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ABSTRACT 

National security spending (sometimes referred to as defense spending) is often 

cited as one of the largest obstacles to sufficient support of domestic programs in the 

United States.  A seemingly disproportionate amount of the federal budget is placed on 

defense policies, at the expense of other social and economic programs.  With the sudden 

drastic increase in public support for national security policy in the wake of September 

11, 2001, many domestic policy proponents face even greater obstacles.  This study will 

use preferences for spending as a measure of support for those policies, and explore what 

the changes occurred in domestic spending preferences post- September 11.  The 

domestic policy arenas included in this study were the environment, education, and 

healthcare.   

Using an ordered logistics regression, spending preferences for these domestic 

policies were individually regressed against national security spending preferences.  

Using the year of the survey as the primary control variable, this study compared the 

domestic spending preferences in 2000 versus 2002, and analyzed whether any change in 

preference was significantly associated with the post-September 11 timeframe.  The other 

individual characteristics controlled for included sex, age, household income, level of 
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education, and political party identification.  After examining the main effects of these 

variables, they were each interacted with national security spending preferences to 

determine whether a portion of those effects could be attributed the individual 

characteristics instead.   

The results demonstrated that, in the wake of September 11, national security 

spending preferences were generally inversely associated with preferences in support of 

domestic spending, despite actual increases in all spending.  This was consistent with 

previous research that had focused on the Cold War era.  The implication for political 

strategists suggests that to build public attitude in favor of increasing domestic spending, 

current or proposed levels of national security spending must be perceived as excessive.  

This will be a particularly difficult challenge in a post- September 11 world. 
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INTRODUCTION  

On September 11, 2001, the Philadelphia City Paper boasted a headline declaring 

“Nothing Will Ever Be the Same.”  In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks, the United 

States set into motion unprecedented changes in foreign and domestic policy.  The war in 

Iraq and detention of suspected terrorists in Guantanamo Bay signaled major shifts 

overseas.  The passage of the USA PATRIOT Act and the creation of the Department of 

Homeland Security marked a dramatic change on the homefront.  These policies 

represented a dramatic departure from more traditional American liberal ideology, and 

some argued that September 11 fundamentally altered the policy course of the nation’s 

history.  Despite these changes, other scholars have argued that September 11 did not 

“change everything” 1 They hold that these initiatives were the result of policy agendas 

pre-existing the attack, whose proponents were merely seeking windows of opportunity 

in which to advance them.  Healthy debate exists as to whether the changes will endure in 

the long term, and how fundamental a shift they really represent.  Proponents on both 

sides, however, agree that the groundswell of public support in the aftermath of 

September 11 provided the critical backing needed to prevail in their policy reforms.   

These reforms, however, were not occurring in a vacuum.  While public support 

for these national security policies was at an all time high, proponents with other policy 

agendas found themselves facing uncertain times.  National security spending is often 

cited as one of the largest obstacles to sufficient support of domestic programs in the 
                                                 
1. Teitel, Ruti G., “Empire’s Law: Foreign Relations by Presidential Fiat,” in September 11 in History: A 
Watershed Moment?, editor Mary L. Dudziak, Duke University Press, 2003. 
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United States.  A seemingly disproportionate amount of the federal budget is placed on 

defense policies, at the expense of other social and economic programs.  And with the 

sudden drastic increase in public support for national security policy in the wake of 

September 11, many domestic policy proponents faced even greater obstacles.  Thus 

while the impact on public support of defense spending is clear through the lens of 

September 11, the impact on public support of domestic programs is less so.  Policy 

makers vying to bring domestic programs to the forefront of the political arena in a new 

era of heightened national security awareness will have to understand the corresponding 

impact national security threats have on support to their policies.  To that end, this study 

attempts tp explore what effect national security spending preferences had on domestic 

spending preferences in the wake of September 11. 

 

BACKGROUND  

In the years following September 11, the increasing prominence of national and 

homeland security policies was reflected not only in ideological shifts, but also in the 

budgetary priorities of the administration.  Prior to September 11, the trend in national 

security spending had been slowly decreasing.  According to the White House Office of 

Management and Budget,2 the federal government spent approximately $299 billion 

toward national security efforts in 1990.  This equated to 23.9% of federal outlays as a 

                                                 
2 Source: "Table 3.1: outlays by superfunction and function: 1940--2013," in Office of Management and 
Budget, Historical Tables, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2009 (2008), Washington, 
pp. 53-55. 
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whole, and 5.2% of the nation’s gross domestic product (GDP).  In 2001, although the 

total amount of dollars spent on national security had risen to approximately $304 billion, 

its percentage of federal outlays had fallen to 16.4%, and composed only 3% of the 

nation’s GDP.  Following the attacks of September 11, however, this trend began to 

reverse.  In 2002, the federal government spent approximately $348 billion, or 17.3% of 

outlays and 3.4% of the GDP. In fiscal year 2008, the estimated $607 billion spent on 

national security composed 20.7% of total federal outlays, and 4.2% of the GDP.  

Compare these levels of spending on national security with the funding received 

by more traditional domestic social programs.  In 1990, the federal government spent 

approximately $37 billion on education, equating to 2.97% of total outlays and 0.65% of 

GDP.  In 2001, this grew to $57 billion, or 3.07% of outlays and 0.57% of GDP.  

Following September 11, the expenditures actually increased further to $70.5 billion, or 

3.51% of outlays and 0.68% of GDP.  That amount steadily rose to a high of $118.5 

billion in 2006, or 4.46% of outlays and 0.91% of GDP, before decreasing slightly.  

Despite the constant increase in expenditures, educational outlays equaled only 

approximately one-fifth of national security outlays. 

Domestic spending on health followed a similar increasing trend, with the federal 

expenditures rising from approximately $58 billion in 1990 up to $284.5 billion expected 

in 2008.  This equated to a rise from 4.61% of total outlays (1.01% of GDP) to a high of 

10.14% (2.05% of GDP) in 2005, only dropping slightly to 9.71% (1.98% of GDP) 

expected in 2008.  Yet again, health outlays at their peak equaled only approximately half 
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of national security outlays.  Domestic spending on the environment, on the other had, 

has shown an opposite trend, increasing from 1.36% of federal outlays in 1990 (or $17.08 

billion and 0.29% of GDP) to a peak of 1.46% in 2002 (or $29.45 billion and 0.28% of 

GDP), and subsequently decreasing to an expected 1.21% in 2008 (or $35.55 billion and 

0.25% of GDP).  Environmental outlays remain ‘budget dust’ compared to national 

defense spending. 

It is against this backdrop of shifting budgetary priorities that we can begin to 

understand what impact, if any, the increasing national security expenditures had on 

domestic spending preferences.  Figures 1-3 below compare expenditures across the four 

categories as a matter of actual dollars, percent of total federal outlays, and percent of the 

nation’s gross domestic product (GDP).  Most notable are both the relative size of 

expenditures on national security compared to the three domestic arenas, as well as the 

overall growth or decrease in spending over the years. Looking specifically at the shift 

from 2000 to 2002, national security spending as a portion of federal outlays increased by 

0.8 percentage points, outpacing spending on education and the environment, which 

increased by 0.5 and 0.06 percentage points respectively.  Spending on the nation’s 

health, on the other hand, outpaced even national security, increasing by 1.13 percentage 

points.  Public preference for increases or decreases in spending must be examined in the 

context of actual expenditures occurring during this timeframe. 
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Figure 1  Federal Expenditures by Policy Arena, Measured in Billions of Dollars 
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Figure 2.  Federal Expenditures by Policy Arena, Measured as a Percent of Total Federal 
Outlays 
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Figure 3.  Federal Expenditures by Policy Arena, Measured as a Percent of Total Gross 
Domestic Product 
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Data for Figures 1-3 taken directly from “Table 3.1: outlays by 
superfunction and function: 1940--2013,” in Office of Management and 
Budget, Historical Tables, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal 
Year 2009 (2008), Washington, pp. 53-55.  For tables of relevant values, 
see Appendix A. 

