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The survey on which this report is based
was conducted in November and De-
cember of 1982, midway in the first term
of President Ronald Reagan. It came dur-
ing a period of prolonged recession, the
worst since the end of World War |1. Like
most of his predecessors for the past two
decades, President Reagan found himself
embattled midway in his term. Although
the next presidential election is a full two
years off, he aiready faces new chalien-
gers within his own party as well as from
the Democratic opposition. The gov-
ernmental instability that has plagued
American society since the end of the
Eiserhower era is likely to continue intc
the mid-1980’s if not beyond.

This is the third public opinion survey
and analysis sponsored by the Chicago
Councii on Foreign Relations. It is being
released exactly eight years after the first
which was conducted in November and
December of 1975, and four years after
the secand which was done in the same
months of 1978. The results of both sur-
veys were summarized in two reports pub-
tished in March of those years entitled
“American Public Opinion and U.S,
Fareign Policy, 1974 and “American Pub-
lic Qpinion and U.S. Foreign Policy,
1979", In the four year period since the last
survey, we witnessed the continued ex-
pansion of Soviet military power and
demonstrations in Afghanistan and Po-
land of the Soviet government’s determi-
nation to maintain its power in countries
on it borders. At the same time American
power and influence continued to wane
in certain areas. The fail of the Shah of
Iran, on whom the LS. relied to maintain
stability in the Persian Gulf for over two
decades, demonstrated the impotence of
the American government to protect its
interests in the Persian Gulf or its citizens
in Khomeni’s Iran.

The election of Governor Ronald
Reagan was due in part to the widespread
perception of continuing American
weakness in a post-Vietnam world, to fail-
ure to stop either the Soviet military build-
up or the extension of Soviet military polit-
ical and diplomatic influence in South-
west Asia and Western Europe.

The four-year period also witnessed a
change in the developed world from a
decade of economic stagnatien to one of
actual recession, leading to the highest
unemployment and bankruptcy rate ex-
perienced in Europe and North America
ir forty years. As the recession diminished
the world demand for oil in the early
1980's, warld oil prices deciined and the
effectiveness of the OPEC cartel eroded.
As the recession persisted, economic is-
sues increasingly dominated the interna-
tional politics of the OECD countries.
Commercial competition between North
America and Europe and Japan intensified
and rising protectionism in all three areas
threatened to jeopardize the competitive
world trading system that had developed
over the past three decades. Following
years of high interest rates at home, the
dollar rebounded in foreign currency
markets in 1981 and 1982, increasing in
value as much as seventy percent against
the French franc and significant if smaller
percentages against other leading world
currencies. By the beginning of 1983, the
stability of the private banking system of
the OECD countries was threatened
by the huge debts accumulated by a
few large, middie-class, and newly
industrialized countries such as Brazil,
Argentina and Mexico, which by 1983
were unable to meet their debt repay-
ment obligations.

Although economic issues occupied a
great deal of attention during this period,
the eruption of war in Lebanon in 1982
was a grim reminder of Middle East vol-
atility and the persistence of seemingly
irreconcilable conflicts. It also brought a
need for the United States to continue to
play a large role—some thought a larger
role — in preserving the stability of that
area.

One of the central questions of this sur-
vey, as of the two previous ones, is the
extent ta which the American public and
its leaders continue to support the active
involvement of the U.S. overseas. The
question of the role of the U.5. in the
world remains central to this study. In
addition, we sought to address such issues
as the relationship between domestic and
foreign policy priorities, the appropriate
response to the increasing diplomatic and
nalitical as well as military reach of the

Saviet Union, the shift in foreign policy
priorities, and the roles of various indi-
viduals and institutions in the implemen-
tation of foreign policy.

The Chicago Council on Foreign Rela-
tions commissioned the Gallup Organiza-
tion to conduct this survey of both the
public and national leaders, The popular
survey involved a stratified, systematic na-
tional sample of 1,546 respondents, repre-
senting Americans 18 years of age and
older, Questions were weighted to elimi-
nate sampling distortion with respect to
age, sex or race. The field work for this
part of the study was conducted between
Qctober 29 and November 6, 1982, The
leadership sample included 341 individ-
uals representing Americans in senior
positions with knowledge of international
affairs. We chose roughly equal propor-
tions from the natioral political and gov-
ernmental world, including senators and
representatives (members of the Foreign
Relations, International Relations and
Armed Services Committees) and officials
with international responsibilities from
the State, Treasury, Defense and other de-
partments, Participants were also drawn
from the business community (chairmen,
international vice presidents of large cor-
porations as well as leaders of business
associations); communications fieid
{editors and publishers of major newspa-
pers, wire service executives, television
broadcasters); from education (presidents
and scholars from major colleges and uni-
versities); and foreign policy institutes.

A smaller number of leaders was also
drawn from national unions, churches,
voluntary organizations and other ethnic
organizations, Interviews in the leader-
ship survey were conducted from early
November to mid-December 1982,

All interviewing, collating and tabulat-
ing was done through the facilities of the
Gallup Organization Incorporated. The
design and contents of the questionnaire
were prepared by the editor and the fol-
lowing consultants: Bernard Cohen, Pro-
fessor of Political Science, University of
Wisconsin at Madison; Arthur Cyr, Vice
President and Program Director of the




Chicago Council on Foreign Relations;
Benjamin Page, Associate Professor of
Political Science, the University of
Chicago; William Schneider, Senior Fel-
low of the American Enterprise Institute;
and Glenn Dempsey, Computer Pro-
grammer of the National Opinion Re-
search Center.

We have benefited from a preliminary
analysis by the Gallup Organization. The
analysis and interpretation of data
presented in this repart represent the joint
efforts of the above group working with
the editor. Once again we have published
the analysis of the data as quickly as
nossible after the field work was com-
pleted. The response to the earlier reports
confirms our judgment that the advan-
tages of a brief but timely summary
analysis outweigh the disadvantages of
beingunableto do a comprehensive study
in so short a period of time. The report
should be considered in that light. The

data derived from this study will be placed
on deposit with the Inter-Unviersity Con-
sortium for Political and Social Research
at the University of Michigan in Ann
Arbor, and the Roper Center for Public
Opinion in Storrs, Connecticut, and
will be available to scholars.

| want to take this opportunity to ex-
press my thanks and appreciation to my
principal collaborators: Bernard Cohen,
Arthur Cyr, Benjamin Page, Glenn
Dempsey and William Schneider. Special
thanks are due Nora Dell, Editor and Di-
rector of Publications of the Chicago
Council on Foreign Relations, who once
again played a critical role in every stage
of the project, arranged for the design and
{ayout of the report, and was responsible
for all aspects of the publication. Special

thanks also to Nancy Kickert and Linda
Crance, who displayed skill and persis-
tence in putting the manuscript on the
word processor and seeing it through to
completion. Thanks also are due to mem-
bers of the Council staff who volunteered
their help in various stages in pro-
duction of this report, and especially to
Norma Newkirk and Cindy Unger.

On behalf of the Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations | want to express our
gratitude to the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, and especially to
President John Corbally and Executive
Vice President James Furman, for provid-
ing the entire financing of the project, in-
cluding the preparation, publication and
dissemination of this report.

John E. Rielly
President

The Chicage Council
on Foreign Relations
February 15, 1983




Despite the tumultuous world events of
the past four years—the seizure of Ameri-
can hostages in Iran, the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, the failure of the SALT Il
treaty, declaration of martial law in Po-
land, the war in the Falkland Istands, the
tsraeli invasion of Lebanon, worldwide
hyperinflation followed by warldwide re-
cession — the foreign policy attitudes of
the American public have maintained a
basic stability. This continuity is all the
more surprising because the period
1978-1982 witnessed the election to the
presidency of Ronald Reagan, who
pledged to set the nation on a new path in
foreign as well as domestic policy. Yet
there is no evidence of any fundamental
reorientation of the American public’s
foreign policy values or priorities during
the past four years.

Certainly, the shifts in public opinion
between 1978 and 1982 were less sub-
stantial than the shifts between 1974 and
1978, when the views of the American
public became more conservative and
nationalistic. In The Chicago Council on
Foreign Relations’ 1978 and 1982 surveys
of American public opinion and U.S.
foreign policy, cross-sections of the na-
tional electorate were asked to assess the
importance of 13 different foreign policy
goals, including “containing commu-
nism,” “promaoting and defending human
rights in other countries” and “helping
to improve the standard of living of less-
developed nations.” In 11 out of the 13
queries, the data showed no significant
change.

The American pubiic in 1982 is con-
cerned about the same foreign policy
priorities that it was concerned about in
1978—peace and strength. Between 1974
and 1981, the public grew increasingly
insecure about the perceived growing
military imbalance between the United
States and the Soviet Union. This pre-
occupation with military security became
a major obsession following the events in
Iran and Afghanistan at the end of 1979,
and it played no small role in the 1380
presidential election. One of the things
Ronald Reagan has accomplished in of-
fice, this study shows, isto give the Ameri-
can public a grealer sense of military
security, no doubt in part because of his

administration’s unprecedented peace-
time increases in military spending. On
the other hand, the public now exhibits a
growing preoccupation with peace and
arms control —also as a result of the ad-
ministration’s defense buildup as well as
the atmasphere of increased tension be-
tween the United States and the Saviet
Union.

While the American public shares the
Reagan administration’s paramount con-
cern with East-West relations and military
security, the data show important dis-
narities between public opinion and ad-
ministration policies in key-issue areas,
including delense spending, arms control,
foreign aid, detente, and trade policy. The
survey results also reveal that, while the
Reagan administration can depend on the
support of influential elite groups on some
issues {including foreign economic aid
and free trade}, there are many issues on
which elite gpirion differs sharply from
administration policy and is closer to the
views of the mass public (arms control and
detente, for example).

Those are some of the principal conclu-
sions of The Chicago Council on Foreign
Relations’ 1983 study of American public
opinioen and U.5. foreign policy. This
study is based on two parallel surveys:

1) personal interviews with a
nationwide sample of 1,547
American adults, conducted by
the Gallup Qrganization in late
October and November 1982,
and

2) personal and telephone inter-
views with a leadership sample of
341 prominent individuals from
government, international busi-
ness, labor, academia, the mass
media, religious institutions, pri-
vate foreign policy organizations,
and special interest groups, con-
ducted during November and
December 1982.

The 1982 surveys were the third in a
sequence of studies of American public
opinicn and U.S. foreign policy spon-
sored by The Chicago Council on Foreign
Relations. Previous public and leadership
surveys were conducted in 1974 and
1978. )

ECONOMIC CONCERNS AND
SELF-INTEREST
The basic reason for the continuity in
foreign-palicy attitudes is the continuity
of the public’s major cancerns from 1978
to 1982. in 1982 as in 1978, economic
issues were given top priotity by both the
public and the leaders as the biggest prob-
lems facing the country. The nature of
these economic concerns did shift in
1982, however, with unemployment
displacing inflation as the number-one
national preblem.

in a time of deep recession, preoccu-
pation with domestic economic issues
reinforces the concern for national self-
interest that was evident four years ago.
Thus, protecting the jobs of American
workers, keeping the value of the dollar
high, and securing adequate supplies of
energy were rated much higher in impor-
tance than such altruistic foreign policy
objectives as promoting democracy, de-
fending human rights in other countries,
and protecting weaker nations against
foreign aggression.

