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Executive Summary
On August 30, 2021, the last US soldier evacuated Afghanistan, ending the longest war in American history. 
The withdrawal elicited disapproval from the professional foreign policy community, who expressed dismay 
and distress over the future of America’s global role. The public debate sparked by the withdrawal is an 
important and perhaps long overdue one. So the results of our fourth annual survey of Americans’ foreign 
policy views arrive at an opportune moment. Here are some of the key observations, which will hopefully 
inform this debate:

Americans want the US to be engaged diplomatically in the world

	Ҋ Nearly three times as many Americans – 58 percent vs. 21 percent – want to increase as decrease 
diplomatic engagement with the world;

	Ҋ A plurality of Americans fit a “Global Ambassadors” type. They support active diplomacy but oppose 
increasing America’s troop presence worldwide; 

	Ҋ When asked to rank the forms of international assistance they think the United States should 
prioritize, the most popular types were non-military: (1) humanitarian aid and disaster relief, and (2) 
COVID-19 relief such as vaccine donations;

	Ҋ Sixty-three percent support reviving nuclear negotiations with Iran and pursuing an agreement which 
prevents the development of nuclear weapons;

But they also want to scale back America’s military posture and activities

	Ҋ Most (62 percent) think the biggest lesson from the war in Afghanistan was that the United States 
should not be in the business of nation-building or that it should only send troops into harm’s way if vital 
national interests are threatened;

	Ҋ A plurality want to decrease the number of US troops stationed overseas and reduce security 
commitments to countries in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East;

	Ҋ Support for United States-led military intervention to stop human rights abuses decreased by 14 percent 
between 2020 and 2021; (and support for the United Nations taking the lead increased by 14 percent);

	Ҋ In recent years, Congress has largely ceded its war-making prerogative to the executive branch. 76 
percent believe the president should seek Congressional approval before ordering military action; 
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	Ҋ Seventy percent believe “the US should negotiate directly with adversaries to try to avoid military 
confrontation, even if those adversaries are human rights abusers, dictators, or home to terrorist 
organizations;” 

	Ҋ Americans generally make a positive appraisal of drone strikes: nearly 70 percent believe they are less 
costly than sending US troops into combat, or are an effective tool in depriving terrorists of safe havens in 
remote parts of the world; 

In part because they want to redirect resources to domestic priorities 

	Ҋ Twice as many Americans want to decrease the defense budget as increase it. The most cited rationale 
for decreasing the defense budget is a desire to redirect resources domestically;

	Ҋ Half of Americans have a “Jeffersonian” outlook: they are more eager to protect democracy at home 
than promote it abroad. This outlook increased by 35 percent since 2018; 

Though there is little consensus around how to address other great powers

	Ҋ The number of respondents who think the United States should act militarily to prevent Russian troops 
from invading a NATO ally decreased by six percentage points between 2020 and 2021, and Americans 
are divided down the middle on this issue;

	Ҋ For the second year in a row, Americans are evenly split on whether the United States should increase 
or decrease its troop presence in Asia;

	Ҋ ​​While a slight plurality of respondents believe the United States should militarily defend Taiwan, 
Americans appear ambivalent on the issue: 40 percent are unsure about what the United States should 
do in the case of a Chinese invasion; 

Younger Americans (18 to 29 year-olds) are especially weary of war

	Ҋ Eighty percent believe that unless the United States is under attack, the president should be required to 
seek approval from Congress before ordering military action overseas;

	Ҋ Nearly two-thirds believe the United States should respond to China’s rise by decreasing the US troop 
presence in Asia, a seven percent increase from last year;

	Ҋ Of all age groups surveyed, young Americans are the most likely to believe the United States is “not an 
exceptional nation” (60 percent) and least likely to believe it is “exceptional because of what it has done 
for the world” (12 percent);

	Ҋ Nearly 60 percent are critical of the use of drones, more than twice as many as the older age groups;

	Ҋ Five times as many want to decrease as increase current levels of defense spending.
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Introduction
Americans’ views of US foreign policy are, like Americans themselves, diverse. Yet during moments of 
pitched debate, political leaders tend to loosely interpret and then liberally invoke public opinion as a 
mandate for the kind of action they seek to take. Characterizing what “the American people want” is a 
powerful rhetorical device in a political system animated by the popular will. But as our poll demonstrates, 
when it comes to foreign policy, American public opinion is neither monolithic nor easily deciphered. 
In an era of intensifying partisanship, self-segregating media consumption, and starkly different 
intergenerational experiences of American power, this should not be a surprise.

A number of organizations survey the American public about their foreign policy views. At the Eurasia Group 
Foundation, we are committed to making complicated policy topics more readily understandable to the public 
and to making the public’s preferences more visible to policymakers. This dual mission tries to remedy the 
disconnect between the expansive ambitions of the foreign policy community and the relatively more prudent 
approach desired by much of the public.1 Our approach leads us to a different kind of survey, one which 
(1) doesn’t presume too much knowledge on the part of the typical respondent (and so introduces neutral 
contextual information) and (2) seeks to move beyond vague preferences and broad values to dig deeper into 
respondents’ views of specific policy topics and develop more textured typologies of their foreign policy views. 

This is important and here’s why. As the Biden administration withdraws troops from Afghanistan, the 
American public is frequently characterized as simply weary of the war. Writing in a recent issue of Foreign 
Affairs, Elliot Ackerman writes, “Americans’ fatigue – and rival countries’ recognition of it – has limited 
the United States’ strategic options… A nation exhausted by war has a difficult time presenting a credible 
deterrent threat to adversaries.”2 Let’s leave aside the premise, debatable when policymaking is so insulated 
from public opinion, that a momentary popular 
mood determines America’s international 
conduct. It’s certainly plausible that support for 
the war in Afghanistan dwindled over time, and 
the public lost patience with a war whose goals 
were unclear or unachievable. 

But such breezy characterizations elide the fact 
that, in a lot of ways, the public’s views of the 
so-called global War on Terror have remained 
stable over time. Flash back to 2004, at the 
dawn of the Afghanistan and Iraq campaigns, 
when a Pew poll found more people preferring a “cautious” than a “decisive” foreign policy, nearly twice as 
many people thought the Bush administration was “too quick to use force” as it was to push for diplomacy, 
and fewer than a quarter of respondents believed promoting democracy abroad should be a top foreign 
policy priority.3 In light of these findings, what reads as war weariness might simply be journalists’ 
newfound attention to an enduring public skepticism of – if not longstanding opposition to – America’s wars 
in the Middle East. 