 
 

L ITERATURE REVIEW  

The connection between public spending preferences and policy has been the 

subject of much study over the years.3  Researchers have consistently shown public 

opinion to have some influence (though not singularly determinative) on policy choices.  
                                                 
3 See, e.g., Weisser, Robert, Public Opinion and Popular Government, Prentice Hall, 1976; Monroe, Alan, 
“Consistency Between Constituency Preferences and National Policy Decisions,” American Political 
Quarterly, 12, pp. 3-19, 1979; Page, Benjamin I. and Shapiro, Robert Y., “Effects of Public Opinion on 
Policy,” American Political Science Review, 76, pp. 175-90, 1983; Page, Benjamin I. and Shapiro, Robert 
Y., The Rational Public, University of Chicago Press, 1991. 
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In that vein, public spending preferences have been shown to be a suitable proxy to 

measure public support for those policies.  Thomas Hartley and Bruce Russett conducted 

an early study of the relationship between public spending preferences on national 

security and the resulting policy.4  They found that public opinion did in fact impact 

policy makers’ decision to raise or lower defense spending, though to a lesser degree than 

other budgetary realities. 

In 1996, Christopher Wlezien explored the concept that public adjustment of 

spending preferences, in response to current expenditures, represented feedback of policy 

preferences over time.5   He hypothesized that as the national mood shifted toward a more 

liberal stance, the national appetite for defense spending would decrease.  Using 

multivariate analysis, he regressed the percentage change in defense appropriations 

against a variable measuring net support of those programs, controlling for confounding 

influences like baseline budgetary constraints and the partisan process.  Wlezien found 

that a strong reciprocal connection existed between public input into the defense spending 

process and the policy output generated.  Preferences for increased or decreased spending 

led to corresponding changes in policy. 

                                                 
4 Hartley, Thomas and Russett, Bruce, “Public Opinion and the Common Defense: Who Governs Military 
Spending in the United States?” American Political Science Review, 86, pp. 905-15, 1992 
5 Wlezien, Christopher, “Dynamics of Representation: The Case of US Spending on Defence,” British 
Journal of Political Science, 26, pp. 81-103, 1996. 
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Wlezien also studied the relationship between spending preferences for national 

security and domestic social programs.6  He based his work on the Cold War-era “guns-

butter trade off,” where military expenditures were weighed in public opinion polls 

against expenditures on other government priorities.  Researchers showed that as 

preferences for defense spending moved in one direction, preferences for spending in 

other domestic social programs moved in the other. Wlezien conducted a time series 

regression analysis to compare defense spending against spending for five different social 

programs.  He found that as appropriations for defense increased, public preference for 

more spending decreased, and as it decreased, appropriations decreased as well.  Thus, he 

concluded that policy outputs “feed back” on public inputs in both the defense and 

domestic spending domains.  This was supported by James Stimson, who also found that 

public opinion on defense spending is inversely related to spending on other national 

priorities.7 

In 2003, Christopher Witko found that this relationship persisted even when 

actual spending levels due to national events were controlled for.8  Using quarterly time-

series data, Witko created a dependent variable, the defense-spending opinion index, 

compiled from similar survey questions from four different survey centers.  This was 

regressed against independent variables representing U.S. and Soviet Union belligerence, 

                                                 
6 Wlezien, Christopher, “The Public as Thermostat: Dynamics of Preferences for Spending,”  American 
Journal of Political Science, 39, pp. 981-1000, 1995. 
7 Stimson, James A. Public opinion in America: Moods, cycles and swings, Westview, 1999. 
8 Witko, Christopher, “Cold War Belligerence and U.S. Public Opinion Toward Defense Spending,” 
American Politics Research, 31, pp. 379-403, 2003. 
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as captured from the WEIS dataset (which included New York Times coverage of national 

events and political statements in response to those events).  Witko found that public 

opinion during the Cold War era reacted not to the activities of the Soviet Union, but 

rather to the statements and actions of U.S. political leaders dealing with the Soviet 

Union. 

Both Wlezien and Witko’s studies examined the relationship between national 

security and domestic spending preferences during the post-Cold War, pre- September 11 

era.  In 2006, Ole Holsti examined the changes in public opinion in the aftermath of 

September 11.  He did not focus on the direct relationship with opinions on domestic 

issues, but found that the American public, usually inattentive to foreign policy, could 

and would make its preferences known given adequate media coverage and focus in the 

political environment (such as in the aftermath of September 11).9  This study, therefore, 

examines whether Wlezien and Witko’s findings are still applicable to public opinions a 

generation removed from the Cold War.  It elaborates on Holsti’s premise by 

incorporating the major shifts in national security and foreign policy caused by the events 

of September 11.  The purpose of this study is to demonstrate whether in this post 

September 11 era, changes in public opinion on national security policy are still 

correlated to changes in public domestic spending preferences, as Wlezien and Witko’s 

works would predict. 

                                                 
9 Holsti, Ole R., “American Public Opinion and Foreign Policy: Did the September 11 Attacks Change 
Everything?” in David Forsythe, Patrice McMahon, and Andrew Wedeman, editors, American Foreign 
Policy in a Globalized World. Routledge, pp. 141-71, 2006. 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESIS 

The data source for this study measures public opinion on spending in a number 

of domestic policy matters, including the environment, education, and health.  In order to 

run a regression analysis, these were originally intended to be summed and recoded to 

create a new dependent variable, representing preferences on domestic policies as a 

whole.  The main independent variable was the measure of national security spending 

preference.  Specifically, it asked whether a respondent believes the government is 

spending too much, too little, or the right amount on national security issues.  The 

interaction between this variable and the year in which the study was administered was 

also examined.  The interaction was designed to capture the difference between pre- and 

post- September 11 preferences.  A number of individual characteristics were also used as 

control variables in relation to domestic spending preferences – the income of the 

respondent’s household, the highest level of education received by the respondent, their 

age, gender, and political party identification. 

The results of the analysis were expected to reveal that if preferences for national 

security spending increased post- September 11, the inverse relationship described by 

Wlezein would predict a decrease in domestic spending preferences.  If supported in this 

model, the follow-on would be to determine whether the magnitude of the inverse 

relationship remained similar to pre- September 11 levels, or whether it increased or 

decreased.  The alternative hypothesis would be that domestic spending preferences did 
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not decrease, by either remaining constant or in fact increasing.  If the original hypothesis 

failed to prove supportable, the alternative model was to regress each domestic policy 

distinctly against national security spending to determine whether there was any 

statistically significant relationship.  Finally, the control variables were also examined to 

determine whether they had an independent impact on any or all of the domestic spending 

preferences or whether there was an effect due to the interaction of the control variables 

with national security spending preferences. 