INTERNATIONALISM

In line with this persistent concern for ec-
onomic seif-interest, 1982 results show a
continuing erosion of the post-World War
il public consensus that the national inter-
est reguires active participation by the
United States in world affairs, Only a bare
majority of the public now holds the opin-
ion that such international activism is best
for the future of the country while over a
third now say that it would be better if the
United States “stayed out” of world affairs.
On the other hand, the nation’s leaders
remain virtually unanimous in support of
an active U.5, world role.

The view that the U.S. plays a less im-
portant and less powerful role as a world
leader today, as compared with the past,
continues to grow among the mass public
and to characterize a majority of the lead-
ers. Hawever, most Americans do not
really prefer it that way. Only a small
minority of the public and very few lead-
ers would like to see the United States play
a less important role as a world leader in
the future. The prevailing view in both
groups is that the U.S, should play a more
important role in the future.




The generally low level of interna-
tionalism is reflected in the public’s lim-
ited support of foreign aid. Barely half of
the public favors the idea of giving
economic aid to other countries while
majorities oppose giving military aid or
even selling military equipment. Of seven
federal government spending programs
tested, foreign economic aid and foreign
military aid were the least popular. As in
previous vears, majorities of the public
wanted to cut back spending on both.

AREAS OF VITAL CONCERN

A mood of security-consciousness can be
seen in areas of the world where the
public perceives LLS. interest to have in-
creased over the past four years. They in-
clude neighboring countries in North and
South America, our principal European
and Asian allies, and a communist coun-
try threatened with Soviet intervention
(Poland). On the other hand, the public’s
interest in the People’s Republic of China
and most Third World countries has
declined.

The public sees the United States as
having vital interests in four specific areas
of the world: 1) Western Hemisphere
countries, for reasons of geographic prox-
imity; 2) Western Europe, where the U.S.
has strong cultural and economic ties and
where our security interests vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union are clearest; 3) Japan, our
principal trading partner, economic rival,
and Asian security outpost; and 4) the
Middle East, including Israel, Cgypt, and
the oil-producing Arab countries. The
leaders tend to have a broader view of our
vital interests, although the rank-ordering
of countries is roughly the same.

Public concern over Saudi Arabia was
especially striking. Presumably because
of that country's abundant oil reserves,
Saudi Arabia was perceived as ane of the
top countries in terms of vital interest to
the United States, The coming to power of
communists in Saudi Arabia was consid-
ered more of a threat to American interests
than communists coming to power in
France, lran, El Salvador, or Taiwan, A
substantial propartion of the public would
be willing to send .S, troops if the Arabs
cut off all oil shipments to the United
States. A quarter of the public and a major-
ity of the leaders would be willing to send
troops if Iran invaded Saudi Arabia.
Clearly, the Middle East is now seen as an
area of major U.S. interest in the world,
along with our neighbors and traditional
atlies.

THE MIDDLE EAST

The 1982 results indicate some slippage in
public favorability toward fsrael and a
significant drop in favorability toward
Prime Minister Menachem Begin. The ex-
planation lies in a widespread negative
assessment of Israeli policies, particularly
among the leaders. A majority of the pub-
lic and two-thirds of the leaders dis-
approved of lIsrael’s recent actions in
Lebanon. President Reagan’s Middle East
peace plan, which was rejected by the
Israeli government, is favored two-to-one
by the American public, as is formation of
a separate and independent Palestinian
state. A strong majority of the public feels
that the U.S. should require that all
weapons sent to Israel be used for defen-
sive purposes only. About one-third of the
public and one-quarter of the leaders
want to see LS. military aid and arms
szles to Israel decreased or stopped
altogether,

On the other hand, Americans continue
to show a strong margin of sympathy for
Israel aver the Arabs. And despite recent
events in Lebanon, PLO Leader Yassir
Arafat ranks far below Menachem Begin
in personal popularity. The long-term
sympathy trends in the Middle Fast show
that the 1982 events in Lebanon did have
an effect on American public opinion.
Sympathy for the Arab cause is now
somewhat higher than it was before June
1982. On the other hand, sympathy for
Israel, which had gone up in early 1982,
returned to a relatively high level toward
the end of the year. Overali, public opin-
ion now shows more sympathy for both
sides than has been the case in the past,

EAST-WEST RELATIONS

Distrust of the Soviet Union remains
strong. When respondents were asked to
express their favorability toward 24 dif-
ferent countries on a “feeling thermome-
ter” the Soviet Union came out at the bot-
tom of the list, having dropped 8° since
1978. Willingness to send troops if the
Soviet Union invaded Western Europe or
Japan went up significantly in the mass
public. Former Soviet Premier Leanid
Brezhnev was rated very low in personal
favorability, above only Yassir Arafat and
the Ayatoliah Khomeini. Americans main-
tained their commitment to the NATO al-
liance at a steady fevel. And there was
somewhat more support than in 1978 for
restricting U.S.-Soviet trade and cultural
contacts.

This negativism tended to apply specif-
ically to the Soviet Union and not neces-
sarity toward all communist countries.

While Cuba’s favorability rating was al-
most as low as the Soviet Union’s and had

also gone down since 1978; 'rating’s'fo_fj._-
Poland and the People’s Republiciof = .
China were sigrficantly higher and had . -

tended to improve. There was no change
in the low perceived importance of “con-
taining communism” as a foreign policy
goal or in the reluctance to send U.S.
troops if North Korea invaded South Korea
or if the People’s Republic of China in-
vaded Taiwan. And most Americans did
not perceive a “great threat” to U.S, inter-
ests if communists came to power in
France, Iran, El Salvador, or Taiwan.

Most measures of peaceful cooperation
between the United States and the Soviet
Union retain considerable popularity.
Thus, a majority of the public continues to
support arms control agreements, cultural
and educational exchanges, and joint
efforts to solve energy problems while
majorities oppose grain embargoes and
prohibitions against scientific exchanges.
However, a majority of Americans does
favor Hmiting sales of advanced U.S.
computers to the Soviet Union, and a
plurality supports restrictions on U.5.-
Soviet trade,

The general view of the Soviet Union
remains one of wariness. Long-term pol-
ling evidence indicates that anti-Soviet
feeling increased significantly in the
United States between 1974 and 1981.
This antipathy, perhaps generated by fear
of nuclear confrontation, appears to have
gone down since the height of the iran and
Afghanistan crises, but the level of distrust
remains quite high., Concern over U.5.-
Soviet relations is also quite high. Among
foreign policy leaders, “relations with the
Soviet Union” now predominates as the
leading foreign policy problem facing the
country. in the mass public, concern gver
nuclear war has risen markedly.

MILITARY ISSUES

Some of the most pronounced shifts in
public opinion over the three Chicago
Council surveys have been on the issue of
defense spending. Between 1974 and
1978, support for increased defense
spending grew substantially. in 1974 sen-
timent for cutting back the defense budget
outweighed sentiment for increasing it by
as much as three-to-one. In 1978 there
was much maore sentiment for expanding
rather than cutting back the defense
budget. The 1982 data indicate a reversal
of this pro-defense trend. Support for in-




creasing the defense budget has fallen by
about ten percentage points since 1978
while the desire to cut military spending
has grown proportionately. The attitudes
of leaders have moved in the same direc-
tion on this issue.

One obvious explanation is, of course,
President Reagan's budget policies during
the first two years of his administration,
Polls show that the public’s demand for
more military spending — that is, for a
stronger nationa} defense — reached a
peak in January 1981 when Ronald
Reagan took office. Reagan immediately
set about substantially increasing the mili-
tary budget. By November 1981, pressure
for higher defense spending had dropped
by about half. With the onset of a major
recession, deep cuts in domestic social
spending, and a federal budget deficit ap-
proaching $200 billien, public opinion—
and leadership opinion—were no longer
in support of the administeation’s plan for
continuing to make major increases in the
military budget. It shoild be noted, haw-
ever, that most Americans at the end of
1982 were not in favor of decreasing the
defense budget either. The prevailing sen-
timent in public opinion is to keep defense
spending about the same.,

Another factor behind declining pres-
sure for higher military spending is the
belief that the U.S. and the Soviet Union
are moving closer to military parity. A
plurality of the public and a substantial
majority of leaders now think that the U.5.
and the Soviet Union are about egual
militarily. In 1978 the desire to increase
defense spending was very strongly re-
lated to concern about the Soviet Union as
a military threat to the United States. That
linkage is much weaker today. Thus, the
perception of U.S. military inferiority,
which contributed to public and elite
pressure for highter defense spending a
few years ago, seems to have abated.

ARMS CONTROL

What has grown, however, is concern
over the possibility of war In the 1978
survey, so few respondents spontaneously
mentioned war o7 nuclear war as foreign
policy concerns that this response was not
even separately reparted. In 1982, how-
ever, over 10% mentioned war as a major
issue white the proportion concerned
about the nuclear arms race nearly dou-
bied. Together, one-quarter of the public
now mentions either war or the arms race
as the biggest foreign policy problem fac-
ing the country, making this general issue

the public’s largest single foreign policy
concern.

Consequently, survey results show sub-
stantial public and leadership support for
arms control measures, Three-quarters of
the public and almest all of the leaders
favored arms control agreements between
the LJ.S. and the Soviet Union. Respon-
dents also were asked about “a mutual,
verifiable freeze on nuclear weapons.”
Over half of the public and four-fifths of
the leaders felt that the U.5. should stop
building nuclear weapons if the Soviets
alsa agree to stop. Only minorities of the
public and very small minorities of the
leaders felt either that the U.S. should stop
building nuclear weapons even if the
Soviets do not or that the U.S. should con-
tinue to build nuclear weapons no matter
what the Soviets do. Moreover, strong
majorities among both the public and the
leaders favored a freeze “right now if the
Soviets wouid agree.” This position was
much more popuiar than the Reagan ad-
ministration’s view that there should be a
freeze “only after the U.S. builds up its
nuclear weapons more.”

INTERVENTIONISM

When asked about U.S. military interven-
tion overseas, the public revealed a
sharpened capacity to distinguish situa-
tions that involve our vital interests from
those that do not. A majority of the public
and of the leaders would be willing to
send U.S. troops if either Japan or Western
Europe were invaded by the Soviet Union.
In the case of the public, support for send-
ing troops in both cases is significantly
higher than it was four years ago. The
Middle East is another area where vital
interests are widely perceived. Though
still short of a majority, increasing propor-
tions of the public and of the leaders
would be witling to send U.S. troops if the
Arabs cut off oil shipments to the U.S. or if
Arab forces invaded lsrael. Most ieaders
also favored the use of force if Iran in-
vaded Saudi Arabia.

There was much less support for the use
of U.S. troops in areas not perceived to be
vital to U.S. interests, nor did support for
interventionism increase in those areas.
Few Americans favored sending troops if
South Africa invaded Angala, if the
People’s Republic of China invaded
Taiwan, or if the government of Ei Sal-
vador were about to be defeated by “leftist
rebels.” Troop involvement in these cir
cumstances was even less popular among
leaders. Notably, the public was more
willing to send U.S. troaps if the Soviet
Union invaded Poland, and leaders were

more favorable to intervention if North
Korea invaded South Korea,

ASSESSMENT OF U.5. FOREIGN POLICY
The self-image of American foreign policy
continues to be ambivalent. Two-thirds of
the public and almost seven-eighths of the
leaders believe, as they did four and eight
years ago, that the U.S. has been a force
for good in the world since World War IL.
On the other hand, almost three-quarters
of the public continues to feel that “the
Vietnam war was more than a mistake; it
was fundamentally wrong and immoral”
— a proportion unchanged since 1978,
Leaders continue to be divided on this
point, as they were four years ago.
Moreover, Americans’ sense of self-
esteem continues to deteriorate. Increas-
ing percentages of the public and the
leaders feel that the U.S. is less respected
in the world than it was a decade ago.