This report arrives at what might be an inflection point for US foreign policy. This month marks the twentieth 
anniversary of the September 11th attacks on the United States. The intervening years have seen America’s 
conduct sway from righteous revenge to an idealistic mission to politically engineer entire countries (i.e., 
“nation building”) to an international search for would-be terrorists to preventively attack. The Biden 
administration’s conclusion of the war in Afghanistan (and its announcement it will end combat operations in 
Iraq before the end of the year4) provides a moment to take stock of the purpose for American power today. 

“[W]hat reads as war weariness might 
simply be journalists’ newfound attention 
to an enduring public skepticism of – if not 
longstanding opposition to – America’s 
wars in the Middle East.“
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The administration is eager to turn the page. But the 20-year-old war authorizations are still active and used 
to strike terrorist suspects within sovereign states, a “global posture review” to determine appropriate scope of 
America’s military footprint abroad is still in the works, and much of the public justification for winding down 
commitments in the Middle East involves a professed concern for countering China’s growing influence.

This is our fourth year of conducting this survey, but our first year during the Biden administration. At 
this possible inflection point, we wondered what the American people think about the core challenges and 
opportunities America confronts, and the policies President Biden has begun to pursue. 
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Who Took Our Survey?
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Specific Findings
Engagement vs. Intervention
The Biden administration’s decision to withdraw American troops from Afghanistan—a move supported by 
most Americans—has been criticized by some in the foreign policy community as a kind of retreat. Though 
depicting foreign policy decisions through an “engagement vs. isolationism” lens might be a convenient 
framing device, the foreign policy preferences of Americans are more complex. Engagement can take many 
forms, and as our survey results show, Americans’ support for diplomatic engagement is significantly 
greater than their support for military engagement. 

Like last year, support for American military primacy is much weaker than support for global diplomatic 
engagement. A plurality of Americans continue to want to decrease the number of US troops stationed 
overseas and reduce commitments to maintain security in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. However, 
nearly three times as many want the United States to increase as decrease participation in international 
organizations, trade, and treaties, and engage more rather than less in negotiations on climate change, 
human rights, and migration. 

In general, the US should decrease the number of troops stationed in Europe, Asia and the Middle East, and should reduce its 
commitments to defend countries in those regions and gradually shift the responsibility for regional security to its allies.

Source: EGF

In general, the US should maintain or increase the current number of troops stationed in Europe, Asia and the Middle East, and 
should continue or expand its commitments to defend countries in those regions and assume significant responsibility for 
regional security.

The US has agreed by treaty to defend many countries around the world.
It currently stations roughly 200,000 active duty troops overseas, most of 
which are stationed in Afghanistan, Germany, Japan, South Korea, and the 
Persian Gulf. 
Which of the following statements comes closer to your view?

I don't have an opinion on this topic.

42.3% 25.5%32.2%

The US should engage more than it does now in negotiations with other countries on topics like climate change, human rights and 
migration. The U.S. should increase participation in international organizations, trade, and treaties.

Source: EGF

Since 1945, the US has created or participated in many international 
organizations like the United Nations, the World Bank, the International 
Monetary Fund, and the World Trade Organization. 
Which of the following statements comes closer to your view?

I don't have an opinion on this topic.

58.3% 20.1%21.6%

The US should engage less than it does now in negotiations with other countries on topics like climate change, human rights 
and migration. The U.S. should decrease participation in international organizations, trade and treaties.
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For the second year, respondents were categorized into four groups based on their answers to the two 
questions above in order to paint a more nuanced picture of support for various kinds of global engagement. 
Those groups are: 

Traditional Internationalists support both elements of the bipartisan US foreign policy consensus, 
believing the United States should work with other countries to address global issues and maintain its 
status as much of the world’s security guarantor.

Global Ambassadors want the United States to increase diplomatic efforts to address global 
issues like climate change, migration, and human rights, and support participating in international 
institutions and trade. But they oppose military primacy and believe the United States should reduce 
its overseas troop levels.

Hard Power Primacists think the United States should maintain its muscular global military 
presence and security commitments. However, they think the United States should reduce other 
aspects of its international role and are skeptical of America’s involvement in international 
institutions, trade, and treaties.

Genuine Isolationists oppose both military and non-military means of international engagement. 
They think the United States should be less involved in international institutions, trade and treaties, 
and should draw down its military presence.

Global Ambassadors—those who support active diplomacy but oppose global military primacy—comprise the 
largest group of survey respondents. Traditional Internationalists, whose outlook is prevalent throughout 
Washington, are the second largest group. Genuine Isolationists and Hard Power Primacists, together 
represent less than one third of respondents. 

Source: EGF
Note: respondents who selected “I don’t have an opinion on this topic” were excluded from the percentages above

What type of global engagement do Americans support?
Oppose Military PrimacySupport Military Primacy

Support Diplomacy,
Institutions, Trade

Oppose Diplomacy,
Institutions, Trade

Global
Ambassadors

39.3%

Genuine
Isolationists

17.5%

Traditional
Internationalists

32.7%

Hard Power Primacists

10.5%

Partisan differences over how the United States should engage in the world were smaller than expected last year, 
but more pronounced this year. Half of respondents who identified as Democrats seek US engagement based 
more on international cooperation than military interventions (or are “Global Ambassadors”) while significantly 
more Republican respondents embrace either an isolationist approach or military primacy alone. Some of this 
might be attributable to the new Democratic presidency, and partisan opposition to its diplomatic efforts. 
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Source: EGF
Note: respondents who selected “I don’t have an opinion on this topic” were excluded from the percentages above

Breakdown by partisan affiliation

Global
Ambassador

Hard Power
Primacist

Traditional
Internationalist

Genuine
Isolationist

Republicans

Democrats

18.0% 26.1% 30.1% 25.8%

50.0% 2.8% 39.6% 7.6%

Scholar Walter Russell Mead’s taxonomy of four different US foreign policy traditions provides another way 
to understand the preferences of the American public. Mead breaks these traditions down into four types: 
Jeffersonian, Wilsonian, Jacksonian, and Hamiltonian. Jeffersonians argue American foreign policy should 
be less concerned about spreading democracy abroad and more about protecting it at home. Wilsonians 
assert the US has both a moral obligation and an important national interest in spreading American values 
throughout the world, creating an international community bound by the rule of law. Jacksonians support 
the use of military force to aggressively defend the physical security and well-being of the American people. 
Hamiltonians think global economic integration and the promotion of commerce are key to both domestic 
stability and to national security.