 

DATA SOURCE 

The data used in this study comes from the General Social Surveys (GSS), 

conducted as part of the National Data Program for the Social Sciences (NDPSS).  

NDPSS is a data diffusion project with the mission of conducting social indicator 

research.  The National Opinion Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago, 

with the support of the National Science Foundation, has been administering the GSS at 

least biannually since 1972.  The most current survey was administered in 2006, although 

this study will use data only from 2000 and 2002, the survey years immediately 

preceding and subsequent to September 11, 2001. 

The GSS is composed of a series of interviews administered in February through 

April of the survey year.  Researchers used full probability sampling to identify 

respondents from the national population in the United States.  The independently drawn 

sample comes from English-speaking persons 18 years of age or older, living in non-
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institutional arrangements within the United States.  In 2000, of the 4883 selectees in the 

original sample, the eligibility rate was 82.4%, and response rate was 70%.  In 2002, of 

the 4890 selectees in the original sample, the eligibility rate was 80.6%, and response rate 

was 70.1%.10  The survey itself is a biennial, split-sample design.  Two parallel sub-

samples with identical core questions are administered to approximately 1,500 cases 

each.  The two versions then incorporated different topical questions as well, allowing 

multiple topics to be covered in one year.  Using a standard questionnaire, interviews last 

on average about 90 minutes.  In 2002, the survey mode itself was changed from paper-

and-pencil format to computer-assisted personal interviewing. 

Limitations of the data are two-fold.  The representativeness of the sample itself is 

hampered due to certain restraints on the data collection methods.  Due to the non-

institutional living arrangement exclusion, about 9.4% of people age 18-24 were not 

included in the population from which to draw the sample.  Approximately 11.4% of 

people age 75 and older were also excluded for the same reason.11  Additionally, non –

English speakers were not included until 2006, when Spanish language surveys were also 

administered.  According to the U.S. Census in 2000, 4.7% of the population lived 

“linguistically isolated households,” where no member 14 years old and over spoke only 

English or, if fluent in another language, spoke English “very well”.12  Researchers did 

not begin sub-sampling non-responsive selectees until 2004, resulting in possible self-

                                                 
10 GSS, Appendix A, pg. 2113. 
11 GSS, Appendix A 
12 http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/QTTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=01000US&-
qr_name=DEC_2000_SF3_U_QTP17&-ds_name=DEC_2000_SF3_U 
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selection bias as well.  Finally, due to resource constraints, the survey questions regarding 

national security and domestic policy spending were limited to only half the 

questionnaires, forcing the study to weight the results in order to encompass a nationally 

representative sample. 

More significantly, the data on spending preferences does not directly measure 

preferences in support of or against certain policy measures.  Comprehensive surveys that 

might capture these preferences have not historically been administered to sample pools 

of sufficient size to render the results significantly generalizable.  No national surveys 

were found that directly measured this question.  Therefore, as researchers in the past 

have done, this study used spending preferences as a proxy to represent actual policy 

preference.  Relying on the previous work of those such as Hartley, Russett, and Wlezien, 

this study did not use precise measures of those preferences, but rather focused on the 

comparative relationship between preferences for national security and domestic policy.  

 

ANALYSIS PLAN  

Weighting 

The sample analyzed in this study is composed of respondents to the 2000 and 

2002 GSS survey versions that included the variables of interest.  About half the surveys 

administered each year did not include questions measuring these variables.  The 

distribution of surveys among sample households was random, so no specific group or 

population was excluded from consideration in this study.  As a result, the GSS captured 
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a nationally representative sample of 1409 households in 2000, and 1358 households in 

2002.  Although the results for these two years were self-weighted for household-level 

variables, however, a weight was required for individual-level variables.  Within each 

selected household, only one individual eligible to be interviewed was actually 

interviewed.  Since each eligible individual in a household had an equal opportunity of 

being interviewed, a weight was applied to their individual-level responses.  The weight 

value was equivalent to 1/n (where n equalled the number of English speaking adults over 

18 living in a  particular household) multiplied by the probability of being in a selected 

household itself. 

 

Dependent Variables 

The GSS asked a series of questions regarding spending preferences on a number 

of domestic policies.  The pre-question text read:  

We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved 
easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these problems, and for each one I'd 
like you to tell me whether you think we're spending too much money on it, too little 
money, or about the right amount. First (READ ITEM A) . . . are we spending too much, 
too little, or about the right amount on (ITEM)? 

 

Respondent’s were given the option of answering “too little” (which was assigned 

a value of 1), “about right” (value of 2), “too much” (value of 3), “don’t know” (value of 

8) and non-answers were valued at 9.  This study selected three areas to focus on, 

mirroring Wlezien’s 1996 study – the environment, health, and education.  In response to 



 

 15

the option of “[i]mproving and protecting the environment,” 63.3% of respondents in 

2000 felt the United States was spending too little, 28.4% felt it was about right, and 

8.3% felt the U.S. government was spending too much.  In 2002, these numbers shifted to 

60% too little, 33.2% about right, and 6.8% too much.  In regard to “[i]mproving and 

protecting the nation’s health,” 73.2% of respondents in 2000 felt the United States was 

spending too little, 23.1% felt it was about right, and only 3.6% felt too much was being 

spent.  In 2002, these numbers only slightly shifted, with 74.9% reporting the U.S. spent 

too little, 21.3% about right, and 3.9% too much.  Finally, in 2000, 72% of respondents 

found the U.S. was spending too little on “[i]mproving the nation’s education system,” 

23.2% about right, and 4.8% too much.  In 2002, 73.9% felt spending was too much, 

20.7% about right, and 5.4% too much.   

The original intention was to create a new variable representing domestic 

spending preferences from a composite of the preferences for spending on the 

environment, health and education.  These individual variables were measured on the 

same metric, with a range of values from 1-3, representing the same relative preference to 

current actual spending levels.  In running a preliminary correlation analysis, these three 

original variables demonstrated a positive correlation.  Provided the Cronbach’s alpha for 

all three variables was above the standard significance of .80, they were to be summed 

across the items to create one scale.  After running a Cronbach’s alpha test, however, the 

resulting value was not acceptable.  The different trend exhibited by the environmental 

preference in comparison to health and education raised concerns whether and why the 
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impact was different on environmental preferences.  Because the responses to spending 

preference did not vary together, the Cronbach’s alpha did not support a valid scale for 

creating a composite domestic spending variable.  Therefore, the association between 

domestic and national security spending was examined by each domestic policy 

individually. 

 

Independent Variables 

The first independent variable used the same pre-question text as the above 

mentioned dependent variables:   

We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved 
easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these problems, and for each one I'd 
like you to tell me whether you think we're spending too much money on it, too little 
money, or about the right amount. First (READ ITEM A) . . . are we spending too much, 
too little, or about the right amount on (ITEM)? 

 
Respondents were given the same range of answer choices and corresponding 

values to report their spending preferences for “[t]he military, armaments and defense.”  

In 2000, 24.7% of respondent felt the U.S. was spending too little, 49% about right, and 

26.2% too much.  In 2002, 31.3% felt the U.S. was spending too little, 46.5% about right, 

and 22.3% too much on national security matters. 