The survey also uncovered some evi-
dence of populist and anti-establishment
pressures on U.S. foreign policy. The pub-
lic tended to feel that public opinien and
Congress should play a more important
role in determining foreign policy. The
data also showed a shift among bot!: the
public and the leaders toward a prefer-
ence for Congress to play a strenger role
vis-3-vis the president in determining
foreign policy. At the same time, both
samples moved in the direction of endors-
ing a weaker role for the military in the
foreign policy process.

Finally, it is significant that the news
media are regarded as more reliable
sources of information on foreign policy
than the presidency, the State Depart-
ment, and foreign policy leaders in Con-
gress. Generally, institutions that are
thought of as more directly responsive to
the people — Congress, public opinion,
and the media— are more widely trusted
than such elite institutions as the
president, the secretary of state, the State
Department, and the military. The public
would like to “popularize” foreign policy
by seeing the first group of institutions
play a larger role.

GAP BETWEEN THE ADMINISTRATION,
LEADERS, AND PUBLIC

The 1982 survey gives ample evidence of
gaps between public opinion and leader-
ship opinion, on the one hand, and be-
tween hboth groups and administration
policy on the other. The gap between the
public and the leaders is basically one of




internationalism. The leaders are much
more supportive of an active U.S, role in
the world, including foreign economic
and military aid. In most cases the leaders
are more likely to support sending U.5S.
roops to intervene in crisis situations,
especially where our vital interest is clear.
Similarly, the teadership stratum is more
iikely to see communism as a threat in
areas where the U.S. has a strong vital
interest and less likely to see communism
as a threat in peripheral areas. But the
leaders are not necessarily more hard-line
than the public. They tend to be more
favorable to 1J.5.-Soviet cooperation, to
arms control agreements, and to nor
malizing relations with Cuba.

A proncunced difference occurs over
the issue of protectionism. The public
continues to give majority support to
tariffs and restrictions on imports while
leadership opinion is strongly opposed to
protectionism. The point is that the lead-
ership group is more willing to support all
kinds of international commitments
whether they are cooperative, like trade
and treaties, or confrontational, like troop
intervention.

The survey also reveals significant gaps
between public opinion and administra-
tion policies in many areas. The public
does not approve of foreign military or
economic aid or even sales of military
equipment to other countries. Most Amer-
icans support an immediate nuciear
freeze if the Soviets agree, and favor ef-
forts to normalize relations with Cuba,
The public did not support President
Reagan’s initial efforts to apply sanctions
against our allies to persuade them not to
help the Soviets build a natural gas
pipeline to Western Europe. And the pub-
lic is favorable to many forms of coopera-
tion with the Soviet Union. The gap
between the public and the administra-
tion is especially pronounced on spend-
ing issues. Pubiic opinion has grown more
supportive of spending for such domestic
social programs as aid to education,
highway expenditures, and welfare and
relief programs; but sentiment for expand-
ing the defense budget has diminished.
This is precisely opposite of the direc-
tion the Reagan administration has been
urging.

it also should be noted that the public
rates government’s handling of most re-
cent foreign policy crises—including the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the decla-

ration of martial law in Poland, the situa-
tion in Ef Salvador, the lsraeli invasion of
Lebanon, and the seizure of U.S. hostages
in lran—as fair-to-poor. A majority gives
the government positive marks in only
one situation, the war between Great
Britain and Argentina over the Falkland
Islands, where the United States was
only minimally involved.

Can the administration rely on the lead-
ership stratum for support in situations
where public opinion is not favorable?
The evidence indicatesthat foreign policy
leaders stand with the administration only
in a few areas, most notabiy foreign aid,
certain cases of troop intervention, and
free trade. In many other areas—including
arms control, defense spending, human
rights, cooperation with the Soviet Union,
restrictions on CIA activity, and relations
with Cuba—Ileadership sentiment is even
less supportive of administration policy
than is public opinion.




We may begin this analysis of public opin-
ion and foreign policy by first asking how
important foreign policy issues are for
both the public and leaders in the United
States. How does the priority attached to
foreign affairs compare with that ac-
corded domestic policy issues?” How
closely do people foliow these different
sorts of issues — bath generally and in
specific terms? To put the matter a little
differently, what is their “map” of public
affairs, and how and where does foreign
policy fit into it? Where, in a time of seri-
ous economic troubles ali over the world,
is their internationat horizon?

ATTENTIVENESS TO FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Four years ago we noted that the decade
of the 1970s was characterized by many
commentators as “guiescent and inward-
looking” That description still applies at
the beginning of the 1980s. Following a
generation of intense international ac-
tivism after World War i1, a generation in
which the primacy of foreign policy was
barely challenged in a rich and growing
economy, the “natural order” seems fun-
damentally to have shifted. The primacy
of foreign policy is now regularly chal-
lenged, in reaction not only to the
Vietnam war but equaliy to the battering
of the American and the world
economies. Simply put, the econamic re-
cession that engulfed the United States
and much of the world in the early 1980s
has entrenched the nation’s preoccupa-
tion with domestic affairs. That will be
evident throughout this survey.

With the perspective of eight years, we
can see (Figure |-1) that the American pub-
lic is more interested in local news than
any other kind. And specifically its inter-
est in local news remains significantly
greater than in news about other countries
or in news concerning America’s relations
with other countries. The general pattern
of stated interest across all fields of news is
essentially unchanged from 1978.

FIGURE I-1 (Public)
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It is interesting to compare this general
interest in news of different types with the
expressed interest in news about specific
issues and events. Two important dif-
ferences emerge from this comparison:

1) Overall, the proportion of the
population who follow specific
events in the news tends to be
somewhat smaller than the pro-
portion who declare a general
interest in such news, For exam-
ple, while 453% declare that they
are’“very interested” in news
about relations with other coun-
tries, only 17% say they have
followed news about our trade
problems with Japan “very
closely” and only 22% say the
same about negotiations on
strategic arms limitations. While
51% declare that they are “very
interested” in national news,
which was matched in the case of
news about President Reagan’s
economic policy (51% said they
foliowed it “very closely”}, only
24% said they followed the 1982
Congressional elections that
closely.

States with
other countries

2) The differences between interest
in foreign and domestic (national)
news tend to shrink along with the
contraction of interest in specific
news iterns. That is to say, some of
the professed disinterest in foreign
affairs seems to disappear when it
comes to specific news or events.
For example, while 24% say they
foliowed the 1982 Congressional
elections very closely, similar or
larger propartions claimed to
have followed “very closely”
events in Poland (26%), strategic
arms limitations negotiations
(22%), and the Middle East situa-
ticn (33%).

On the basis of responses to the above
questions, we have constructed an index
of attentiveness to foreign affairs news.
Those who scored in the top third on the
additive scale of attentiveness we call the
“attentive public,” and we will from time
to time draw attention to the differences
hetween the views of this group and the
views of the medium and low attentives




on particular subjects. In 1978, 21% of the
sample were among the attentive public.
In 1982, on an index composed of the
same general questions {interest in news
about other countries and in news about
our relations with other countries) and a
different set of specific issues that one
could follow in the news, the size of the
attentive public was virtually identical —
22%.

FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
NATIONAL AGENDA

When we asked people about the biggest
problems confronting the country today, it

TABLE 1-1. Most important problems
“What do you feel are the two or three biggest problems facing the country today ¢

is not surprising that economic issues
came out on top, just as they have in our
two prior surveys, This has been true fora
decade now, since the end of the Vietnam
war, But for three decades prior to 1973,
according to a series of Gallup polls,
fareign policy issues dominated public
concerns,

Overall, Table 11 shows not only the
continued dominance of economic prob-
lems but zlso a small rise in the responses
in both the economic and the foreign pol-
icy categories. In the economic category
the net increase is attributable to 18% of
the respondents who expressed an undif-

*less than %%

1. There is a very shight change in the wording of this guestion in 1982, in 1974 anc 1978 we asked
respondents to name “the two or three biggest problems facing the country today that you would like
to see the federal government do something about.” Because the role of the federal government in the
solution of natonal problems has itselfl increasingly become perceived as a political problem since
tie 1980 elections, we decided thal comparability with prior sarveys would be enhanced il we
dropped the qualifying phrase “that you would ke to see the federal government do something

about”

2. The sum of percentages exceeds 100% because of multiple responses,

ferentiated concern over the state of the
economy. in the foreign affairs category it
is due to 9% of the respondents who ex-
pressed wide-ranging concerns about the
problerms caused by nuclear weapons,

Whereas inflation clearly ranked as the
biggest problem in 1978, with 67% of the
public {isting it first, it was just as clearly
superseded in 1982 hy concern about un-
employment, which was mentioned by
64% compared to 19% four years earlier.
Caoncern about inflation came in second,
with 35%, and an undifferentiated con-
cern for the problems of the economy
came in third, with 18%. As Table [-1 indi-
cates, there is no question that unem-
ployment has emerged by far as the
dominant issue at the end of 1982, In
1978 the average annual inflation rate
was 7.7 % and rising; in 1982 it was about
5%. In 1978 the average annual unem-
ployment rate was 6%; in 1982 it was
nearly 11% and its direction was unciear.

Among opinion leaders the same
precccupation with economic issues in
general, and unemployment in particular,
is evident, with an undifferentiated con-
cern for the problems of the economy and
unemployment virtually tied {at 54% and
53%, respectively). Concern about infla-
tion was fourth at 19%, a dramatic drop
from 85% in1978.

On foreign policy issues, the overall
category “foreign policy” showed an in-
crease in the number of the public who
listed it as a major issue {from 4% to 6%)
while concern about defense declined
(2%) as did concern about “too much
foreign aid” {3%). Concern about nuclear
war and nuclear threatemerged as a major
item here and throughout the survey. In
general foreign policy problems ran far
behind domestic problems in the public’s
estimation. The gap was (predictably} nar
rower for the foreign policy leaders, but
even armong the leaders economic prob-
lems autweighed foreign policy problems
by two-by-one. The largest single foreign
policy problem for both groups of respon-
dents was the nuclear arms question,
though the leaders were twice as likely as
the gereral public to see it as a problem. It
was followed closely on both sides by a
general, undifferentiated concern for U.S.
foreign policy. Significantly, the leaders
also recorded a substantial decline {from
21% to 9%} in concern for the problem of
nationat defense. Coupled with the rise in
concern for nuclear war, this suggests
some re-thinking on the part of the leader-
ship group about the nature of the military
probiem.




PRIORITIES AMONG GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS

Another way to weigh the relative impor-
tance of foreign policy in the thinking of
our respondents is to compare the gov-
ernment programs that they would like to
see expanded or cut back. For this pur
pose we listed three foreign policy pro-
grams—delense spending and economic
and military aid to foreign nations—and
four domestic programs — education,
highway expenditures, welfare and relief
programs, and Social Security. Social
Security was added this year and farm sub-
sidies were deleted. Thus, of the seven
programs we have atrend line onsix. Asin
past reports, we have calculated an index
of support for each program by subtract-
ing the percentage of those who wanted it
cut back from the percentage of those who
wanted it expanded. Results for all three
surveys are shawn in Figure 1-2, where
positive scores— those above the line—
indicate net pubtlic support for expansion
of programs, and negative scores—those
below the line—indicate net public desire
to cut them back. For example, the score
of +43 for Social Security is derived from
49% who wish to see the program ex-
panded and 6% who wish lo see it cut
back.