Like the “Traditional Internationalist” type in the previous typology, most of Washington’s foreign policy 
leaders since the end of the Cold War fit the Wilsonian type. However, shifts are underway. President Trump 
represented a stark break from this consensus and President Biden openly questions the wisdom of Wilsonian 
projects such as nation-building, instead touting the power of America’s ability to lead by example. Such 
skepticism gives expression to the American public’s views, which diverge from the Wilsonian outlook so 
prevalent inside the Beltway. In fact, nearly half of respondents are Jeffersonian in their outlook, which 
suggests Americans are more eager to protect democracy at home than promote it abroad. 

American worldviews

Source: EGF

47.9%
Jeffersonian

25.6%
Wilsonian

15.3%
Jacksonian

11.2%
Hamiltonian

Interest among the public to focus inwards has increased substantially in recent years. While the number 
of respondents categorized as Wilsonian and Jacksonian has decreased, American respondents with a 
Jeffersonian outlook have increased by 35 percent since 2018. After fighting a costly and interminable War 
on Terror it’s possible that many Americans are newly attentive to turbulence at home, from rising distrust 
in the electoral system to a deeply rooted history of racial injustice. 
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Trends in American worldviews

Source: EGF
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Defense Spending
Views on defense spending appear consistent with the preferred types of global engagement. More than twice 
as many people want to decrease as increase the defense budget. Survey respondents were asked to rank 
three rationales for their preference. Last year, the top rationale for those who sought an increase was “theUS 
military had been weakened….” As tensions between Washington and its near-peer competitors continue, 
and amid increasing uncertainty about the future of Afghanistan, the top rationale for increasing the defense 
budget this year is a belief that countries like Russia and China are growing stronger, while enemies like ISIS 
and al-Qaeda remain persistent. 

Source: EGF

Do you think American lawmakers should increase, maintain, or decrease 
the United States’ current level of military spending?

38.6%
Decrease

16.4%
Increase

40.3%
Maintain

In contrast, Americans who want to decrease the defense budget believe the United States is better off 
spending these dollars at home. Even more respondents than last year want to redirect resources to 
domestic priorities. This might bode well for the Biden administration’s ambitious domestic spending 
priorities, including investment in the country’s aging infrastructure.
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Source: EGF

Military spending increasers Military spending decreasers

The United States has other priorities on which 
it could be spending this money (e.g., 
infrastructure, healthcare, education, etc.).

2.531

This level of military spending is fiscally irresponsible— 
reducing military spending could help us pay down the 
national debt or reduce taxes Americans must pay.

1.972

Increasingly, the US called upon not only to defend 
the American people, but to provide for the security 
of our allies and, to some extent, the world.

1.743
The US does not currently face enough of a security 
threat to justify the current level of military spending.

1.503

2.271
Countries like Russia and China are becoming more 
powerful, and enemies like ISIS and al-Qaeda have not gone 
away, so the United States must increase its military strength 
to remain safe/the most powerful nation in the world.

1.992
The U.S. military was weakened in recent years due to 
budget cuts, and it needs to be restored to full strength. 

In general, views on defense spending align with Jeffersonian and Global Ambassador outlooks, with 
an emphasis on non-militarized forms of engagement. However, this view does not appear to be widely 
shared by elected representatives in Congress, a divide which is especially stark within the Democratic 
party. Although a majority of Democrats want to see defense spending decrease, many in both the Senate 
and House of Representatives joined their Republican counterparts to push for amendments which would 
increase the country’s $715 billion defense budget.5  

Do you think American lawmakers should increase, maintain, or decrease
our current level of military spending?

Source: EGF

Increase

Maintain

Decrease

0 20 40 60 80 100

Something
Else

Independent

Republican

Democrat 7.5%

31.4%

16.0% 39.0%

12.9%

38.7% 53.8%

52.6% 16.0%

45.0%

47.0% 40.1%

Non-Military Means of Engagement
As the world grapples with problems which are not easily solved with military force – such as natural 
disasters related to climate change and the ongoing coronavirus pandemic – this year’s survey sought 
to gain a more granular understanding of the kinds of international engagement Americans support. 
Respondents were asked to rank the forms of international assistance they think the United States should 
prioritize. The most popular types were non-military in nature. Humanitarian aid and disaster relief, and 
COVID-19 relief, are the two most popular types of international assistance. For its part, the United States 
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initially lagged behind China and Russia in distributing vaccines to lower-income countries that have 
struggled to vaccinate their populations.6 However, the Biden administration has since pledged to deliver 80 
million vaccines globally and as of last month had shipped over 110 million doses.7 

Forms of international assistance Americans support

Source: EGF

Military assistance, such as weapons sales and/or
the deployment of US military advisors.

Support for foreign nonprofit organizations
which promote democratic values.

Investment in policies to combat climate change,
in coordination with other countries.

Covid relief, such as vaccine donations to countries most
affected by, or ill equipped to handle, the pandemic.

Humanitarian aid and disaster relief for people in
countries affected by war, famine, and natural disasters. 3.65

3.49

3.09

2.53

2.25

While the data suggest the public supports humanitarian relief and assistance, this should not be confused 
with US-led military intervention to curb human rights abuses. A plurality of respondents believe 
“organizations such as the United Nations should take the lead in responding to human rights abuses, 
not individual countries such as the US” Between 2020 and 2021, support for international organizations 
leading the response to humanitarian crises increased by about 14 percent, and support for the US using its 
military to stop human rights abuses fell by 14 percent. 

Organizations such as the United Nations should take the lead in responding to human rights abuses, not individual countries 
such as the US.

Source: EGF

The US should use its influence, including military intervention, to stop human rights abuses around the globe.

The US has its own domestic human rights problems, such as mass incarceration and aggressive policing. The US should fix its own 
problems before focusing on other countries.

Some argue that the US should protect vulnerable populations outside 
its borders, while others say the US is exclusively responsible for security of 
its citizens. 
Which statement do you most identify with?

37.4% 19.5%25.2% 17.9%

While the loss of any innocent human life is tragic, US troops should only be put at risk if there’s a threat to American 
national security.
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Trends in humanitarian policy

Source: EGF
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The US has its own domestic human rights problems, such as 
mass incarceration and aggressive policing. The US should fix its 
own problems before focusing on other countries.

While the loss of any innocent human life is tragic, US troops should 
only be put at risk if there’s a threat to American national security.

The US should use its influence, including military intervention, 
to stop human rights abuses around the globe.