This national security spending preference was then interacted with a measure for 

the year in which the GSS was administered.  The 2000 survey captures the national 

mood immediately prior to September 11, while the 2002 survey captures it immediately 

following the attacks.  The interaction term was included to account for some of the 
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overlapping effect between changes in national security spending preferences and the 

reality of being post- September 11.   

 

Individual Characteristics (Control Variables) 

The two control variables in this study that previous literature has identified as 

significant were total family income of respondent’s household and the highest grade of 

school the respondent finished and received credit for.  Respondent income was 

measured in $1000 intervals up to $24,999, at which point incomes equaling $25,000 or 

higher were grouped into one value.  In both 2000 and 2002, the majority of respondents 

(58.2% and 62.7%, respectively) fell into this last category.  Education was slightly more 

normally disbursed, with the largest portion of respondents – 29.3% in 2000 and 29.7% 

in 2002 – having completed 12th grade, likely as high school graduates.  The next largest 

category of respondents – 14% in 2000 and 13.7% in 2002 – was composed of those 

having completed 4 years after high school, or the equivalent of a bachelor’s degree.  

Finally, respondents who completed 2 years after high school comprised the third largest 

category – 13.3% in 2000 and 13.6% in 2002. 

This study also examined what effect sex, age, and political party identification 

had on domestic spending preferences.  Sex was renamed to Female, so that women 

coded as 1 and men coded as 0 under the variable category.  Age ranged as a continuous 

variable from 18 to 89 years old.  Political party identification was coded as a categorical 

variable, with values including Strong Democrat, Not Strong Democrat, Independent near 
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Democrat, Independent, Independent near Republican, Not Strong Republican, Strong 

Republican and Other.  For the purposes of this study, these values were combined and 

recoded to a three value variable.  The Democrat leaning values were recoded to 

Democrat, Republican leaning to Republican, and Independents remained as they were.  

Respondents who chose Other were coded as missing. 

 

Models 

Because the dependent variables of interest are measured in a categorical scale, 

this study used ordered logistic regression to regress domestic spending preferences on 

national security spending preferences and the individual characteristics.  The primary 

ologit model was run three times, each time replacing the dependent variable with the 

specific domestic policy area – environment, health, and education.  This main effects 

model was: 

(specific domestic spending preference) = B0 + B1(national security 
pending preference) + B2(year of survey) + B3(income) + B4(education) + 
B5(female) + B6(age) + B7(political party identification) + e. 

 
The study also included a variation to this primary model, examining any 

unanticipated effects due to the interactions between the individual characteristics and 

national security spending preferences.  This interaction effects model was:  

(specific domestic spending preference) = B0 + B1(national security pending 
preference) + B2(year of survey) + B1*B2 + B3(income) + B1*B3 + B4(education) + 
B1*B4 + B5(female) + B1*B5 + B6(age) + B1*B6 + B7(political party identification) 
+ B1*B7 + e. 
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Based on the literature to date, the relationship between national security and 

domestic spending preferences, regardless of specific domestic policy, is expected to be 

negative.  As preference for national security spending increases, preference for any 

domestic spending is expected to decrease.  With the threat to national security much 

more prevalent in the media and the popular political arena post-September 11, 2001, the 

relationship between the year of the survey and national security spending preferences is 

expected to have a strong positive correlation.  Therefore the correlation between the year 

of the survey and domestic spending preferences should mirror the same inverse 

relationship.  Income and education will also be controlled for, as they are expected to 

have a positive relationship with domestic spending preferences.  Respondents with 

higher income and education are presumably better informed about the need for these 

programs, while also better able to afford the higher taxes required to pay for these 

domestic social programs  

 

DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS 

The original hypothesis predicted that whichever direction preferences for 

national security spending moved, preferences for domestic spending would change 

inversely.  With the media message post-September 11 emphasizing the government’s 

lack of preparedness and cooperation, one would expect to see public opinion in 2002 

favor increased spending over levels in 2000.  Specifically, the percentage of respondents 

who felt the United States was spending too little on national security would be expected 
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to increase, while those that felt the U.S. was spending about right or too much on it 

would decrease.  Based on the previous literature, one would then expect to see a 

corollary effect and public opinion favor a decrease in domestic spending in 2002 

compared to levels in 2000.  The number of respondents who felt the government was 

spending too much on these programs would be expected to increase in 2002, while those 

who felt the U.S. was spending about right or too little would likely decrease.  The actual 

spending preferences of the sample population are reflected below in Table 1.   

 

Table 1.  (Categorical Variables) Distributions of Original Variables and New Variables 
 Total number Percent 

     
Year 2000 2002 2000 2002 

     
Spending Preferences     

National Security (military, armaments 
and defense)   

 
 

Too little  ................................................................ 323 414 24.7 31.3 
About right  ................................................................641 615 49 46.5 
Too much  ................................................................ 343 295 26.2 22.3 
Total Valid  ................................................................1307 1324   

     
Environment     

Too little  ................................................................ 858 793 63.3 60 
About right  ................................................................385 439 28.4 33.2 
Too much  ................................................................ 112 90 8.3 6.8 
Total Valid  ................................................................1355 1322   

     
The Nation’s Health      

Too little  ................................................................ 1010 1000 73.2 74.9 
About right  ................................................................319 284 23.1 21.3 
Too much  ................................................................ 50 52 3.6 3.9 
Total Valid  ................................................................1379 1336   
     

The Nation’s Education     
Too little  ................................................................ 994 992 72 73.9 
About right  ................................................................321 278 23.2 20.7 
Too much  ................................................................ 66 73 4.8 5.4 
Total Valid  ................................................................1381 1343   
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 Total number Percent 
Individual Characteristics     

Sex     
Female  ................................................................ 1588 1537 56 56 
Male ................................................................ 1229 1228 44 44 
Total Valid  ................................................................2817 2765   
     

Political party identification     
Strong Democrat  ...........................................................414 408 15 15 
Not strong Democrat  .....................................................507 515 18 19 
Independent, near Democrat  ................................ 325 267 12 10 
Independent  ................................................................566 528 20 19 
Independent, near Republican  ................................ 261 199 9 7 
Not Strong Republican  .................................................399 449 14 16 
Strong Republican ..........................................................285 315 10 12 
Other  ................................................................ 48 48 2 2 
Total Valid  ................................................................2805 2729   

     
Recoded Political Party Identification     

Democrat  ................................................................1246 1190 45 44 
Republican 945 963 33 35 
Independent ................................................................566 528 20 19 
Total Valid  ................................................................2757 2681   
     

 

Overall, the change in preferences on national security spending appeared 

consistent with the original hypothesis.  Public opinion appeared to favor increased 

spending.  The percent of respondents who felt the U.S. was spending about the right 

levels on national security appeared to decrease between the two years.  The percent of 

respondents who felt the U.S. was spending too little on national security appeared to 

increase, while those that felt the government was spending too much appeared to 

decrease.  These shifts are consistent with a clear preference for increased spending on 

national security.  The trends in domestic spending preferences, however, were neither as 

consistent with the original hypothesis nor as clear in overall preference.   

