterboarding

Feedback condition:
President Obama
issued an order

Brooks.indb   138 11/27/2012   9:55:51 AM



140     Whose Rights?

NSA surveillance experiments, the health spending experiment has un-
veiled a striking new side to policy feedback effects. Because experi-
ments are novel for policy feedback scholarship, much remains to be 
done. For the current study, however, we now have a rich new array of 
results with which to reconsider questions concerning public opinion on 
counterterrorism.

Conclusion

When and why does policy feedback occur? Since the pioneering work 
of Douglass North (1990) and Paul Pierson (1993), an increasingly influ-
ential view among many scholars has been that policy change redirects 
group interests and their incentives to comply with new institutional ar-
rangements. Although most debates over policy feedback have not in-
volved direct investigations of public opinion, when scholars have ex-
amined the impact of policy change on public preferences, the results 
suggest important complications. For example, research on the 1996 re-
form of the AFDC program has constructively challenged this consensus 
(Soss and Schram 2007; Dyck and Hussey 2008), bringing to light a pow-
erful case of nonfeedback and demonstrating the importance of grap-
pling with conditions and processes that moderate policy feedbacks on 
opinion.

This has opened for consideration an important issue for scholarship 
on policy-attitude formation and also for research on institutional 
change and policymaking. This issue takes on particular relevance when 

Figure 6.4 � The Health Spending Experiment

Source: Authors’ estimates based on wSurveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and 
Manza, various years).
* Spending preferences differ across control and feedback conditions: χ2(2) = 23.49, p = .00.

H
ea

lth
 sp

en
di

ng
 p

re
fe

re
nc

es 0.70

0.50

0.30

0.10

Control group Feedback condition:
President Obama and

Congress passed

.49

.25 .25

.36

.20

.44

Too
little

About
right

Too
much

Too
little

About
right

Too
much

Brooks.indb   140 11/27/2012   9:55:52 AM



Table 6.1 � Feedback and Interaction Effectsa

× Threat 
Perception

×  
Authoritarianism

×  
Partisanship

×  
Education

×  
Religion

×  
Race

NSA surveillance F(2) = 3.84 F(2) = 2.62 F(2) = .42 F(2) = 2.47 F(2) = .81 F(2) = .01

p = .02 p = .07 p = .66 p = .09 p = .45 p = .99

βFISA Act (SE) .09 (.04) .01 (.01) .01 (.02) .01 (.01) .04 (.07) <.01 (.09)

βME backgr. (SE) .11 (.04) .03 (.01)b .01 (.02) <–.02 (.01) .09 (.07) <.02 (.07)

Waterboarding F(1) = 1.51 F(1) = 1.57 F(1) = .29 F(1) = .46 F(1) = 1.97 F(1) = .11

p = .22 p = .21 p = .59 p = .50 p = .16 p = .74

βPres. Obama (SE) .05 (.04) <–.02 (.01) –.01 (.01) <.02 (.01) –.10 (.07) .03 (.09)

Source: Authors’ estimates based on analysis of Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and Manza, various years). 
Note: NSA = National Security Agency; FISA Act = Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Amendments Act; ME backgr. = Middle Eastern background.
aBolded entry indicates significance at p < .05.
bInteraction not significant (βME backgr. < .03, SE = .01, p = .05) when estimated in model with interactions  involving threat perceptions.
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Table 6.2 � Feedback and Interaction Effectsa

× Economic 
Evaluations

×  
Partisanship

×  
Education

×  
Religion

×  
Race

Health spending χ2(2) = 1.72 χ2(2) = 3.27 χ2(2) =  1.93 χ2(2) = 1.52 χ2(2) = 1.96
p = .42 p = .19 p = .38 p = .47 p = .38

Source: Authors’ estimates based on Surveys of American Policy Attitudes (Brooks and Manza, various years). 
aBolded entry indicates significance at p < .05.
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