Organizations such as the United Nations should take the lead in 
responding to human rights abuses, not individual countries such 
as the US

Over time, Democrats have become increasingly skeptical of US-led military intervention to stop human 
rights abuses, and more comfortable with organizations like the United Nations taking the lead. Their support 
for international organizations taking the lead increased by 28 percent between 2020 and 2021. Perhaps this 
trend reflects a disillusionment from a recent history of failed humanitarian-minded military interventions, 
from Libya in 2011 to the Afghan government’s abrupt collapse. Republicans, too, are increasingly skeptical 
of America’s ability to fight humanitarian crises with the military. Between 2020 and 2021, there was a 32 
percent decrease in support for humanitarian intervention by the United States military. 

While the withdrawal from Afghanistan might signal Washington’s hesitancy to use the military to solve 
humanitarian problems in the future, there is little indication that policymakers will face public pressure 
to curb their reliance on another coercive tool for shaping outcomes overseas: economic sanctions. When 
exposed to the main arguments given for and against the use of sanctions, the American public, wary of 
military intervention, appears largely in favor of their use. 

Source: EGF

The US imposes economic sanctions on countries to enforce human rights, 
pressure change in behavior, and in some cases, to spur a change in a 
country's government. Supporters of economic sanctions say they are less 
costly than military intervention, while critics argue they are ineffective and 
hurt a nation's citizens more than its leaders. 
Do you believe economic sanctions are an effective US foreign policy tool?

46.0%
Yes

13.7%
No

40.3%
Not sure

Whither the War on Terror
Following the terror attacks on September 11, 2001, the Bush administration embarked on the so-called 
global War on Terror targeting transnational terrorist organizations and countries deemed state sponsors 
of terrorism. The United States invaded Afghanistan, overthrowing the Taliban regime which had permitted 
their country to become a haven for al-Qaeda. In his 2002 State of the Union Address, President Bush 
singled out North Korea, Iraq, and Iran as an “axis of evil,”8 and in 2003, the United States invaded Iraq, 
overthrowing the government of Saddam Hussein. 
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Now entering the twentieth year of the War on Terror, analysts have used the moment as an opportunity to 
take stock of the war’s successes, failures, and costs. According to Brown University’s Costs of War project, 
929,000 deaths can be directly attributed to the War on Terror, while it is estimated that it will have cost the 
US federal government $8 trillion.9 

Lessons From Afghanistan
In April 2021, President Biden announced his intention to withdraw all American troops from Afghanistan 
by Setember 11, formally bringing an end to two decades of war. That timetable was accelerated to August 
31, and the withdrawal of American and NATO troops precipitated the collapse of the Afghan government to 
the Taliban. The evacuation from Afghanistan has been criticized by both the press and the American public 
alike. According to Pew, which polled Americans as the evacuation was underway, a plurality of respondents 
thought the administration had done a “bad job.”10 Yet while the Biden administration’s execution of the 
withdrawal plan has been heavily scrutinized, the same poll found most Americans believe withdrawing 
from Afghanistan was the right decision.

This survey was also conducted shortly after the fall of Kabul and during the evacuation from Afghanistan. 
Respondents were asked to identify the “most important lessons learned from America’s war in Afghani-
stan.” A majority of voting-age adults (62 percent) selected either the response that indicated the “US mili-
tary is not in the business of nation-building and solving other country’s political problems” or that argued 
the “war’s continuation did not serve the interests of the US or the American people.” 

In general, what do you think the most important lesson from America's 
war in Afghanistan is? 

Source: EGF

Abandoning Afghanistan hurt America's reputation and credibility as a global leader. Among the US military's 
objectives, maintaining American credibility is paramount.

After Osama bin Laden was killed and Al Qaeda was degraded, the US had fulfilled its mission and the war's 
continuation did not serve the interests of the US or the American people. America's military is best deployed 
when vital national interests are threatened.

The war in Afghanistan had a failed mission from the start. The US military is not in the business of nation-
building and solving other countries’ political problems. 

29.2% 18.6%19.6%32.6%

The U.S. abandoned a country it fought hard to make stable, democratic, and safe for women and girls. The US 
military has an obligation to fight until its adversary is fully defeated in war, no matter how long it takes.

 

Disapproval of the war comes as little surprise. Last year, more than twice as many thought the United 
States should withdraw either immediately or within a year than those who advocated staying in 
Afghanistan until all enemies were defeated.  

The same lessons that are salient among the general public are also salient among those who served, or are 
currently serving, in the military. Among service members, 31 percent think the United States should not 
be in the business of solving other country’s political problems, while 32 percent think the military is best 
deployed only when vital national security interests are threatened. Such findings align with those found by 
VoteVets who conducted an August poll which found a majority of veterans support the withdrawal of troops 
from Afghanistan.11
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Breakdown by military service

Source: EGF

... the US military is not in the business of nation-building and solving other countries’ political problems.

... America's military is best deployed when vital national interests are threatened.

... the US military has an obligation to fight until its adversary is fully defeated in war, no matter how long it takes.

... among the US military's objectives, maintaining American credibility is paramount.
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Drones
In August, US troops withdrew from Afghanistan, and by the end of 2021, President Biden is set to formally 
end combat missions in Iraq. Yet the president continues to fight the War on Terror from the air. In speeches 
defending his decision to end the war in Afghanistan, Biden touted Washington’s “over-the-horizon capability” 
to target what he calls a “metastasized” terrorist threat that persists not only in Afghanistan, but in Somalia, 
Syria, the Arabian Peninsula, and beyond.12 And on August 29, an airstrike the president authorized in the 
aftermath of the attack at Kabul airport killed 10 civilians, including seven children.

Drones are used for both surveillance and attack. Though the Biden administration issued an early 
moratorium on the use of lethal drones as it reviews the guidance issued by the Trump administration,13 
President Biden has not shied away from conducting strikes in Afghanistan and Somalia. 

The American people also do not appear to be shy when it comes to the use of drones. Most Americans 
believe US drone strikes are less costly than sending troops into combat, and are an effective tool in 
depriving terrorists of safe havens in remote parts of the world.

US drone strikes are an effective tool in depriving terrorists of safe havens in remote parts of the world.

Source: EGF

US drone strikes are not always precise and endanger the lives of innocent civilians.
US drone strikes are less costly in terms of American lives and treasure than sending troops into combat. 

US drone strikes damage America's reputation and stoke anti-American sentiment internationally.

Please select the statement which most closely represents your opinion of 
US drone strikes.

38.2% 23.7%29.5% 8.6%
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War Powers
The ability of US presidents to conduct drone and airstrikes is often justified through invocation of the 2001 
and 2002 Authorizations for the Use of Military Force (AUMFs). Congress passed the 2001 AUMF in the 
wake of the terror attacks on 9/11, giving the president sweeping authority to target those responsible for, 
and connected with, 9/1l. The 2002 AUMF gave the Bush administration authority to invade Iraq.