Public opinion on environmental spending partially reflected the inverse 
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relationship described by Wlezien, et al.  The percent of respondents who felt that the 

government was spending about the right levels on environmental protection appeared to 

increase, in inverse relation to the decrease in national security preferences.   In addition, 

the percentage of respondents who felt the U.S. was spending too little on environmental 

protection appeared to decrease in 2002.  These trends would be consistent with the 

original hypothesis.  Less consistent, however, was the apparent decrease in percentage 

of respondents who felt the government was spending too much on environmental 

protections in 2002.  This shift mirrored rather than counterbalanced the downward 

movement in national security preferences.  Taken together, the changes in 

environmental preferences suggests that a decreased percentage of respondents felt the 

government was spending either too much or too little on environmental protections, and 

a greater percentage felt about the right levels were being spent on the environment. 

Public opinion on health and education spending was much less consistent with 

the original hypothesis, even compared to environmental results.  2002 saw an apparent 

decrease in the percentage of respondents who felt U.S. spending on those domestic 

policies was at about the right level.  However, it was not clear whether the public 

favored increasing or decreasing spending levels.  The percent of respondents who felt 

the government was spending too little on these policies appeared to increase, as did the 

percent of respondents who felt the government was spending too much on these policies.  

This split reaction to health and education spending did not follow the general inverse 

pattern of national security, nor did it indicate a clear preference for growth or reduction 
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in domestic spending.  

Although the unclear directional shift in these preferences did not support the 

original hypothesis, the magnitude of these shifts as compared across policies is 

revealing.  Using the percentage of respondents who felt that the U.S. was spending about 

the right levels on policies as a baseline, the magnitude of shifts reveals a different 

picture.  Respondents in 2002 who felt the government spent about the right levels on 

environmental protection increased by 4.8 percentage points, or 17 percent from 2000.  

The second greatest change occurred in educational policy, whereby respondents who felt 

the U.S. spent about the right levels in 2002 decreased by 2.5 percentage points, or 11 

percent from 2000.  This is followed by health policy – in which satisfied respondents 

decreased 1.8 percentage points, or 8 percent – and finally by national security – with a 

decrease on 3.5 percentage points, or 7 percent. 

Table 2 shows the measurement values for the dependent, independent and 

individual characteristic control variables being used in this study.  All the spending 

preferences centered at the lower end, between the U.S. spending too little and just about 

right.  National security spending was seen as closest to about the right amount, while 

health was seen as the most insufficient spending level.  The distributions also seemed to 

center on the democratic end of the political scale, a household income level of 

approximately $15,000, a level of schooling just above high school graduation, and 45 

years of age. 
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Table 2.  (Continuous Variables) Mean, Standard Error, Range 

 Mean Standard Error Min Max 
 2000 2002 2000 2002   
N 1321 1299     
Spending Preferences       
    National Security 1.91 1.88 0.0228 0.0209 1 3 
    Environmental 1.44 1.47 0.0176 0.0172 1 3 
    Educational 1.33 1.32 0.0155 0.0159 1 3 
    Health 1.30 1.29 0.0147 0.0148 1 3 
Individual Characteristics     

  Political Party Identification 1.86 1.87 0.0252 0.0260 0 7 
  Income 9.48 9.78 0.1144 0.1089 1 13 
  Level of Education 13.30 13.43 0.0791 0.0809 0 20 
  Age 45.33 45.56 0.4731 0.4744 18 89 
     

 

Although much of the previous literature that specifically measured the defense-

domestic spending relationship did not examine all these variables, they have studied the 

correlation in regard to specific spending.  A study of the 1973 to 1978 GSS showed that 

age became more highly associated with defense spending opinions, while education 

became less significant.13  This shift in education was due to the increase in highly 

educated respondents favoring increased arms spending.14  The relevance of party 

identification, on the other hand, has been distinguished according to type of spending.  

Social welfare programs were found to be closely correlated with party identification, 

while nonwelfare spending programs such as environmental and educational spending 

were not as closely associated.15  Researchers theorized that these nonwelfare areas were 

valence issues, in which most people agreed on the overall policy objective (i.e. clean 

                                                 
13 Kriesberg, Louis and Klein, Ross, “Changes in Public Support for U.S. Military Spending,” The Journal 
of Conflict Resolution, pp. 79-111, Mar. 1980. 
14 Id. at pp. 105-6. 
15 Jacoby, William G., “Public Attitudes toward Government Spending,” American Journal of Political 
Science, pp. 336-61, May 1994. 
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environment, safe streets, quality education, etc.) regardless of party identification.   

Other work in U.S. public attitudes demonstrated correlation between income, 

education, and confidence in some defense and domestic policies.16  For instance, an 

analysis of the GSS in 1998 revealed that respondents with higher education were more 

likely to find the government was trying to “do too many things” better left to business 

and industry, but lacking confidence in the educational system.17  Thus one would predict 

that an increase in education and income, which are traditionally positively correlated 

with one another, would be associated with a preference for increased spending on 

education.  Lower education and income might be associated with a preference for 

decreased spending on environmental protections – due to the minimal economic benefit 

of such policies – and increased spending on health – due to the lack of affordable health 

care for low income families.   

After determining the impact these measures may have alone on domestic 

spending preferences, the impact of their interaction with national security spending 

preferences was also considered.  If a positive correlation exists between respondent’s 

education/income and educational support, a decrease in significance might be 

attributable to national security spending preferences. 

 

 

                                                 
16 See e.g., Mitchell, Susan, American Attitudes: Who Thinks What about the Issues That Shape Our Lives, 
(3rd ed.), New Strategist Publications, 2000. 
17 Id. at pp. 170 and 204. 
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REGRESSION RESULTS 

The first step consisted of running an ordered logistics regression of each 

domestic spending preference against the independent variables, to determine the main 

effects of these control variables without interactions.  The recoded dummy variables for 

national security spending preference and political party identification, as well as the 

missing variable dummies, were used in the model: 

(domestic spending preference) = B0 + B1(insufficient national security pending 
preference) + B2 (excess national security pending preference) + B3 (year of 
survey) + B4(age) + B5 (income) + B6(education) + B7(female) + B8(Democrat) + 
B9(Republican) + B10(missing age) + B11(missing income) + B12(missing 
education) + B13(missing party identification) + B14(missing national security 
spending preference) + e. 
 
Table 3 reports the results, with the effects significant at a 95% confidence level 

in bold.  Based off this model, respondents who felt the U.S. was spending too little on 

national security were more likely to support a decrease in environmental spending than 

those who felt it was spending the correct amount on national security.18  On the flip side, 

respondents who felt that the U.S. was spending too much on national security were more 

likely to support an increase in health spending.  Other significant results from the main 

effects model showed that: 

• Women were more likely than men to support an increase in health 

spending. 

                                                 
18 This is based off an interpretation of the coefficient where an increase in coefficient represents shift in 
preference from “1” (currently spending too little on policy) toward “3” (currently spending too much on 
policy).  This corresponds to a desire to decrease or maintain spending. 
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• Respondents were more likely to support a decrease in environmental and 

educational spending as they aged. 

• Respondents were more likely to support an increase in educational and 

health spending as their income rose. 

• Democrats were more likely than Independents to support an increase in 

environmental and educational spending. 

• Republicans were more likely than Independents to support a decrease in 

environmental and health spending. 