Figure 1-2 shows starkly the priarity
accorded by the public to domestic pro-
grams over foreign policy programs. All
three foreign policy programs have nega-
tive scores (=60, —46, —10); three
domestic programs have positive scores
{(+52, +43, +25); and only one domestic
program stands on the minus side (—4),
although still above the foreign policy
programs. There can be na guestion that
the American people would rather see
their government invest in social pro-
grams — and even in highways —before
investing in defense and foreign military
and economic assistance.

A rapid glance at Figure -2 tells us that
both economic and military aid have been
the least-favored programs over the
eight-year period of these surveys and that
there has been littie change in public pref-
erences with respect to them over time,
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FIGURE I-2 (The Public)
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Four years ago it looked as though both
programs might be climbing slowly in
public estimation, but that now appears to
have been a temporary fluctuation. Aid to
education, on the other hand, continues
to enjoy the public’s favor.

The Social Security pregram is new to
our list so it lacks comparative data.
Highway expenditures have increased in
net support: in 1978 the gain was due
mostly to a small increase in the propor-
tion of those who would like to expand
the program; in 1982 the gain owed more
to a decrease in the percent saying “cut
hack.” Welfare programs, which dropped
sharply in popularity four years ago,
have regained the ground they lost —a
development that goes hand-in-hand
with the contemporary concern about
unemployment.

The change in net public support for
defense spending is almost a mirror image
of that for welfare and relief programs. in
1978 defense had turned around the net
negative evaluation it had suffered since
the Vietram war; indeed, President
Reagan came into office with a pledge to

increase defense spending to make up for
the years during which it had lost public
favor. But by 1982 the figures of 1978
were reversed. In 1978, 34% wanted to
expand defense spending and 24%
wanted to cut it back (a net +30}; in 1982,
249 wanted to expand it and 34% wanted
to cut it back (a net —10). This survey
suggests a number of causes for that vol-
atility: concern about the state of the
economy, which must include concern
about the large hudget deficits; grow-
ing concern about the threat of nuclear
war; growing realization of the impact
that defense spending was having on
more favored social programs; and, of
course, growing realization that by 1982
President Reagan had already expand-
ed defense spending by a substantial
amount.




This survey shows the same kinds of am-
bivalence and apparent inconsistency at
work among the American people that
were revealed in prior surveys by The
Chicago Council on Foreign Relations.
Elsewhere in this report there is evidence
of the continuing priority giver to domes-
tic affairs, especially to the domestic
ecanomy, over foreign affairs. But we also
find in this survey evidence that the Amer-
ican people have not lost their conviction
that the world is a place both of danger
and of opportunity and that both of these
prospects require specific and continuing
American involvement. While the level of
these commitments is not as high as it
once was, there has been lttle change
over the past four vears in the ingredients
that make up the orientation of Americans
to the world around them. indeed, given
the enormeous pull of the nation’s domes-
tic economic problems, the stabifity in the
perception of foreign policy problems and
in the importance attached to specific
foreign policy goais is remarkable and
much more impressive than the changes
that have taken place.

INVOLVEMENT IN WORLD AFFAIRS

One of these changes, and one of the ele-
ments of contradiction, is found in Table
[1-1. There we can see some evidence of a
slow retreat on the part of the American
people fram their earlier postwar judg-
ment that the naticnal interest required
active participation in world affairs as
weil as an increase in the proportion who
are uncertain about the best course far the
country to take.! While only a bare major-
ity of the public now believes that such
international activism is best for the coun-
try, it is significant that there has been no
erosion of the convictions of the nation’s
leaders: 98% of the leadership sample are
committed to the judgment that the U.S,
should take an active part in world affairs,
Education is a powerful determinant of the
public’s attitudes on this issue: 73% of
the college educated, but only 38% of

the grade-school educated, believe we
should play an active role in the world.

1. It should be pointed out that other surveys cited
in John M. Benson, “The Polls: 11,5, Military in-
tervention,” Public Opinion Quarterly 46, p. 593,
show a greater stability since 1973, with approx-
imately two-thirds of those with apinions {avor-
ing an active part in world affairs and one-third
favoring staying out,

This apparent decline in the public’s
commitment to “internationalism” is
reflected in specific attitudes toward a
number of the issues raised in this survey,
as we shall see beiow. But it is not re-
flected in the public’s estimate of the role
they believe the United States shou/d play
a decade from now: 71% of those who
favor an active part in world affairs think
we should then be piaying a role *as world
leader” atleast as important as the one we
now play while 72% of those who favor
staying out of world affairs feel the same
way! If those two questions have substan-
tially the same meaning, they suggest an
inconsistency in the public’s attitudes;
the psychological commitment to inter-
national participation is perhaps even
stronger than the judgment that it might be
inour national interest to disengage.

Further evidence pointing in this same

direction is provided by the fact that very
substantial minorities {between 25% and
45%) of those who believe we should
have taken a more active role in each of
six recent international events (see Table
H-6)also believe that it would be better for
the future of the country if we were to stay
out of international affairs!

This inconsistency and ambivalence
reflect not only the competing claims of
domestic and foreign policy but also
growing strains between the desire to re-
main powerful and important in the world
and the costs and dangers attendant on
that objective. These contradictions are
evident throughout the survey and not
least in the public’s perceptions of the
major foreign policy problems confront-
ing the country and in the foreign policy
goals they see as most important.

PERCEPTION OF FOREIGN POLICY
PROBLEMS

Once again we asked our respondents to
tell us what they thought were the two or
three biggest foreign policy problems con-
fronting the country today.? TJable |I-2
reports the results for the public and lead-
ership samples for both 1982 and 1978.

TABLE II-1. Involvement in world affairs—The Public
“Do you think it will be best for the future of the country if we take an active partin

world affairs or if we stay out of world affairs?”*

*1947 and 1956 surveys by NORC; 1974 by Louis Harris and Associales;

1978 and 1982 by Gallup Organization.

H




TABLE 11-2. Major foreign policy problems—1982 and 1978

*indicates less than one-haif of 1%.

The overali impression from the public’s
responses is one of continuity —which is
surprising considering the passage of time
and the course of events. The four subjects
attracting most attention in 1982 are the
same as in 1978—and they are in the same
rank arder: the Middle East, reduction af
foreign aid, relations with the Soviet
Union, and the balance of trade. Signifi-
cantly, however, these four were closely
joined by a concern for the nuclear arms
race, up from 7% to 13%, and the pros-
pects for war, which got too few responses
to be reported separately in 1978 but
stands at 11% in 1982. i we combine
these latter twa into a single “problem,” it
becomes, at 24%, the most important
problem from the public’s perspective
and, at 27%, the third most important
problem for the leaders.

Several of these leading prablems
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“What are the two or three biggest foreign policy problems facing the U.S. today?”

Pu e

require some explanation. The Middle
East and relations with the U.5.5.R. do not
require comment, they have more or less
dominated the headlines continuously
since 1978. Reducing foreign aid, how-
ever, should be understood in the broad
sense of reducing the costs to us of other
countries’ dependency on the United
States. Concern with the balance of trade
reflects a worry not about an esoteric
statistic but about economic competition
from foreign countries.

2. Here, ton, the 1982 question dropped the gual-
ifying phrase “that you would like to see the
federal government do something about.”

it is worth noting, in addition, that dif-
ferent groups of people pereive different
problems. Those who believe that the U.S.
should take an active part in world affairs

are more likely to see the Middle East,
relations with the Soviet Union, the arms
race, and loss of respect as important
problems while those who believe it
would be best if we stayed out of world
affairs are more likely to see as important
problems the reduction of foreign aid and
(naturally} staying out of other countries’
affairs.

The prablems that have risen most sig-
nificantly in the public’s perception are
very divergent. On the one hand, 24% of
the public expressed concern about the
arms race and nuclear war, up from 7% in
1978; but at the same time the praportion
of those who are upset by foreign policy
weakness and loss of respect doubled, up
from 5% to 10%. Significantly, there is no
ideological difference on these questions.
Conservatives and liberals are troubled in
equal measure by both problems.

Changes in the problems that preoc-
cupy the leaders in our sample are more
numercls, and the extent of the changes s
more substantial. But one would expect
hoth of these developments from that part
of the population that pays close and often
professional atlention to foreign policy
problems. The two issues at the top of the
leaders' list are the same as in 1978, but
their order has changed: relations with the
Soviet Union has stepped ahead of the
Middie Fast as the primary problem. Rela-
tions with the Soviet Union were per-
ceived as a problem by only 12% of the
leaders sampled in 1974; thisincreased to
46% in 1978 and 53% in 1982, That is as
good a measure of the decline of detente
asone is likely to find anywhere.

The overriding concern with the Soviet
Union seems to affect {or perhaps retlect)
the way the leaders look at the broader
range of contemporary problems. Rela-
tions with China and Africa have declined
substantially in importance, repiaced by a
concern with Latin America and Western
Europe, hath areas bedeviled by the ex-
tension of Soviet power as well as by the
extension of American power.

The feaders also continue to be con-
cerned with international economic prob-
lems. Like the general public, they are
troubled by the decline in the campelit-
iveness of the American economy. Bul un-
like the general public, they continue to
be alert to economic problems in the
Third Waorld, and they show a heightened
concern for the problems of the world
economy.

The level of fareign policy awareness of
the leaders is (of course} higher than that
of the general public in our samples; that
is to say, the leaders are more sensitive to
more probiems, More important, how-
ever, and potentially more troublesome




sor the future of American foreign policy,
is the fact that — as Table 11-2 so clearly
shows—the foreign policy concerns of the
public and its leaders are not the same.
For the leaders, relations with the Soviet
Union overshadow all other prohlems.
For the public, a variety of problems are of
concern, including the Soviet Union and
the threat of war. Real or effective leader-
ship will narrow the gulf, of course, al-
though the capacity for leadership is itself
a function of the size of the gap. But if the
nation’s leaders and the public at targe are
marching to somewhat different drum-
mers, Table -2 also suggests that that is
not a new phenomenon.

FOREIGN POLICY GOALS

For the third time, in 1982, the Council
survey of the public and its ieaders
explored the importance pecple attach to
various foreign policy goals, Table iI-3
displays the responses for 14 goals from
the 2 most recent surveys. For the general
public especially, the continuity in at-
tachment to these goals is striking. There
has been more movement among the
goals of the leadership sample, but even
among the leaders there are many in-
stances of contirnity over the fouryear

interval. It is worth noting, however, that
for most of these goals, upward of one-
third of those members of the public who
regard them as “very important” afso be-
lieve that it would be better for the future
of the country if we stayed out of world
affairs. Attachment to these goals, there-
fore, while important in a number of
ways, cannot be taken automatically to
signify a corresponding commitment to
internationalism.

The items at both the top and bottom of
the list in Table 1I-3 tell us a great deal
about contemporary American orienta-
tion to the world, The top three goals on
the list, those with the stronger attach-
ment, involve essentially domestic val-
ues, affecting the state of the economy.
The last four goals, those with the weaker
attachment, involve values that are al-
truistic. There has been little change from
1978 to 1982, both in the strength of the
orientation toward domestic goals and the
weakness of the orientation toward al-
truistic international goals.