Critics charge these AUMFs give the president authority to act without Congressional oversight, and in 
recent months, members of Congress have tried to roll back the president’s war powers. In June, the House 
of Representatives agreed in bipartisan votes to repeal the 2002 AUMF, the 1991 Gulf War resolution, and 
a Cold War-era authorization.14 And in the Senate, a transpartisan group of Senators—Mike Lee (R-Utah), 
Chris Murphy (D-CT), Bernie Sanders (I-VT)— have introduced the National Security Powers Act which 
would institute a mandatory sunset provision on war authorizations.15

Like this trio of Senators, Americans of all party affiliations overwhelmingly believe that unless the country 
is under attack, the president of the United States should be required to seek approval from Congress before 
ordering military actions overseas.

The president of the United States should be able to order military action overseas without approval from Congress.

Source: EGF

Unless the country is under attack, the president of the United States should be required to seek approval from Congress 
before ordering military action overseas.

The president is legally constrained by the U.S. Constitution and the War 
Powers Act of 1973 from taking military action without the approval of 
Congress. Yet, recent resolutions allow the president to commit troops 
overseas without such approval in certain circumstances. 
Which of the following statements comes closer to your view, even if 
neither is exactly right?
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Breakdown by party affiliation

Source: EGF

Unless the country is under attack, the president of the United States should be required to seek approval from Congress before 
ordering military action overseas.

The president of the United States should be able to order military action overseas without approval from Congress.
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Negotiating with Adversaries and JCPOA
In 2001, President Bush declared, “you are either with us, or with the terrorists.”16 Twenty years later, it 
appears the American people don’t view the world with the same zero-sum lens. Most American believe 
“the US should negotiate directly with adversaries to try to avoid military confrontation, even if those 
adversaries are human rights abusers, dictators, or home to terrorist organizations.” 

The US should negotiate directly with adversaries to try to avoid military confrontation, even if those adversaries are human rights 
abusers, dictators, or home to terrorist organizations.

Source: EGF

The US should not negotiate directly with adversaries, even if negotiating could avoid military confrontation, if those 
adversaries are known human rights abusers, dictators, or home to terrorist organizations.

Which of the following statements comes closest to your view?

62.9% 37.1%

One example that highlights Americans’ interest in negotiating with adversaries is the Iran nuclear. Signed in 
2015 under the Obama administration, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action is an agreement negotiated by 
the United States, Iran, members of the United Nations Security Council, and the European Union. In return 
for relief from sanctions, Iran agreed to curtail its nuclear program. While some argued the deal kept Iran 
from developing a nuclear weapon for some time, others disagreed, including the Trump administration which 
withdrew from the terms of the deal in 2018, reinstating sanctions on Iran.

During his presidential campaign, Joe Biden promised to restore the Iran nuclear deal, a stance shared by 
many running in the Democratic primary. However, a quick return to the deal has not been forthcoming. 
Within the first months of his presidency, the Biden administration delayed kick-starting negotiations 
for a few months and refused a European offer to provide Iran sanctions relief. Though talks resumed in 
late spring 2021, negotiations have stalled since the August election of Iranian President Ebrahim Raisi, 
considered by many to be an anti-Western hardliner, who currently tests the patience of US officials.

Despite the uncertainties, most Americans support the revival of negotiations with Iran and the pursuit 
of an agreement which prevents Iran from developing a nuclear weapon. However, Democrats and 
Republicans don’t feel the same way. Eighty percent of Democrats support negotiations, whereas only 42 
percent of Republicans do.

The US should revive nuclear negotiations, and pursue an agreement which prevents Iran from developing nuclear weapons.

Source: EGF

The US should not revive nuclear negotiations, and instead pressure Iran through economic sanctions to stop developing 
nuclear weapons.

The Biden administration is currently negotiating a return to the 
agreement. Which of the following approaches do you think the US should 
follow right now?

62.6% 37.4%
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Breakdown by party affiliation

Source: EGF

The US should not revive nuclear negotiations, and instead pressure Iran through economic sanctions to stop developing 
nuclear weapons.

The US should revive nuclear negotiations, and pursue an agreement which prevents Iran from developing nuclear weapons.
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The Rise of Near-Peer Competitors
Responding to Russian revanchism and China’s rise, the Trump administration’s 2017 National Security 
Strategy, announced the return of “great power competition.”17 Despite an ailing economy and diminishing 
population, Russia remains a nuclear power willing to flex its military muscle. In the past decade it has 
annexed Crimea, fomented a civil war in Eastern Ukraine, and deployed troops to Syria. In April of this 
year, Moscow made headlines when it mobilized its military on the Ukraine border. At the same time, lower 
levels of Russian subversion—from assasination attempts on dissidents and disinformation campaigns—
continue to befuddle policymakers. While the growth of Chinese economic and military power has been 
well predicted, both policymakers and pundits alike are puzzled by how to manage relations with Beijing 
as it seeks influence on the global stage. As China’s relative power continues to grow, tensions between 
Washington and Beijing become more pronounced.

Though President Trump sought to manage relations with these superpowers by flattering their leaders, 
Vladimir Putin and Xi Jinping, his administration also provoked them. Under Trump, the United States 
welcomed Montenegro and North Macedonia into the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Trump also 
viewed the US-China relationship through a cold war lens. He began the process of decoupling the two 
country’s intertwined economic systems. 

President Biden prefers to define competition with these countries in ideological terms. He has staked the 
21st century as a contest between democracy and authoritarianism. But he has offered a more constructive 
approach, which promises engagement on issues such as climate change and nuclear weapons. Early 
in his administration, Biden and Putin took important steps to confront the latter; they renewed New 
START and established strategic stability talks. However, with regard to China, the Biden administration 
perhaps represents more of a continuation than a break from Trump. Biden’s decision to withdraw troops 
from Afghanistan was made, in part, to refocus Washington’s attention towards the Pacific. Early in his 
administration, Biden instituted the Buy American campaign which seeks to procure American-made 
components to protect American supply chains. And in early March, his Secretary of State and National 
Security Advisor exchanged heated remarks with their Chinese counterparts at a summit in Alaska. 
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Russia 
Given the current administration’s focus on restoring democracy around the world and fighting 
authoritarianism, including the frenzy over the last five years around Russian election interference and 
cyber espionage, the American public appears less hawkish on Russia this year than it was in 2020. 