 
Table 3. Domestic Spending Preferences Regressed with Select Variables (Main Effects) 
 Environment Education Health 
Independent Variables Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Year 2000  -0.060 0.088 0.494 0.133 0.097 0.171 0.088 0.098 0.378 

National Security 
Spending: 

 

Insufficient  0.347 0.154 0.024 0.116 0.115 0.315 -0.103 0.117 0.378 
Excess -0.203 0.173 0.239 0.004 0.130 0.973 -0.386 0.134 0.004 

Individual 
Characteristics: 

 

Female 0.043 0.125 0.731 -0.247 0.097 0.171 -0.427 0.098 0.000 
Age 0.018 0.003 0.000 0.014 0.003 0.000 -0.002 0.003 0.449 
Education 0.009 0.017 0.612 -0.029 0.018 0.106 0.008 0.018 0.678 
Income 0.001 0.022 0.946 -0.050 0.021 0.019 -0.058 0.025 0.023 
Democrat -0.305 0.121 0.011 -0.606 0.129 0.000 -0.186 0.136 0.171 
Republican 0.390 0.121 0.001 0.128 0.130 0.327 0.598 0.133 0.000 

Main Effects Block   0.000   0.000   0.000 

  

Once these main effects were taken into account, separate models were run to 

analyze whether the effect of respondents’ national security spending preferences were in 

fact attributable to the effects of the control variables.  Table 4 presents the results for 

health spending preferences, and shows a possible significant impact on the national 
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security spending preference differential due to political party affiliation and year of 

survey.  Although the main effect model showed respondents who felt the U.S. spent too 

much on national security were more likely to support an increase in health spending, 

part of that increase could have been due to the interaction of either of those control 

variables.   

 

Two submodels were used in order to unpack these interaction terms.  The first 

(Table 5) compared survey year 2000 with 2002, and showed a significant negative effect 

at a 95% confidence level in both 2000 and 2002.  Respondents who felt the U.S. was 

spending too much on national security were associated with a preference for increasing 

in health spending in both years.  However, that preference was stronger in 2000 and 

decreased moderately in 2002. 

Table 4. Health Spending Preferences (Main Effects & Significant Interactions) 
 Health Spending Interaction Term:  

Year 
Interaction Term: 

Republican 
Independent Variables Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Year 2000  0.088 0.098 0.378 0.092 0.130 0.479 0.094 0.098 0.336 

National Security 
Spending: 

 

Insufficient  -0.103 0.117 0.378 -0.252 0.162 0.120 -0.485 0.177 0.006 
Excess -0.386 0.134 0.004 -0.135 0.190 0.480 -0.409 0.159 0.010 

Individual 
Characteristics: 

 

Female -0.427 0.098 0.000 -0.415 0.097 0.000 -0.436 0.098 0.000 
Age -0.002 0.003 0.449 -0.002 0.003 0.398 -0.003 0.098 0.409 
Education 0.008 0.018 0.678 0.007 0.018 0.693 0.005 0.018 0.773 
Income -0.058 0.025 0.023 -0.058 0.025 0.021 -0.059 0.025 0.019 
Democrat -0.186 0.136 0.171 -0.179 0.136 0.186 -0.187 0.137 0.170 
Republican 0.598 0.133 0.000 0.614 0.133 0.000 0.404 0.159 0.011 

Main Effects Block   0.000       
Interaction terms:          

Insufficient NSS    0.326 0.228 0.153 0.706 0.238 0.003 
Excess NSS    -0.483 0.264 0.067 -0.009 0.290 0.977 

Interaction Block      0.024   0.009 
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The second submodel (Table 6) compared the opinions between the three recoded 

political party identifications and showed a significant negative effect at a 95% 

confidence level for Democrats and Republicans.  Respondents from both parties who 

felt the U.S. was spending too much on national security favored increasing health 

spending.  Only Democratic respondents, however, who felt that the U.S. was spending 

too little on national security were associated a preference for nevertheless increasing 

health spending.  There was no significant effect for Independents. 

 
The impact of national security spending preference on educational spending 

preferences was also affected by political party affiliation and educational level of the 

respondent.  As Table 7 reports, although the main effects model did not reveal national 

security spending as a significant shaper of educational spending preferences, it became 

associated with educational policy once its interaction with education and Republican 

Table 5. Health Spending Preferences Submodel by Year 
  2000 2002 

How national security spending preferences related 
to health spending preferences 

Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value 

Insufficient national security spending 0.046 0.153 0.762 -0.287 0.151 0.057 
Excess national security spending -0.525* 0.168 0.002 -0.382* 0.176 0.030 

Note: * p<.05 

Table 6. Health Spending Preferences Submodel by Political Party Identification  
 Democrat Republican Independent 
How national security 
spending preferences 
related to health 
spending preferences 

Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value 

Insufficient national 
security spending -0.475* 0.234 0.043 0.128 0.164 0.436 -0.421 0.285 0.140 

Excess national security 
spending -0.442* 0.203 0.030 -0.482* 0.244 0.048 -0.372 0.268 0.166 

Note: * p<.05 
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affiliation was taken into account.  An increase in education seemed to account for a 

portion of the support for increase in education spending among those who felt the U.S. 

was spending too little on national security.  This would be consistent with the previous 

literature that showed support for educational policy increasing in conjunction with the 

educational level of respondents.  Likewise, Republicans who felt the U.S. was spending 

too little on national security also seemed to support increased educational policy 

spending.   

 

To determine the impact of these interactions, the terms were again unpacked 

using two submodels.  The first submodel (Table 8) compared the opinions between the 

three recoded political party identifications and showed a significant effect at a 95% 

Table 7.  Educational Spending Preferences (Main Effects & Significant Interactions) 
 Education Spending Interaction Term: 

Education 
Interaction Term: 

Republican 
Independent Variables Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Coef. St. Err. P-

value 
Year 2000  0.133 0.097 0.171 0.116 0.098 0.236 0.130 0.098 0.184 

National Security 
Spending: 

 

Insufficient  0.116 0.115 0.315 -1.389 0.533 0.009 -0.355 0.166 0.000 
Excess 0.004 0.130 0.973 -0.979 0.597 0.101 -0.205 0.150 0.172 

Individual 
Characteristics: 

 

Female -0.247 0.097 0.171 -0.243 0.097 0.012 -0.250 0.097 0.010 
Age 0.014 0.003 0.000 0.013 0.003 0.000 0.013 0.003 0.000 
Education -0.029 0.018 0.106 -0.077 0.024 0.001 -0.033 0.018 0.072 
Income -0.050 0.021 0.019 -0.048 0.021 0.023 -0.053 0.021 0.000 
Democrat -0.606 0.129 0.000 -0.593 0.129 0.000 -0.606 0.128 0.000 
Republican 0.128 0.130 0.327 0.124 0.130 0.341 -0.283 0.161 0.078 

Main Effects Block   0.000       
Interaction terms:          

Insufficient NSS    0.115 0.040 0.004 0.982 0.236 0.000 
Excess NSS    0.074 0.044 0.090 0.623 0.288 0.000 

Interaction Block      0.011   0.000 
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confidence level only for Republicans.  Republican respondents who felt the U.S. spent 

too little on national security were associated with a preference to decrease educational 

spending.  Democrats and Independents had no significant effects.  This suggests that – 

contrary to previous literature that found educational policy support to be apolitical – the 

association between those who preferred to increase national security spending and 

decrease educational spending was attributable to Republican political party 

identification.  This is consistent with more traditional views of conservative party 

preferences on domestic spending in general. 