*Protecting jobs of American workers”
has replaced the “value of the dollar” as
the goal most valued by the public. Signif-
icantly, this chief foreign policy goal isthe
same domestic concern as the issue seen

TABLE 1i-3. Foreign policy goals for the United States—1982 and 1978
“lam going to read a list of possible goals that the United States might have. For each one, please say whether you think that should
be a very important foreign policy goal, a somewhat important foreign policy goal, or not an important goal at all.”

*Not asked.

asthe “biggest problem facing the country
today.” (See Chapter |, Table 1-1) Other-
wise, the rank order as well as the degree
of attachment remains the same. But there
was one addition to the list this year: we
sought to ascertain the importance at-
tached to the goal of “matching Soviet
military power” since that is such a driv-
ing purpose of the Reagan administration.
That goal was judged very important by
49% of the general public—=8th on a list of
14 and on a par with “defending our allies’
security” and “strengthening the United
Nations” but considerably below protect-
ing jobs, the value of the dollar, and
energy supplies — all “inward-looking”
goals, it is also 15 percentage points
behind “worldwide arms control.” The
American people may share the pres-
ident’s concern with the “Soviet problem,”
but he apparently has not succeeded in
getting them fully to share his security-
policy priorities, and preferred ways of
dealing with that problem. And as we
shall point out below, even those who do
believe it to be very important to match
Soviet military power give strong support
to policies of cooperation with the Soviet
Union.

For fully half of the goals on the list there
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was no significant change in the “very
important” judgments the leaders made in
1978. These were mainly the “ideclogi-
cal” goals: “containing communism,”
“combating world hunger” *strengthen-
ing the United Nations,” “promoting
human rights,” and ®protecting interests of
American business abroad.”

For the other goals, however, the lead-
ers displayed greater sensitivity to the
shifting importance of particular values in
achanged foreign policy setting. " Protect-
ing iobs of American workers” was judged
very important by 43%, a rise of 9 per
centage points, but “keeping up the value
of the dollar” dropped by 35 percentage
points to 38%. “Worldwide arms control”
(86%) and “defending our allies’ security”
(82%) are at the top of the leaders” list,
followed by “securing adequate supplies
of energy,” which contextually suggests a
strategic interest in oil. The leaders judged
“matching Soviet military power” to be
very important in approximately the same
proportion as the general public: 52%,
6th on the list of 14, just below “helping to
improve the standard of living in less-
developed countries.” This ranking is
particularly interesting because of the
evidence in Table 11-2 that the leaders are
much more concerned than the general
public with the problem posed by Soviet
power. The fareign policy leaders, like the
general public, apparently define Ameri-
ca’s security interests in terms other than
simply keeping up with the Soviets
weapon for weapon or even *containing
communism,” which was judged very im-
portant by only 44% of the leaders, The
leaders attach higher priority to arms con-
trol and to defending our allies as means
of dealing with this problem.

it is interesting to note, finally, that in
1982 as in 1978 the general public at-
tached considerably mare importance to
“protecting the interests of American
business abroad” than the leaders did.
Presumably, those interests inciude sell-
ing more goods and thus protecting or
creating jobs.

FOREIGN POLICY PERFORMANCE
Let us move now from aspiration to reality,
from the judgment of goais in the abstract
to evaluation of specific policy proposals
and concrete policy performance.
Human rights policy has not succeeded
in carving a secure and stable position in
practical policy terms. The public stiil
does not recognize human rights as an
important foreign policy problem facing
the country. Promoting and defending
human rights in the abstract increased
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very siightly as a “very important” goal,
from 39% in 1978 to 43% today. Of this
minority who deem it very important,
more than a third (36%) do not believe
that we should take a more active role in
opposing apartheid in South Africa. The
leaders are more consistent on this issue:
almost all of the 41% who now believe
human rights to be a very important goal
think we should be more active in 6ppos-
ing apartheid.

A different statistic reveals even more
starkly the limited attachment of both the
public and leaders to promoting human
rights abroad and the extent to which
human rights is subordinated to security
considerations when these are made
explicit. Only 28% of the public sample
would appear to be very favorably dis-
posed to human rights —those who be-
lieve it is a “very important” goal and who
also believe that giving military aid lets
dictatorships use their military power
against their own people. Of this group of
presumed “stalwarts,” 62% nonetheless
agree that the U.S. "may have to support
some military dictators because they are
friendly toward us and opposed to the
communists.” Only 32% of the leaders are
found in this subset, and as many as 42%
of these also agree that we may have to
support some military dictators.

RELATIONS WITH THE U.5.5.R.

Where do the American people stand with
respect to policy toward the Soviet Union?
What is the practical significance of the
foreign policy goals we have discussed in
this section? Answer: there is considera-
ble ambivalence in public opinion on the
1J.5.5.R.—helped along, no doubt, by the
belief that the United States has lost its
military superiority over that country. {See
Table i-4) There is an active concern
about the state of relations with the Soviet
Union and the state of American and
Western security running throughout this
survey; but there is also & strong undercur-
rent of yearning for improvement in rela-
tions between the two countries.

TABLE 11-4. The military balance—1982

The negative efements of American
apinion toward the Soviet Union show up
in a number of questions: when people
were asked to rate countries on a “feeling
thermometer” the Soviet Linion was at the
bottom, with a mean of 26— lower even
than Iran! Brezhnev's temperature was
third from the bottom, frozen out only by
Arafat and Khomeini. Twenty-six percent
believe we should continue to build nu-
clear weapons regardless of what the
Soviets do, and 49% believe we should
stop only if the Soviet Union woulid agree
to stop. Seventy-one percent of the public
with opinions (80% of the leaders) helieve
we should maintain our commitment to
NATO. And nearly 60% of the public and
80% of the leaders want to limit the sale of
advanced computers that have either mili-
tary or industrial applicaticns to the Saviet
Union.

On the other hand, both the pubtic and
the leadership group are in favor of rees-
tablishing the conditions—or the benefits
— of detente. (See Table 1I-5) The in-
creased antipathy of the past four years
has left its mark on many of these items,
but there are still very strong majorities
favoring the negotiation of arms control
agreements between the two countries,
resuming cultural and educational ex-
changes, and undertaking joint efforts to
salve energy problems. And there is little
support for prohibiting the exchange of
scientists or embargoing the sale of grain
to the Soviets. The public is divided on the
question of an overall restriction on u.s.-
Soviet trade; but the leaders, who showed
themselves to be greatly concerned about
relations with the Soviet Union, do not
favor such restrictions.

With a prudent concern for their own
security, the American people — public
and leaders alike — want to resolve the
“Soviet problem” by cooperating with the
Soviet Union rather than pursuing con-
frontation. The depth of this preference for
cooperative measures to reduce tensions
is even more apparent among that half of
the population that believes “matching

“At the present time, which nation do you feel is stronger in terms of military
power, the United States or the Soviet Union-or do you think they are about equal

militarily?”




TABLE 11-5. Relationships with the Soviet Union-—1982 and 1978
“Relations between the Soviet Union and the United States have been the subject
of disagreement for some time. Please tell me if vou favor or oppese the following

Finally, what kind of seff-image has
American foreign policy engendered in
the American peeple? Once again the an-
swer is ambivatent. Two-thirds continue to

types of relationships with the Soviet Union.”

Negotlatlng arms contfol'agre ments

Slgnmg another armq agreementto %[ml
some nuc!ear weapom on both-sgdes

"'3'_5|gmng an agreementto ban
U wedpon's on boti’; szdec.

'._;ﬁ:"'Undertakmg jointe e?forts withthe! Sowe

Umon o solve energy p{oblem

; lemng %he sale of advanced U'
computers to the Sovset Unlon

- R:es't__fic'_t__ing'U,S}-S'b_v_igt'{r_:a'd_é

Prohlbltmg the exchange of SCIeﬂtES

between the U S and the S‘owet Umon

g '_'Resummg cuEtma and edtzcatlona[_e la g

: Forbsddsng grain salest(} the S(}we Umon

Soviet military power” is a very important
goal: 84% of this group favors negotiating
arms control agreements with the Soviets;
75% favors a resumption of educational
and cultural exchanges; and 70% favors
joint efforts to solve energy problems,

RATING QUR GOVERNMENT

Respondents also were asked to rate the
way the government handled a number of
international situations in recent years.
The results are given in Table 1i-6. The
public shows some capacity to discrimi-
nate among these issues, heing most neg-
ative about the handling of the lranian
hostage crisis, where our involvement
was direct and costly, and most positive
about the handling of the Falklands war,
where our role was limited to an attempt
at mediation. These two cases attracted
the most attention, as is evident by the
relatively few who answered “don't
know.” On the whole, however, there is
little enthusiasm for American conduct on
any of these issues. Except for the Falk-
lands war, a majority rated the govern-
ment’s handling of all of them as, at best,
only fair. In all except the Iranian case, the

dominant judgment about the extent of

American activity was that it was “just
aboutright” Only inthe lranian case did a
majority think that we should have taken a
more active role. El Salvador drew the
largest proportion (25%) of those who be-
fieved we should have taken aless active
rale,

betweenthe U S andthe'Sowet U’nlon :

helieve, as they did four and eight years
ago, thatthe U.S. has heen a force for good
irr the world since World War Il. At the
same time, 72% continues to agree with
the statement that “the Vietnam war was
more than a mistake — it was fundamen-
tally wrong and immoral”

In 1978, 56% of the public and 47% of
the leaders thought that the .S, was less
respected in the world than ten years ear-
lier. That sense of esteem deteriorated still
further by 1982: 65% of the public and
50% of the leaders now believe that we
are less respected than we were a decade
ago. In every one of the events listed in
Tahle 11-6, those who thought we should
have taken a less active role are at the
same time more likely than others to be-
lieve that our respect has declined over
the past decade. Since our role in some of
these events was minimal to begin with,
this is a counterintuitive finding and
additionally suggests inconsistent out-
looks in foreign policy.

TABLE 11-6. The public’s response to the handling of recent foreign policy events—1982

“Here Is a list of some important events that have happened to the world during the
past few years, How would yau rate the way the U.5. government handled each
of these situations? Would you say cur response was excellent, good, fair, or
poord”

“Do you think the U.5. should have taken a more active role, less active role, or
was our rofe just ahout right?”




VITAL INTERESTS

In 1982, as in 1978, the public saw the
U.S. as having vital interests (defined as
*important to the U.S. for political, eco-
nomic, or security reasons”) in a wide
variety of countries throughout the world.

{See Table II-1 and Figure |1}-1} That our
neighbors Canada and Mexico were near
the top of the list is not surprising. At the
very top of the list was Japan, a distant
country with which the United States has
vita] political, ecoromic, and security

TABLE 111-1. Perceptions of U.S. vital interests—1982

“Many people believe that the United States has a vital interest in certain areas o

ties. Great Britain and West Germany
were the two European countries seen as
most important to American interests.
Both were rated noticeably higher than
France, our oldest ally, and Italy. Indeed,
ltaly was one of only 3 countries out of 22

f the world and not in other areas. That is, certain

countries of the world are important to the U.S, for political, economic or security reasons.  am going to read a list of countries. For
each, tell me whether you feel the U.5. does or does not have a vital interest in that country.”