Survey respondents were presented with a hypothetical situation in which a NATO ally in the Baltic Sea 
region is invaded by Russia. They were told “the only way to expel Russia… is a military response”and 
reminded of the treaty’s requirement for mutual defense. The number of respondents who think the United 
States should act militarily to prevent Russian troops from invading a NATO ally decreased by 6 percentage 
points between 2020 and 2021. In 2021, the American public is evenly split on whether or not to initiate a 
military operation in this scenario. 

Source: EGF

Should America initiate a military operation to expel Russian troops from 
invading a NATO ally in the Baltics?
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51.6% 48.4%

Yes No

On the issue of NATO, given Russia’s hacking of the Democratic National Committee around the 2016 
election, we might expect Democrats to be more hawkish toward Moscow. However, Democrats and 
Republicans register similar levels of support for military action to protect a NATO ally against a 
hypothetical Russian invasion. 49 percent of Republicans support retaliating against Russia compared to 
53 percent of Democrats. 

Respondents were asked follow-up questions to assess the rationale for initiating or not initiating a military 
operation to expel Russian troops from a NATO ally’s territory. Among those who support retaliation, the 
most popular rationale concerned America’s treaty obligations, signalling the public support for respecting 
America’s system of alliances. However, those who disapprove of such military action cite the cost of going 
to war and the distraction from domestic priorities as the main reasons why it should be avoided. 
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Source: EGF
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invade other countries in Eastern Europe because they 
know they will face no American opposition.
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Russia is a nuclear power. If we confront them militarily, 
the consequences of escalation could be catastrophic.
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If America does not respond to attacks on its NATO allies, 
those allies would be unlikely to help the US if it is ever 
attacked.
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America has a moral obligation to defend democracies 
and their people from aggression by totalitarian regimes 
like Russia.

Russia’s expansionism doesn’t present immediate 
threat to the U.S., and Estonia is within Russia’s sphere 
of influence anyway.
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NATO puts the interests of other countries ahead of 
America’s interests. We need to renegotiate the alliance 
so it’s fairer to the U.S.
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US posture in Asia
The ramping-up of rhetoric under the Trump administration and into the Biden administration is perhaps 
reflected in American views on the direction US policy toward China should take. In 2020, respondents 
were asked whether the United States should (1) increase the number of troops on US bases in allied 
countries in Asia and expand its naval presence in the Pacific Ocean or (2) reduce its military presence in 
Asia while transitioning allies like South Korea and Japan to defend themselves and take over responsibility 
for security in the region. Like last year, Americans are evenly split on which option the United States 
should pursue, with 49 percent supporting an increase in America’s presence in Asia. 

Source: EGF

China’s relative power and international influence have increased 
significantly in recent years. 
What US policy toward China comes closer to your preference?

Increase troops Decrease troops
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Those who indicated the United States should increase troops in the Pacific were asked to rank the rationales 
for doing so on a scale of one to three (one as most important) and the results were weighted. This year a 
plurality noted China is an aggressive expansionist power which could directly harm the United States by 
interfering with international shipping lanes or threatening US military bases and overseas territories in Asia. 
Those who believe the US should decrease its troop presence in Asia were also asked to rank the rationales. 
Approximately, 46% noted that allies such as Japan and South Korea are rich countries which could defend 
themselves against China.

Source: EGF
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Allies such as Japan and South Korea are rich countries 
which could defend themselves against China. Reducing 
American troop levels in Asia would ease the 
unnecessary burden on US soldiers and taxpayers.

China sees the presence of American troops in Asia as 
a threat, which might make China respond aggressively 
and create an unnecessary risk of war.
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China is an aggressive, expansionist power that could directly 
harm the US by interfering with international shipping lanes 
or threatening US military bases and overseas territories in 
Asia. We need more troops in the region ready to respond.

Overwhelming US military power in Asia deters China 
from attacking our allies like Japan or South Korea, 
making those allies feel secure. If the US withdrew, our 
allies would engage in a dangerous arms race with China, 
perhaps even trying to gain nuclear weapons.
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It’s natural that a stronger China will seek more influence 
than the US in the region. The US strategy should be to 
accommodate China’s rise, which requires reducing our 
military footprint just outside China’s borders.

3 1.82

Taiwan
China’s increased strength has led to increased concerns Beijing will attempt a cross-Strait invasion of 
Taiwan. In his speech at the Chinese Communist Party’s 100-year anniversary, Xi Jinping reaffirmed 
Beijing’s objective of reunifying Taiwan with the mainland.18 According to some China watchers, Xi’s 
legacy is inexorably linked with the reunification of Taiwan and as he grows older and Chinese capabilities 
improve, he will become more emboldened to take the island by force. While an invasion of Taiwan may not 
be imminent, some argue China conducts “gray-zone warfare” to coerce Taipei by way of disinformation 
campaigns and frequent incursions into Taiwanese airspace, such as in early September 2021 when China 
flew 19 military aircraft into the island’s air defense identification zone.19 

Since 1979 when the United States recognized China as a state, Washington has pursued a policy of 
“strategic ambiguity” with Taiwan, where it supplies the island with military equipment, but refrains from 
unequivocally stating it will come to its defense. The growth of China’s relative power has sparked a debate 
on the wisdom of this policy. Some question whether the United States should be more forthright with its 
intentions to defend the island. Others contend it would be more prudent for Washington to dispel notions 
that it will fight a war for Taiwan. For those in the former camp, Taiwan is seen as an important democratic 
ally strategically located to prevent greater Chinese expansion in the Indo-Pacific and an invaluable trading 
partner, producing essential products like semiconductors and electronics. Whereas those in the latter camp 
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note that Washington is neither obligated to defend Taipei nor capable of effectively doing so given China’s 
close proximity to Taiwan and Beijing’s anti-access/area-denial weapons. Additionally, they argue such a 
conflict could escalate—deliberately or accidentally—into a nuclear exchange.

Respondents were provided with a brief history of Taiwan and asked whether the US should militarily 
defend Taiwan if China were to invade the island.20 While 42.3 percent of respondents believe the US 
should militarily defend Taiwan, 41.6 percent are unsure about what the US should do in the case of a 
Chinese invasion. Although a plurality of Americans believe the US should militarily respond, Democrats 
and Republicans differ in their convictions. Whereas over half of Republicans believe the US should defend 
Taiwan, 39.4 percent of Democrats think so. 