 

The second submodel (Table 9) compared the opinions at the mean level of 

education and one standard deviation above and below it.  The mean for 2000 and 2002 

combined was 13.36 years, or just above high school.  One standard deviation up was 

equivalent to 16.25 years, or around a bachelor’s degree in college, and one standard 

deviation down from the mean was 10.48 years, or below a high school graduate.  Only 

respondents who did not graduate high school showed a statistically significant 

association, at a 95% confidence level, between national security and domestic spending 

Table 8. Education Spending Preferences Submodel by Political Party Identification 
 Democrat Republican Independent 
How national security 
spending preferences 
related to education 
spending preferences 

Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value 

Insufficient national 
security spending 

-0.242 0.213 0.257 0.499* 0.166 0.003 -0.405 0.268 0.130 

Excess national security 
spending 

-0.142 0.199 0.474 0.337 0.239 0.159 -0.300 0.243 0.216 

Note: *p<.05 
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preferences.  For respondents with less than a high school diploma, those who thought the 

U.S. was spending too little on national security preferred spending less on education, as 

compared to those who thought the U.S. was spending about the right amount on national 

security.  

 

 Finally, the support for decreased environmental spending amongst those who felt 

the U.S. was spending too little on national security was also affected by the level of 

respondents’ education.  The broad premise supports the original hypothesis that 

respondents who favored increasing spending on national security would have an inverse 

preference for spending on domestic policies.  Similar to educational policy spending, 

this also falls in line with previous literature that support for certain non-welfare domestic 

policy varied depending on education.   

Table 10.  Environmental Spending Preferences (Main Effects & Significant Interactions) 
 Environment Spending Interaction Term: 

Education 
 

Independent Variables Coef. St. Err. P-
value 

Coef. St. Err. P-
value 

   

Year 2000  -0.060 0.088 0.494 -0.069 0.088 0.437    
National Security 
Spending: 

 

Insufficient  0.347 0.154 0.024 -1.123 0.530 0.034    
Excess -0.203 0.173 0.239 0.452 0.560 0.419    

Table 9. Education Spending Preferences Submodel by Education 
 Less than high school  

(-1 standard deviation) 
High school graduate Bachelors degree 

(+1 standard deviation) 
How national security 
spending preferences 
related to education 
spending preferences 

Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value 

Insufficient national 
security spending 

0.429* 0.171 0.012 0.141 0.116 0.225 -0.144 0.155 0.352 

Excess national security 
spending 

0.218 0.180 0.225 0.029 0.131 0.827 -0.182 0.175 0.298 

Note: *p<.05 
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Individual Characteristics:  
Female 0.043 0.125 0.731 -0.067 0.089 0.454    
Age 0.018 0.003 0.000 0.019 0.003 0.000    
Education 0.009 0.017 0.612 -0.007 0.021 0.746    
Income 0.001 0.022 0.946 0.002 0.021 0.913    
Democrat -0.305 0.121 0.011 -0.272 0.120 0.024    
Republican 0.390 0.121 0.001 0.394 0.121 0.001    

Main Effects Block   0.000       
Interaction terms:          

Insufficient NSS    0.102 0.039 0.008    
Excess NSS    -0.056 0.040 0.159    

Interaction Block      0.032    

 

This interaction term was again unpacked by centering on the mean level of 

education, as seen in Table 11.  Respondents with a high school level of education or 

less, who believed national security spending was either insufficient or in excess, were 

found to have a significant association, at least at a 95% confidence level, with a change 

in preference for spending on the environment.  Of respondents who did not pursue 

education beyond high school graduation, those that felt national security spending was 

insufficient preferred to decrease environmental spending as compared to those that felt 

national security spending was adequate.  Within this group, respondents who did not 

complete high school graduation had a stronger preference for decreasing environmental 

spending than those who had at least graduated high school.  And although the effect 

associated with respondents who held bachelors degrees was not significant, the trend is 

clear that respondents with higher education levels supported increasing environmental 

spending.  Of respondents who did not pursue education beyond high school, those that 

felt national security spending was excessive preferred to increase environmental 

spending as compared to those that felt national security spending was adequate.  This 
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preference was strongest among those who had not completed high school, and lessened 

in magnitude upon completion of high school.  Again, while no statistically significant 

association was found for respondents with the equivalent of a bachelors degree, the trend 

suggests continued decrease in preference for more environmental spending as education 

increased.   

 
 

DISCUSSION 

 
The regression results from this study have demonstrated limited support for the 

hypothesis from previous research.  The original hypothesis predicted that an inverse 

relationship existed between spending preferences for national security and domestic 

policies.  As preferences for spending in one area increased, preference for the other 

decreased.  Respondents who felt the U.S. spent an insufficient amount on national 

security should have been more likely to support a decrease in spending in other domestic 

policy arenas, regardless of other control factors.  A significant trend was found to exist 

whereby respondents who felt national security spending was insufficient (thereby 

Table 11. Environmental Spending Preferences Submodel by Education 
 Less than high school  

(-1 standard deviation) 
High school graduate Bachelors degree 

(+1 standard deviation) 
How national security 
spending preferences 
related to 
environmental 
spending preferences 

Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value Coef. St. 
Err. 

P-value 

Insufficient national 
security spending 0.562^ 0.152 0.000 0.251* 0.104 0.016 -0.061 0.156 0.696 

Excess national security 
spending -0.441* 0.159 0.006 -0.278* 0.122 0.023 -0.132 0.176 0.453 

Note: *p<.05’ ^p<.001 
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supporting an increase in national security spending) appeared to prefer decreasing 

educational and environmental spending.  However, this was found to be statistically 

significant only at lower education levels (equivalent to respondents who did not graduate 

high school) and for those affiliated with the Republican Party.  The hypothesis also 

predicted that respondents who felt the U.S. spent an excessive amount on national 

security should have been more likely to support an increase in spending on other 

domestic policies.  This association was found to exist in both environmental and health 

spending preferences, again with significant differences in preference depending on 

respondent education level and political party affiliation.  This suggests that previous 

research may not have fully accounted for the effects of other control variables when 

predicting the association between spending preferences.  The inverse relationship might 

exist only within certain sectors of the population. 

Although the hypotheses from previous research were partially supported in this 

study, the hypothesis from this study – that the events of September 11, 2001 might be 

associated with a statistically significant change in domestic spending preferences – was 

only minimally supported by this regression.  The only policy area in which a difference 

in spending preference existed between 2000 and 2002 was for the nation’s health.  The 

opinion that national security spending was in excess was associated with a preference 

for increasing spending in the area of health for both years.  The pseudo R-squared in 

2002 was slightly higher than in 2000, indicating a better prediction of the outcome in 

2002.  Likewise, the strength of preference for increasing health spending decreased in 
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2002, possibly suggesting that the events of September 11, 2001 worked to decrease 

support of domestic policy spending.  However, the year of the survey was not shown to 

be significant in any of the other models or for either of the other two domestic policies.  

One explanation may be because, as discussed in the previous literature, health is 

distinguished from education and the environment as a social welfare program, 

traditionally closer linked to political party affiliation. 