*Less than one-halfof 1%.
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FIGURE liI-1

PERCEPTIONS OF THE U.S. Vital Interests—1982 (The Public)

i

—OVER 70% Japan Canada Great Britain  Saudi Arabia West Germany lsrael  Mexico
~=50-70% Egypt Pecple's Republic of China

France Lebanon iran Taiwan

3*36—50% Brazil S.Korea Poland Jordan S, Africa  Syria

B —36% AND LESS Italy Nigeria India

tested where more people sald we did not
have a vital interest than said we did. {The
others were Nigeria and India.)

Two Middle Eastern countries were high
on the list-—Saudi Arabia and Israel. The
public sees these two antagonists as about
equal in importance for the United States,
Israel presumably for political reasons,
Saudi Arabia for economic reasons, and
both for reasons of military security. Egypt,
with which our ties are weaker and mare
recent, ranks a bit lower in importance,
Lebanon also was perceived, by a two-
to-one margin, as a country where the
U.S. has a vital interest, a perception un-
doubtedly encouraged by the presence
of U.S. troops in that country to maintain
peace among lsrael, the PLO, and Leba-
nese factions. Jordan and Syria came out
significantly lower on the list,

The public continues to see a strong
U.S. interest in the Peopie’s Republic of
China, although it has deciined a bit over
the past four years. Otherwise, Third
World countries ranked fairly low —in-
cluding India, the second largest country
in the world. A bare majority of Americans
continue to feel that we have a vital in-
terest in iran, although that figure has

dropped 16 points since the 1978 survey.
The Iranian revolution and the hostage
crisis, which took place during the inter-
vening period, diminished but did not de-
stroy Americans’ sense of interest in Iran.
And despite the downgrading of U.S.
diplomatic ties with Taiwan, a majority
virtually unchanged since 1978 continues
to feel that we have a vital interest in that
country.

Better-educated and more internation-
alist-minded Americans are more likely to
see vital U.S. interests in almost all other
countries. Thus, among respondents who
were rated “high” in aitentiveness to
foreign news, 37% saw the LS, as having
vital interests in at least half of the coun-
tries tested. This was true of 24% of thase
rated “average” in attentiveness to foreign
news and anly 13% of thase rated “low” in
foreign news interest. It was not surpris-
ing, therefore, that a larger proportion of
the leadership sample than of the public
sample saw the U.5. as having a vital
interest in each country.

The one exception was Taiwan; 51% of

the public, but only 44% of epinion lead-
ers, thought the U.5. has a vital interest
in that country. This is a case where
the “cue” that the U.S. has officially
renounced interest in Taiwan in favor of
the People’s Republic of China has been
picked up more readily by the elite than
by the mass public. in fact, Taiwan is at the
bottom of the list among opinion leaders,
along with Poland and Syria, the other two
countries where a majority of opinion
leaders does not see a vital U.S. interest.
The low priority given to Poland is strik-
ing, given the Reagan administration’s
attention to the Polish crisis.

A mood of security-consciousness can
be seen in the list of countries where U.S.
interest is perceived to have increased
over the past four years. They include our
border countries—Canada (13% increase
since 1978} and Mexico (+14% percent);
our principal Eurcpean and Asian ailies—
Britain (+14%}), West Germany (+7%},
Japan (+4%), and France {(+4%); ancther
Western Hemisphere country, Brazil
(+7%); and a communist country
threatened by Soviet intervention, Poland
{(+15%). On the other hand, the public’s
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FIGURE 11i-2
FAVORABILITY (The Public)

60° AND WARMER Canada
—50-60° West Germany
2 _40-50° Taiwan

lsrael

interest in South Africa has dropped
sharply since 1978 (25% fewer now say
the U.S. has a vita! interest there), along
with long-term ally South Korea {(—18%3,
ally-turned-enemy lran (—16%), Third
World countries Nigeria, Egypt, and India
tiosses of 10, 9, and 7 points, respec-
tively], and the People’s Repubiic of China
(—6%:. These trends reflect a heightened
sense of tension between the U.S. and the
Soviet Union since 1978 and a decline of
concern about countries peripheral to that
conflict.

FAVORABILITY TOWARD COUNTRIES

Respondents in the public sample were
asked, as in 1978, to indicate their degree
of “favorability” toward each in alist of 24
countries on a thermometer scale, ranging
hetween 0° (very cold, or unfavorable)
and 100° (very warm, or favorable)l. A
thermometer rating of 50° was designated
as neutral. {See Table ill-2 and Figure 1l1-2}
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Great Britain

ftaly Brazil
India People's Repubiic of China
.-——UNDERSO" fran Cuba Soviet Union

France Mexico
Saudi Arabia
S. Alrica

Japan Poland Egypt

jordan Lebanon

As in 1978, Western countries tended
to come out high in favorability, with
Canada, Britain, and France at the tap of
the list. It should be noted that the public
has quite favorable feelings toward France
and Italy (60° and 55°, respectively) even
thaugh the previous question showed
these two countries rated relatively fow in
terms of vital U.S. interests. On the other
hand, |apan, which was at the top of the
list when it came to vital interests,
received a relatively lower favorability
rating (53°. Apparently, the public is
able to distinguish our interests from our
affective ties.

Generally, Third World countries fell in
the middle, or neutral, range in terms of
favorahility, with israel (557) ang two Latin
American countries, Mexico (607 and
Brazil (54°, somewhat higher than the
others. The one Third World couniry that
elicited a very negative response was, not
surprisingly, iran. iran’s favorability rating
fell by no less than 22° infour years, from
50° in 1978 to 28° in 1982. The public
does show distinctively different attitudes
toward different communist countries.

S. Korea

Nigeria Syria

Poland, the East Furopean country most
actively resistant to Soviet domination,
won a slightly favorable rating, 52° The
People’s Republic of China, at 47°, was
regarded in only a barely unfavorable
light. Both countties improved their
favorability ratings, by 2° and 3% respec-
tively, since 1978, The Soviet Union and
its close ally, Cuba, came out at the very
Hottom of the list, and, in fact, feelings
about both countries have grown notice-
ably more negative since 1978 (a slippage
o 5°far Cuba and 8°for the Soviet Union).

Most other countries that were tested in
1978 showed little change in their 1982
ratings. The data do, however, point to an
interesting shift of sentiment on the Mid-
die East: public favorability toward lsrael
slipped by 6° from 61°in 1978 to 55°1in
1982, just after the invasicn of Lebanon
and the massacres at the PLO refugee
camps in that country. Public opinion to-
ward Saudi Arabia, on the other hand,




TABLE HI-2. Thermometer ratings for
countries—The Public

“Next I'd like you to rate the same countries
on this feeling thermometer. If you feel
neutral toward a country, give it a temper-
alure of 50 degrees. If you have a warm
feeling toward a country, give itatempera-
ture higher than 50 degrees. If you have a
cool feeling toward a counlry, give it a
temperature lower than 50 degrees,”

improved, from a slightly unfavorable 48°
in 1978 to a slightly favorahle 52°in 1982,
Feetings about Egypt were virtually un-
charged while Jordan, Lebaron, and
Syria were not tested in 1978,

FAVORABILITY TOWARD

WORLD LEADERS

The public respondents also were asked to
give thermometer ratings of various inter-
nationat figures. (See Table 111-3] Pope
lohn Paul Il topped the list with a resound-
ingly favorable 70° rating. Interestingly,

TABLE {11-3, THERMOMETER RATINGS FOR PERSONALITIES—The Public
“Now | would like you to rate some American and foreign leaders on this ther-

. Pope fohn Pa

 “British Prime Minis

Senator Edward Kennedy

French President v

._S'Q\:fiet'_.f’_'r'éz_'h |e':r::Lé:(5n 1d

LO; Ieader Yass:rAafat

ThEAyatollahKhomemmflr :

the next top-ranked world leader was
British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
who, at 61°, bested all of the American
public figures tested, including President
Reagan, Prime Minister Thatcher’s victory
in the Falkland islands may have won her
many admirers in the United States as well
as in her own country. All of the American
public figures save one fell into the mod-
erately favorable range of popularity, 53°
te 55° as did Canadian Prime Minister
Pierre Trudeau.

Both President Reagan and former
President Carter ended up with exactly the
same favorability rating, 54° In Reagan's
case, however, the data reveal consider-
able polarization: 23% of the public gave
the president a very unfavorable rating (0°
to0 30 while 27% gave him a very favora-
ble rating (76° to 100%. At 54° President
Reagan’s rating was virtually unchanged
from 1978 (55%—which is surprising be-
cause he was elected president in the in-
tervening period. When Jimmy Carter was
tested in 1978, at the same point in his
administration, his rating was a signifi-
cantly higher 65°. The only American fig-
ure to receive an unfavorable rating was
former President Richard Nixon - 387,
which was marginally better than the rat-
ing of Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev
(319, who was still in office during the
inferviewing period.

mometer scale. What temperature would you give to:”

The Ayatoliah Khomeini of Iran came
out at the bottom of the list, at 11°% PLO
leader Yassir Arafat finished second low-
est (289, which does not indicate any
great surge af sympathy from the Ameri-
can people as a result of events in Leba-
non. However, feelings toward lsraeli
Prime Minister Menachem Begin did de-
cline substantially. Bepin was regarded
quite favorably at 57°in 1978; in 1982 his
rating had slipped into the unfavorable
range, 457 with one-quarter of the public
expressing a strongly unfavorable attitude
compared to only 7% strongly favorable,
Notahly, Menachem Begin's favorability
rating, at 45°, was fully 10°lower than the
favorahility rating for lsrael.

While Henry Kissinger's favorability
rating fell from 60°in 197810 54°in 1982,
it is still moderately favorable and, in fact,
equal to the ratings of Reagan and Carter,
an impressive record for a man who has
heen aut of office for six years. The results
of the 1980 election also can be seen in
the slippage of the two Democratic con-
tenders in that race. The popularity ratings
of both Jimmy Carter and Edward M. Ken-
nedy fell by 11°between 1978 and 1982.




TABLE I11-4. Level of threat to U.S. created by communist electoral
victories—1982

“I am going to read a list of countries. For each, tell me how much of a threat it
would be to the (.5, if the communists came to power.”

THREAT OF COMMUNISM

The American public treats the com-
munist threat in different countries with
varying degrees of seriousness. One ques-
tion asked “if the Communist Party came
to power through peaceful elections” in
each of six countries, would that represent
“a great threat,” “somewhat of a threat,”
“not very much of a threat,” or “no threat
at all” to the United States. (See Table 11i-4)
The six countries tested in 1982 were El
Salvador, France, Saudi Arabia, Mexico,
iran, and Taiwan,

A majority of the public does regard a
communist takeover, even if by peaceful
democratic means, as at least “somewhat
of a threat” in every one of these coun-
tries. But only in the case of Mexico doesa
majority {61%) say that a communist
victory would be “a great threat to the
U.5.” The figure drops to 49% in the case
of Saudi Arabia and only 31% for France
(where there is now communist participa-
tion in the government}. In each of these
three cases the leaders were more likely to
see a communist government as “a great
threatto U.5. interests” {70% in the case of
Mexico, 61% in the case of Saudi Arabia,
and 37% —still a relatively low figure—in
the case of France). For both the leaders
and the public, the percentages holding
the view that communist rule in Mexico
and France constituted “a great threat” to
the U.S. increased between 1978 and
1982 (Saudi Arabia was not tested in
1978). The increases for France were 5%
in the mass public sample and 4% in the
elite sample. In the case of Mexico, the
increases in concern over communism
were somewhat greater—8% in the public
sample and 19% in the leaders sample,
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The public tended to see communist
takeovers of Iran, El Salvador, and Taiwan
as substantially less serious. The prevail-
ing view was that communist victories in
these three countries wouid represent
“somewhat of a threat” to the U.S. In the
case of iran, which was tested in 1978, the
view of communism as a great threat de-
clined by 11 points in the mass public and
35 points among the leaders. However,
these three countries reversed the pattern
reported for Mexico, Saudi Arabia, and
France. The public was more likely than
the ieaders to see communist takeovers in
Iran, El Salvador, and Taiwan as threaten-
ing to the United States.