Source: EGF
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Generational Differences
Americans ages 18-29 grew up in the shadow of the post-9/11 War on Terror. With little or no recollection 
of the attacks on American soil, and after watching the failures of America’s wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
young Americans appear to be less supportive of military solutions for international challenges, especially 
compared to older generations. But this isn’t terribly surprising. Other polls have shown younger Americans 
diverge from their parents and grandparents: they are less likely to ascribe to American exceptionalism and 
are more critical of the government’s foreign policy approaches during the last two decades.21 
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How young Americans (18 to 29 year-olds) view US foreign policy

Source: EGF
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Worldview of Younger Americans
Unlike older respondents who experienced the prosperity of the 1950s or the Cold War triumphalism of the 
1990s, younger Americans are skeptical of American exceptionalism. As in previous years, the majority 
of respondents ages 18-29 believe “America is not an exceptional nation” whereas older generations still 
believe America holds a unique status among the pantheon of states for what it has “done for the world” and 
“what it represents.”

Breakdown by age group

Source: EGF
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Economic uncertainty following the 2008 financial crisis and an acute awareness of rising inequality may 
have informed the responses from younger respondents. They are less concerned with external threats, and 
more worried about the state of American democracy and the global economy.  For instance, respondents 
ages 18-29 are more likely than any other age group to believe the most important obligation of the US 
government is to “promote American prosperity and expand its global economic connections.” Similarly, 
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they are the most likely cohort to think trade wars threaten American society and that peace is best 
achieved through global economic means and the growth of free trade. Still, they are the most likely group 
to think focusing on domestic needs and the health of American democracy is the best way to promote 
peace, while avoiding unnecessary wars. 

Peace is best achieved and sustained by the US by:

Source: EGF

Maintaining overwhelming strength and deploying it only when America is attacked or our vital interests are compromised by 
another power
Keeping a focus on domestic needs and the health of American democracy, while avoiding unnecessary intervention beyond the 
borders of the United States
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Foreign Policy Tools
Survey responses from younger Americans suggest they are more concerned with existential problems 
that have no military solution, like climate change, and more dubious about the coercive tools of statecraft. 
When asked which of five different types of international assistance the United States should prioritize, 
they selected investment in policies to combat climate change more than any other age group. On the issue 
of war powers, 80 percent of people ages 18-29 believe that unless the United States is under attack, the 
president should seek approval from Congress before ordering military action overseas. In contrast, 74 
percent of respondents 45-60 years old and 73 percent of those over 60 years old believe the president 
should first seek Congressional approval before ordering military action. 

War powers

Source: EGF

Unless the country is under attack, the president of the United States should be required to seek approval from Congress before 
ordering military action overseas.

The president of the United States should be able to order military action overseas without approval from Congress.
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On the use of drone strikes, younger respondents are more opposed than the American public at large. 
Most respondents ages 18-29 years believe that US drone strikes are not always precise and endanger the 
lives of innocent civilians, or that they damage America’s reputation and stoke anti-American sentiment 
internationally.  And on the use of economic sanctions, younger Americans are less sure of their effectiveness.

Use of drone strikes

Source: EGF

US drone strikes are not always precise and endanger the lives of innocent civilians.

US drone strikes damage America's reputation and stoke anti-American sentiment internationally.

US drone strikes are less costly in terms of American lives and treasure than sending troops into combat.

US drone strikes are an effective tool in depriving terrorists of safe havens in remote parts of the world.
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Do you believe economic sanctions are an effective US foreign policy tool?
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Defense Posture
Young Americans are not only skeptical of punitive and remedial foreign policy tools, but they also question 
the ever expanding national security architecture, from large military budgets to long standing overseas 
commitments. When asked about the US defense budget, a majority of respondents under age 30 favor 
decreasing rather than increasing or maintaining current levels of defense spending. They are also less 
likely than all other age groups to support the creation of the Space Force which the Trump administration 
established in 2019.22  
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Defense spending

Source: EGF
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Do you support the creation of the Space Force?

Respondents under 30 years old are, like last year, more reluctant than their older counterparts to increase 
America’s military presence in the Pacific region. In response to China’s rise in relative power, 63 percent 
of young adults believe the United States should reduce American troops in East Asia—an increase of 7.1 
percent from last year. 

US defense policy toward China

Source: EGF

The US should reduce its military presence in Asia while transitioning regional allies toward defending themselves and taking 
over the responsibility for security in the region.

The US should move more troops onto US bases in allied countries such as South Korea and Japan and increase its naval 
presence in the Pacific Ocean to check China's growing influence.
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The youngest cohort’s reluctance to expand America’s presence overseas corresponds with their hesitancy to 
find the US embroiled in a conflict with Russia in the Baltics. Americans ages 18-29 are the least likely group 
to want to militarily defend a NATO ally if the country were attacked by Russia in a hypothetical invasion.
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Human Rights
Most young adults under 30, like respondents in every age category, have taken lessons from America’s 
experience in Afghanistan which are critical of the use of force. However, this cohort is more likely than 
the others to believe the military has an obligation to fight until its adversary is fully defeated, no matter 
how long it takes. Yet a plurality of young adults believe the United States should not be in the business of 
nation-building and are critical of the mission of America’s longest war. 

Lessons from the war in Afghanistan

Source: EGF

... the US military is not in the business of nation-building and solving other countries’ political problems.

... America's military is best deployed when vital national interests are threatened.

... the US military has an obligation to fight until its adversary is fully defeated in war, no matter how long it takes.

... among the US military's objectives, maintaining American credibility is paramount.

0 20 40 60 80 100

Age > 60

Age 45-60

Age 30-44

Age 18-29

33.6% 24.3% 21.1% 21.0%

33.7% 23.2% 26.9% 16.2%

30.9% 30.7% 17.8% 20.6%

33.4% 36.5% 10.6% 19.5%

Source: EGF

The US should use its influence, including military intervention, to stop human rights abuses around the globe.

The US has its own domestic human rights problems, such as mass incarceration and aggressive policing. The US should fix its 
own problems before focusing on other countries.
While the loss of any innocent human life is tragic, US troops should only be put at risk if there’s a threat to American national 
security.
Organizations such as the United Nations should take the lead in responding to human rights abuses, not individual countries 
such as the US
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Some argue that the US should protect vulnerable populations outside its 
borders, while others say the US is exclusively responsible for security of its 
citizens. 
Which statement do you most identify with?
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Americans under 30 are skeptical of the tools the United States has used in its post-9/11 wars and foreign 
policy. They are more interested in solving global challenges through non-military means and focusing 
inward on improving America’s own democratic institutions and economy. They appear less willing to 
go to war with peer-competitors like China and Russia, and do not share the same sense of national 
exceptionalism as older Americans. If the opinion of young people is any indication of the kind of policies 
the United States will adopt in the decades to come, the government might begin to redirect energy from 
far-flung conflicts to domestic priorities, and redefine American engagement as predominantly a diplomatic 
rather than militaristic endeavor. 
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Conclusion
As the Biden administration begins to shift its focus away from the Middle East and toward China, many 
foreign policy thinkers see the dawn of a new era of near peer competition, defined more by great power 
rivalry rather than international terrorist networks. Suddenly, Washington’s primary concern seems to 
have shifted from failed states who dislike America’s political values and system to successful states whose 
political values and system America dislikes. 