 These findings fail to show a significant difference in the general relationship 

between public preference for national security versus domestic policy spending in the 

aftermath of September 11.  Both before and after 2001, the inverse relationship 

remained generally true, although with slight variation depending on domestic policy 

arena.  The increased risk and spending on national security post-September 11 in and of 

itself was not shown to correlate to a greater decreased preference for domestic spending.  

The increased risk despite increased spending, however, correlates to the downward shift 

in value from just about the right amount toward too little.  If considered in conjunction 

with the slight increase in perception that the U.S. was spending insufficient levels on 

national security, the predicted inverse relationship should create reason to pause for 

domestic policy proponents.  The results of this study suggest that if the perception 

continues that the U.S. is spending insufficient amounts on national security, whether due 

to increased risk or actual decreases in spending, public support for domestic policy 

spending will continue to decrease incrementally. 

 Though not an exhaustive look at which factors may better predict this inverse 



 

 37

relationship, this study did find some correlations of note that would help tailor future 

research.  Education and political party identification had the greatest predictive 

capability with regard to the impact of national security spending preferences.  Further 

research could examine the strength of the correlation between the three, and the 

association those individual characteristics have had with domestic spending preferences 

in the last 8 years (post September 11).   

Moreover, if resources had allowed, this study would have examined the direct 

relationship between national security spending preferences (as the dependent variable) 

and each of the included individual characteristics (as the independent variables).  Future 

research could take actual spending levels and absolute rather than relative preferences 

into account.  As it was, this study was only able to capture the direction of preference 

shift.  It was unable to distinguish (for instance) a respondent’s downward shift as either 

feeling the U.S. had moved from spending too much on national security to now the 

appropriate amount, or rather feeling the U.S. had been spending an appropriate amount 

and now was spending too little.  Possibly of interest to students of national security 

studies, those results would speak to what, if any, other individual characteristics are 

associated with strong preferences in favor of or against current levels of national 

security spending. 

 This conclusion may have implications for domestic political strategists vying for 

limited domestic dollars.  In particular, many proponents criticize the overall percentage 

of federal outlays spent on national security programs.  They risk the low hanging fruit 



 

 38

for a relatively entrenched spending paradigm.  Favorable results might be more 

achievable if these domestic proponents would instead focus on reconciling public 

attitude toward spending on these programs with actual levels.  For instance, if they could 

focus public attention on the successes of national security efforts, they might help shift 

public opinion of government spending from insufficient to just about right, or even 

toward excess spending.  As previous literature has discussed, the shift in public 

preference can act as a leading indicator to actual budgetary shifts.  At the same time, 

public attitudes would shift in favor of increasing spending on other domestic policy 

arenas, again leading actual budgetary shifts.  If domestic proponents fail to address the 

public perception of sufficiency of national security spending, however, they hamper 

their ability to build a demand signal for increased spending in the domestic policy area 

of concern. 

In conclusion, this paper has examined a public opinion dichotomy ripe in the 

current political climate –government spending on the domestic arena versus national 

security issues.  Just as the Cold War defined an era of national security concern and 

public reaction to it, the post-September 11 era defines this current dichotomy.  The 

analysis helps to explain some factors that might contribute to the attitudes, and more 

importantly, the inter-relationship between these major competitors for support.  It also 

speculates some of the consequences of political behavior that ignores that relationship.  

In doing so, this study provides useful insights about public conception, post-September 

11, of the relationship between equally compelling and pressing policy concerns. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Figures from Office of Management and Budget, Historical Tables, Budget of the United 

States Government, Fiscal Year 2009, Table 3.1: “Outlays by superfunction and function: 

1940—2013.” 

 

Table 12.  U.S. Spending on National Security 
Fiscal 
Year 

Dollars 
(in billions) As % of outlays As % of GDP 

1990 299.3 23.9 5.2 

1991 273.3 20.6 4.6 

1992 298.4 21.6 4.8 

1993 291.1 20.7 4.4 

1994 281.6 19.3 4 

1995 272.1 17.9 3.7 

1996 265.8 17 3.5 

1997 270.5 16.9 3.3 

1998 268.2 16.2 3.1 

1999 274.8 16.1 3 

2000 294.4 16.5 3 

2001 304.8 16.4 3 

2002 348.5 17.3 3.4 

2003 404.8 18.7 3.7 

2004 455.8 19.9 4 

2005 495.3 20 4 

2006 521.8 19.7 4 

2007 552.6 20.2 4 

2008 607.3 20.7 4.2 
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Table 13.  U.S. Domestic Spending on Education 
Fiscal 
Year 

Dollars 
(in billions) As % of outlays As % of GDP 

1990 37.18 2.97% 0.65% 
1991 41.24 3.11% 0.71% 
1992 42.75 3.09% 0.69% 
1993 47.4 3.36% 0.72% 
1994 43.3 2.96% 0.62% 
1995 51.05 3.37% 0.70% 
1996 48.34 3.10% 0.63% 
1997 48.99 3.06% 0.60% 
1998 50.53 3.06% 0.59% 
1999 50.63 2.97% 0.56% 
2000 53.79 3.01% 0.56% 
2001 57.17 3.07% 0.57% 
2002 70.58 3.51% 0.68% 
2003 82.6 3.82% 0.76% 
2004 87.99 3.83% 0.76% 
2005 97.57 3.95% 0.80% 
2006 118.56 4.46% 0.91% 
2007 91.68 3.36% 0.67% 
2008 93.39 3.19% 0.65% 

 

Table 14.  U.S. Domestic Spending on Health 
Fiscal 
Year 

Dollars 
(in billions) As % of outlays As % of GDP 

1990 57.72 4.61% 1.01% 
1991 71.18 5.38% 1.20% 
1992 89.5 6.48% 1.44% 
1993 99.42 7.05% 1.51% 
1994 107.12 7.33% 1.54% 
1995 115.42 7.61% 1.57% 
1996 119.38 7.65% 1.56% 
1997 123.84 7.73% 1.52% 
1998 131.44 7.95% 1.53% 
1999 141.07 8.29% 1.55% 
2000 154.53 8.64% 1.59% 
2001 172.27 9.25% 1.72% 
2002 196.54 9.77% 1.89% 
2003 219.58 10.17% 2.03% 
2004 240.13 10.47% 2.08% 
2005 250.61 10.14% 2.05% 
2006 252.78 9.52% 1.94% 
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2007 266.43 9.76% 1.95% 
2008 284.5 9.71% 1.98% 

 

Table 15.  U.S. Domestic Spending on the Environment 
Fiscal 
Year 

Dollars 
(in billions) As % of outlays As % of GDP 

1990 17.08 1.36% 0.29% 
1991 18.56 1.40% 0.32% 
1992 20.03 1.45% 0.32% 
1993 20.24 1.44% 0.30% 
1994 21.03 1.44% 0.30% 
1995 21.92 1.45% 0.29% 
1996 21.52 1.38% 0.27% 
1997 21.23 1.33% 0.25% 
1998 22.3 1.35% 0.27% 
1999 23.97 1.41% 0.26% 
2000 25.03 1.4% 0.27% 
2001 25.62 1.38% 0.26% 
2002 29.45 1.46% 0.28% 
2003 29.7 1.38% 0.28% 
2004 30.73 1.34% 0.26% 
2005 28.02 1.13% 0.24% 
2006 33.06 1.24% 0.26% 
2007 31.77 1.16% 0.24% 
2008 35.55 1.21% 0.25% 
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