Twenty-six percent of the public, but
47% of the leaders, saw “not very much of
a threat” or “no threat at all” in a com-
munist victory — “through peaceful elec-
tions”—in El Salvador. Thirty-four percent
of the public and a substantial 68% of the
leaders were simitarly unconcerned about
a communist takeover of Taiwan. The
leaders, it appears, find it easier than the
public to differentiate among countries
where communist governments would or
would not threaten U.S. interests. The
leaders’ group view is that communism
does threaten the U.S. greatly in Mexico
and Saudi Arabia; it does so only “some-
what” in France and Iran; and it is not
much of a threat in El Salvador and
Taiwan, two countries where U.S. admin-
istrations portrayed a " greatthreat” to U.5.
interests and have made heavy military
commitments.

SUPPORT FOR NATO

Quroldest regional security alliance is, of
course, NATG, The data show continuing
public support for that military commit-
ment, {See Table 111-5} In 1982, asin 1974
and 1978, amajority of the American pub-

lic favored keeping our commitment to
NATO as it is now. in 1978 support for
NATO increased slightly over 1974, and
in 1982 that higher level of support was
essentially maintained. Fifty-eight percent
of the public favor keeping the same leve!
and 9% support increasing that commit-
ment—both figures exactly the same as in
1978. Fifteen percent feel that the U.5.
should decrease its commitment to
NATO, compared with 13% who felt that
way fouryears ago, an insignificantchange.
The 1982 survey does show some shift
in the sentiments of opinion leaders on the
NATQ issue, however. The proportion
who want to increase our NATO commit-
ment fell from 21% among opinion lead-
ersin 1978to 7% in 1982.1n 1978, 21%
of the leaders wanted to increase our
NATO commitment and 12% wanted to
decrease it. In 1982 the margin had shifted
to 12% for a decrease and 7% for an in-
crease, The position that gained support
among opinion leaders —no less than 14
points —was to keep our NATO commit-
ment about the same as it is now. The latter
view, at 79%, now represents a strong
consensus among opinion leaders.

U.S. RELATIONS WITH CUBA

Other evidence of high level of tolerance
in public opinion comes in the case of
Cuba. Despite declining favorability to-
ward Cuba and the Soviet Union, there is
substantial public support for “the U.S.
entering into negatiations with Cuba,
looking toward reestablishing diplomatic
and economic refations and exchanging
ambassadors.” The public favors such a
proposal 48% to 37%, and opinicn lead-
ers favor it by a resounding 81% to 18%.
indeed, there is almost no difference be-
tween self-described liberals, moderates,
and conservatives on this issue. An effort
to reestablish diplomatic relations with
Cuba is favored 50-37% among [iberals,
50-35% among moderates, and 49-42%
among conservatives. Such a proposal
was supported by 54 of the 63 business
leaders interviewed, 27 of the 28 labor
leaders, and 28 of the 53 Congressional
leaders; 8 of the 11 administration figures
interviewed opposed the idea, however
{though none of them strongly).

How did respondents feel the U.S.
should deal with Cuban subversion in
Central America? The prevailing view
among both the public and the leaders
{roughly 4 in 10 of each group) was that
the U.S. should *negotiate with Cuba and
try to get an agreement to stop the aid” if




the U.S. found clear evidence that Cuba
was sending military supplies to rebels in
" central America. Such a solution, of
. course, implies some form of contact be-
tween the two countries that does not now
exist. The second most popular solution
(26% of the public, 39% of the leaders)
was to take strong diplomatic action
against Cuba. There was very little support
ir either sample for doing nothing or for
taking military action against Cuba, the
wo extreme alternatives. In the case of
Cuba, as with the Soviet Union, the data
reveal two basic sentiments: increased
distrust since 1978 but, atthe sametime, a
willingness to take positive action 1o
improve relations and decrease the risk
of war.

SECRET ACTIVITIES OF THE CENTRAL
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Nor is the public particularly suppertive
of CIA subversion. The poll asked, “in
general, do you feel the CIA should or
should not work secretly inside other
countries to try to weaken or overthrow
governments unfriendly to the U.S.2"
Opinion leaders opposed such activity
58-35% while the public supported itby a
narrow margin, 43-37%. Interestingly, re-
spondents who were more attentive to
foreign news and more internationalist-
minded tended to be divided over the
issue of CIA subversion. But those who
paid little attention to foreign news were
38% to 31% percent favorable, and those
who paid a great deal of attention were
50% to 39% favorabie.

The same pattern held true when
people were asked whether the CIA

TABLE 111-5. Attitude toward NATO

should be placed under greater restraint,
Twenty-two percent of those low in atten-
tiveness and 27% of those high in atten-
tiveness favored greater restraint. But 10%
of those low in attentiveness and 22% of
those high in attentiveness favored fewer
restrictions on ClA activities. Overall,
43% of the public felt that curbs on CIA
activities should remain about the same as
they are now; 25% wanted greater re-
straints, and just 15% wanted fewer. Here,
too, the public seems inclined in a dif-
ferent direction than the Reagan adminis-
tration. These figures are almost un-
changed from 1978. At the elite level, the
balance of sentiment is about the same
and, again, shows little change since
1978, The general feeling is that CIA activ-
ities are under about the right level of
restraint, with slightly more support for
greater rather than fewer restrictions.

SENTIMENTS ON THE MIDDLE EAST
The evidence reported earlier indicated
some slippage in public favorability to-
ward Israel and a marked drop in favora-
bility toward Prime Minister Menachem
Begin since 1978. There is reason to be-
lieve that this shift was related to the pub-
lic’s reaction to the lsraeli invasion of
Lebanon during the summer of 1982. The
survey asked people how they felt about
“|srael’s recent actions in Lebanon.” The
public disapproved of these actions 55%
to 21% while the leaders’ disapproval was
even stronger, 68% to 27%.

Other Gallup surveys confirm this nega-
tive public assessment of israeli policies.
In August 1982 the public endorsed the
view, by a strong 64-26% margin, that

“Same people feel that NATO, the military organization of Western Europe and the
United States, has outlived its usefulness and that the United States should
withdraw militarily from NATO. Others say that NATO has discouraged the
Russians from trying a military takeover in Western Europe. Do you feel we
should increase our commitment to NATO, keep our commitment what it is now,
decrease our commitment but still remain in NATO, or withdraw from NATO

entirely?”

*the U.S. should require that all Wéaﬁdhs_'::__
sent by the U.S. to Israel should be Used "~

only for defensive purposes” instead of
*in any way they feel is necessary.” The
proportion of the American public favor-
ing the creation of “a separate, indepen-
dent Palestinian nation” grew from 29%
in October 1977 to 41% in July 1982.
Indeed, the 1982 figures show an almost
two-to-one margin (41% to 21%) in sup-
port of a Palestinian state. In our No-
vember poll the public supported
President Reagan's Middle Fast peace
plan by over two-to-one (48% to 22%).
Finally, one-third of the public thought
that U.5. military aid and arms sales to
Israel should be decreased {(17%) or
stopped altogether (16%), compared to
only 9% who thought that such aid should
be increased. Among opinion leaders, the
ratio was even more negative—25% for
decreasing or stopping military aid to Is-
rael and only 5% for increasing such aid.

Have Americans’ sympathies in the
Arab-Israeli confiict changed as a result of
disapproval of lsraeli policies? in the 1982
survey 48% of the public said they sym-
pathized more with Israel, and 17% said
they sympathized more with the Arab na-
tions in the Middle Fast situation—still a
strong margin of support for Israel. In 1978
the figures were somewhat smaller on
both sides (41% for lsrael, 13% for the
Arabs). However, the 1978 survey asked
the sympathy question only among the
87% of the sample who said they had
heard or read about the situation in the
Middie East while in 1982 the question
was asked of everyone. A close inspection
of the 1982 data reveals that as attentive-
ness to foreign news increases, so does
sympathy for both Israel and the Arabs:
those low in attention favored lsrael over
the Arabs by 40-14% while those high in
attention favored Israel by 54-24%. Thus,
a screen for attentiveness very likely
would have produced slightly greater
sympathy for both sides. It seems reason-
able to conclude, therefore, that sympathy
for both lsrael and the Arabs increased
between 1978 and 1982.

The sympathy question was asked in
several polls during the intervening time
period. These polls enable us to pinpoint
the shifts in public sentiment more pre-
cisely, They show that sympathy for Israel
was about 40% in late 1978 and early
1979, It rose slightly, to 44%, in mid-1981.
Several polls taken between January and
June 1982 —before the invasion of Leba-
non — show an increase in sympathy for
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Israel to between 49% and 52%. Sym-
pathy dropped after the invasionto 41% in
July 1982 and to an all-time low of 32% in
September, just after the massacres in the
Sabra and Shatila camps. This sharp de-
cline appears to have been temporary,
however. Our November poll shows sym-
pathy for lsrael back up to 48%, or about
where it was just before the events in
Lebanon.

The stronger effect appears to be on
sympathy for the Arabs. Gallup polls show
sympathy for the Arabs rising from 6-8%
inthe mid-1970s to 10-14% after President
Anwar Sadat’s peace mission to Jerusalem
in November 1977, Arab support re-
mained in this range through early 1982,
Gailup's September 1982 poll, taken in
the aftermath of the massacres, reveals a
sudden upswing in sympathy for the
Arabs, to 28%. By November, however,
that sentiment had fallen to 17% —lower
than in the immediate aftermath of the
events in Beirut hut still noticeably higher
than had been the case hefore June 1982.
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it appears that sympathy for lsrael rase
prior to the invasion of Lebanon while
sympathy for the Arabs increased after,
and probably as a resultof, those events. It
should be stressed that the balance of pub-
lic sympathy is still strongly pro-israel. By
almost a three-to-cne margin, Americans
favor israel over the Arabs. Prime Minister
Menachem Begin’'s popularity rating,
while lower than it was four years ago, is
still substantially higher than PLO Chair-
man Yassir Arafat’s, On the other hand,
Begin as an individual is much less favor
ably regarded than lsrael as a country.
Overall, there is now a greater intensity of
feeling on both sides of the Middle East
issue.

One might expect apinion leaders’ sen-
timents to have changed quite sharply as a
result of the dramatic 1982 events in the
Micldle East since they are considerably
more attentive to such issues. The fact is,
however, that the sympathies of opinien
leaders hardiy changed at all between
1978 and 1982, In 1978 the leadership
sample sympathized with srael over the
Arabs by 47% to 21%. In 1982 the margin
of sympathy for Israel was slightly greater,

51% to 19%, but not different enough to
indicate a significant shift in a sample this
smatll.