Indeed, President Biden himself framed the US-China rivalry as part of a broader “contest with autocrats” 
over “whether democracies can compete . . . in the rapidly changing twenty-first century.” Some scholars 
cite this as evidence of an emerging Biden doctrine centered on a grand ideological contest between 
democracy and autocracy.23 These analysts point to two upcoming Summits for Democracy organized by the 
White House as another sign that the president is preoccupied with rival political models. 

It’s possible, however, that President Biden’s approach is as much a response to relative decline within 
democracies as to the ascent of nondemocratic powers. The White House announcement of the summits 
suggests their focus will be intramural, more about bucking up democracy itself than confronting 
autocracies – the summits will  “speak honestly about the challenges facing democracy so as to collectively 
strengthen the foundation for democratic 
renewal.”24 So the president’s framing of a 
contest with autocracy seems designed at 
least in part to recommit Americans to their 
democratic culture. It also seeks to reinvigorate 
industrial policy. In an interview with Tom 
Friedman about China, Biden said “we’re going 
to fight like hell by investing in America first” 
and new trade agreements won’t be pursued, 
“until we have made major investments here at 
home and in our workers.”25

The recent announcement of a new military pact between the United States, United Kingdom, and Australia 
– which would include a collaborative effort to modernize military technology and gives nuclear submarines 
to a US ally in China’s vicinity – appears more concerned with China’s technological advances and naval 
strength than its regime type. And if President Biden is, in fact, focused on combating autocracy, will 
relations with Saudi Arabia and Egypt change? 

In his stated desire to lead “by the power of our example” rather than “by the example of our power,” 
President Biden might be characterized as a Jeffersonian in Professor Mead’s typology or a Global 
Ambassador in our own – seeking diplomacy over military dominance, and helping America’s allies better 
provide for their own security. This would place him squarely with the plurality of those we polled. Yet, at 
less than a year into the Biden presidency, any true doctrine or systematic approach to international politics 
is likely still a work in progress. 

The administration will continue to develop its national security priorities as it pledges to pursue a “foreign 
policy for the middle class.”26 This commitment recognizes how recent foreign policy activities of the 
United States have become untethered to the interests of ordinary Americans. As the president and his 
team continue to devise a way to translate this slogan into a strategy, our hope is they are informed by 
Americans’ expression of their own interests and policy preferences through surveys such as ours. 

“...Washington’s primary concern seems to 
have shifted from failed states who dislike 
America’s political values and system to 
successful states whose political values 
and system America dislikes.” 
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Methodology
This is our fourth annual national survey of Americans’ foreign policy preferences. This project was 
launched in 2018 under the title, “Worlds Apart: U.S. Foreign Policy & American Public Opinion,” in 2019 
under the title “Indispensable No More: How the American Public Sees U.S. Foreign Policy,” and again in 
2020 under the title, “Diplomacy & Restraint: The Worldview of American Voters.”

This survey was developed by EGF in 2018 and has been updated each year since. EGF senior fellow Mark 
Hannah wrote the survey instrument with help from two research assistants. This year, it was distributed by 
a reputable commercial survey company to a geographically and demographically diverse national sample 
of 2,168 voting-age adults between August 27 - September 1, 2021. This sample excludes respondents who 
completed the survey faster than a response time deemed reasonable based on average response times. 

As with every year, high profile news stories of the moment might have influenced our survey responses in 
ways about which we can only speculate. The mass evacuation from the Kabul airport was ongoing during 
the dates of data collection, and we account for this explicitly in some of our analysis. 

Answer choices for all non-demographic multiple- and rank choice-type questions were randomized. For 
questions about (1) support for military spending, (2) the potential for retaliation should a NATO ally be 
attacked by Russia, (3) Iran nuclear negotiations, (4) economic sanctions, (5) defending Taiwan, and (6) the 
creation of Space Force, we set up a factorial vignette. 

This is an experiment embedded into a survey in which the respondent is exposed to new information 
before selecting an answer choice. Factorial vignettes enabled us to probe more deeply than standard public 
opinion polls, by posing hypothetical scenarios, or giving context and summarizing pro and con arguments, 
and then asking respondents how they would respond in such scenarios, and the reasons for their response.

Worldviews assigned to the four types in Walter Russell Mead’s typology were determined by a composite 
of three separate questions, the four answers to which correspond to each of the four types. Two of the three 
questions were reviewed—and the third question was supplied—by Professor Mead. The Mead worldview 
types were assigned to respondents who answered at least two of the three questions in a consistent way.

Partisan identity is based on responses to the commonly used partisan self-identification question: 
“Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or 
something else?”

https://egfound.org/2018/11/worlds-apart/
https://egfound.org/2019/09/indispensable-no-more/
https://egfound.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/EGF_Diplomacy_And_Restraint_The_Worldview_of_American_Voters_September2020.pdf
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About EGF
The Eurasia Group Foundation (EGF) is a nonpartisan nonprofit organization which works to connect 
people to the geopolitical issues shaping their world. Fostering a greater understanding of the issues 
broadens the debate and empowers informed engagement. EGF makes complex geopolitical issues 
accessible and understandable. 

www.egfound.org

Mark Hannah is a senior fellow at EGF. He teaches at New York University and taught previously at The 
New School and Queens College. He is a term member of the Council on Foreign Relations and a political 
partner at the Truman National Security Project. He studied at the University of Pennsylvania (B.A.), 
Columbia University (M.S.), and the University of Southern California (Ph.D.) 

Caroline Gray is a senior researcher and producer at EGF. She previously worked at the Truman National 
Security Project in Washington, DC, and interned with the Brookings Institution in New Delhi. She studied 
international affairs and political economy at Lewis & Clark College (B.A.) in Portland, Oregon.

Lucas Robinson is an external relations associate at EGF. He studied History at the University of 
California, Los Angeles (B.A.) and Theory and History of International Relations at the London School of 
Economics (M.Sc.)
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