A separate question asked respondents
whether they sympathized with israel or
“the Palestinians.” The 1978 results
showed almost exactly the same public
response to the Israel-Palestinian choice
as to the lsrael-Arab chaice. In 1982,
however, responses t¢ the two questions
differed. While the public sympathized
with Israel over “the Arabs” by 48% to
17%, they supported lIsrael over “the
Palestinians” by a lesser margin, 40% to
17%. Opinion leaders were even more
sensitive to the difference in terminology.
Their support for Israel over “the Arabs”
{(51-19%) dropped to 42-26% for Israel
over “the Palestinians.” It appears that the
net result of the Lebanon episode in terms
of American public opinion was to gener-
ate a modest increase in sympathy for the
Palestinian and Arab causes—but without
doing any substantial damage to public
support for lsrael,




At a time of continuing deep recession in
the U.S5. economy, most Americans
viewed foreign economic policy through
tenses of self-interest. At the end of 1982
they were especially concerned about the
impact of foreign policy on U.5. unem-
ployment, the budget, and energy
supplies. Many felt humanitarian con-
cerns about world poverty, but few were
wiiling to spend much money on eco-
nomic aid. Most Americans were also
very skeptical about military aid or even
arms sales. Foreign policy leaders, on the
other hand, were much more strongly
committed to free trade and economic aid
for developing countries, and they were
somewhat more lavorable toward mili-
tary aid.

FOCUS ON THE U.S. ECONOMY

As indicated earlier, most Americans saw
the domestic economy — and especially
unemployment—as the biggest problems
facing the country. But this did not mean
foreign policy was irrelevant. Quite the
contrary; once again, as in our past sur-
veys, most Americans perceived the world
as highly interdependent and saw our
economy as strongly affected by foreign
policy.

When asked about a series of foreign-
domestic connections, most Americans
(72%) saw foreign policy as having a
major impact on the U.5. economy gener-
ally and especially on gasoline prices
(81%), the value of the dollar abroad
{(72%), and unemployment at home
66%). In line with changing circum-
stances since 1978, the assessment of im-
pact on the value of the doliar was down
by 10% and impact on unemployment
was up sharply by 15%. It is especially
notable that the public increasingly sees
a strong link between foreign policy
and domestic unemployment — a link
that, presumably, works through export
markets for American goods and foreign
competition for the U.S. market, {See
Table IV-T)

Quite naturally, therefore, most people
define their main foreign policy objec-
tives in tefms of these foreign-domestic
connections. Indeed, protecting jobs of
American warkers, keeping up the value

of the dellar, and securing adequate
suppties of energy were seen as very im-
portant goals of foreign policy by even
more Americans than cited the other lead-
ing goals: containing communism or
worldwide arms control. (See Table H-3 in
Chapter 1)

Concern about energy supplies re-
mained high. Saudi Arabia, presumably
because of its abundant oil reserves, was
perceived as one of the top four or five
couniries of vital interest to the U.S., along
with Great Britain and West Germany.
Many Americans (49%) thought it would
be a “great” threat to the U.5. if com-
munists came to power in Saudi Arabia
through peaceful elections —many more
than felt that way about France (31%) or
El Salvador {21%). And despite a strong
distaste for military involvement, a sub-
stantial 39% of the public favored the
use of U.S. troops if “the Arabs cut off
all oil shipments to the U.5.,” a situation
considered next in seriousness, among
possibiiities listed, to a Soviet invasion of
Western Europe or Japan. One-quarter of
the public would even send troops in the
event of an invasion of Saudi Arabia by
Iran,

The pubtic’s focus on the ULS. economy
was evident also, as discussed below, in
support of protectionist measures and in g
general unwillingness to spend money on
economic or military aid.

This overriding precccupation with the
domestic economic implications of
fareign policy was not fully shared, how-
ever, by the foreign policy leaders sur-
veyed. To be sure, most of the leaders
(53%: less than the public’s 64% but up
sharply from 25% in 1978) saw unem-
ployment and recession as among the
biggest problems facing the country, and
they agreed (78%) that foreign policy has
a major impact on the economy at hame.
But they did not make the same connec-
tions with specific policies. Considerably
fewer leaders than members of the general
public saw foreign policy as having a great
impact on food prices (38% of leaders
versus 60% of the public), unemployment
{48% versus 66%), oreven the value ofthe
dollar {(60% versus 72%) and gasoline
prices (61% versus 81%). Labor leaders
overwhelmingly (79%) perceived a major
impact on unempioyment; businessmen
did not (41%). The leaders lowered their
estimate of impacts on the dollar and

TABLE 1V-1. Impact of foreign policy on the U.S. economy
“How important an impact do you think 1.5 foreign policy has on the following:

“Nofeaders date for 1974

a major impact, a minar impact, or no impact at alie”
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gasoline prices even more than the public
did by 16%), in line with changing
realities since 1978. (See Table IV-1)

Nor did the leaders accord domestic
economic factors so much importance in
their policy preferences. They differed
markedly from the public on the goals of
foreign policy, emphasizing arms control
(86%) and cur allies’ security {82%} most
highly: they stressed combating world
hunger (64%) and improving the living
standards of less developed cotntries
(55%) much more than the public did.
These greater concerns with worldwide
security and economic development re-
flect the leaders’ stronger commitment to
internationalism generally.

The foreign policy leaders put con-
siderably less emphasis on the
domestically-oriented, self-interested
aims of keeping up the value of the dollar
(38% —down a striking 35% since 1978)
and protecting American jobs (43% ——up
9%, however, since 1978). They did agree
on the importance of securing energy
supplies (72% —down 16% from the crisis
atmosphere of 1978). (See Table Ii-3) The
leaders agreed as well on Saudi Arabia
being of vital interest to the U.5. (93%)
and on the threat of a communist govern-
ment there (61%), but they were a bit less
wiiling to contemplate use of U.5. troops
in the event of an oil cutoff {(36%).

As we will see, the leaders followed up
on their disagreements with the public
over priorities with much more willing-
ness Lo spend money on aid and much iess
interest in trade protectionism than was
expressed by the public.

Foreign policy leaders, of course, are
not all alike. The businessmen in our sam-
ple, for example, differed markedly from
the labor leaders interms of foreign policy
goals. The labor officials were much more
likely than businessmen to cite as very

TABLE I1V-2. Tariffs and trade restrictions

important the altruistic goals of promoting
human rights in other countries (68% of
labor leaders versus 14% of businessmen);
combating world hunger (86% versus
46%); bringing democracy to other coun-
tries (39% versus 10%); protecting weaker
nations against aggression (64% wversus
37%); and helping to improve the
standard of living in less developed na-
tions (64% versus 41%). Labor leaders
also much more often emphasized the
self-interested goal of protecting the jobs
of American workers (89% versus 40%).
Businessmen, on the other hand, more
often cited as very important the goals of
matching Soviet military strength (68%
varsus 43%) and promating the inter-
ests of American business abroad (38%
versus 21%).

TARIFFS AND TRADE

Foreign policy leaders expressed very
strong support for free trade, long a key-
stone of internationalist attitudes. Fully
67% {down a bit, to be sure, from the 75%
of 1978} favored all countries’ eliminating
their tariffs and other restrictions on im-
ported goods, with only 28% calling tariffs
necessary. (See Table 1V-2) In our iead-
ership sample businessmen endorsed
eliminating tariffs by an especially large
propartion, 81%, whereas labor leaders
were the most protectionist, with only
21% opposing tariffs.

Among the general public, sentiment
was just the reverse of the feaders’: 57%
thought tariffs necessary and only 22%
favored eliminating them. About the same
level of public support for tariffs was
found by the Council in 1978 and indeed
by other surveys throughout the middie
and late 1970s. No doubt, a major reason
for the public’s advocacy of tariffs was
worry about foreign competition and a
belief that protectionism could preserve

“It has heen argued that if all countries would eliminate their tariffs and restric-
tions on imported goods, the costs of goods would go down for everyone. Others
have said that such tariffs and restrictions are necessary to protect certain
manufacturing jobs in certain industries from the competition of less expensive
imports.... Generally, would you say you sympathize mare with those who
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want to eliminate tariffs ar those who think such tariffs are necessary?”

American jobs. Curiously, however, low-
income Americans — presumably those
most concerned about jobs —were feast
supportive of tariffs, perhaps because of
apprehensicn that tariffs raise the prices of
consumer goods.

In any case, there was a very large gap
between leaders and public on the ques-
tion of eliminating tariffs: a gap of 45 per-
centage points. This is one of many such
gaps we have found, and onre of the
fargest.

At the same time, the public did not
always favor restrictions on trade for polit-
ical or strategic reasons. Only 15%, for
example, supported President Reagan’s
economic sanctions {subsequently aban-
doned) on allies who were helping the
Soviets build a natural gas pipeline to
Western Europe. Similarly, only 28% fa-
vored an embargo on grain sales to the
Soviet Union; 57% were opposed. Sub-
stantially more of the public favored un-
specified restrictions on U.5.-Soviet trade,
however {47 %, up from 39% in 1978}, as
well as restrictions on the sale of ad-
vanced U.S. computers (59%, up from
51%). The foreign policy leaders over
whelmingly opposed a grain embargo
{(81%) or restricting Soviet trade generally
(69%), though they did favor limiting
the sale of computers (79%, up sharply
from 59% in 1978). On this peint the
Reagan administration appears to have
made some headway with both leaders
and public.

ECONOMIC AID

On questions of economic aid the public
is much less supportive than foreign pol-
icy leaders. We found large differences in
their views, comparable to the gap on
tariff policy.

Most Americans (58%) consider it a
very important foreign policy goal to
combat world hunger, and such
humanitarian feelings are evident in many
surveys, which show generous public re-
sponses to earthquakes, flocds, famines,
and other disasters abroad. Yet Americans
put much less stress on the more far-
reaching and difficult goal of improving
the standard of living in less developed
nations: only 35% considered that a very
important goal. Most of the Third World
was not seen as a vital interest to the U.S.
by majorities of Americans; only 30%
considered india vital and 32%, Nigeria,
as indicated in Chapter I, The thermome-
ter ratings af these major developing
countries did not indicate very high famil-
iarity or regard either. (See Table 11i-2 and
Figures 111 and 111-2}




This ambivalence is all the more clear
when it comes to spending money. A bare
majority of Americans (50%} favored, in
general terms, aid for economic de-
velopment and technical assistance; but
in the context of a diverse list of govern-
ment programs, a majority (54%) wanted
to cut back the already small spending on
economic aid, with only 8% wanting an
increase. (See Table IV-3) Indeed, a fair
number of people (16%} spontaneously
mentioned the need to reduce foreign aid
as one of the “biggest foreign policy prob-
lems” facing the U.S.

Advocates of aid among the public
were concentrated in the most tra-
ditionally internatienalist groups: the col-
lege educated (72% favoring it}; those
attentive to fareign news and those who
had traveled abroad.

Some of the reluctance to give aid, as
we have indicated, can be traced to the
weak state of the U.S. economy. At a time
when nearly 11% of Americans were job-
less, it seemed natural to many people to
worry about problems at home first. And
only 30% of the public believed foreign
aid helps our economy. Much of the op-

TABLE 1V-3. Economic zid to other nations

position came from those with low in-
come and thase holding less iucrative
jobs.

But insofar as opposition to aid reflects
motives of economic self-interest, it must
be acknowledged that those motives per-
vade most groups of society. And they do
not result simply from a temporary state of
recession; resistance to aid (except in war-
time) has persisted practicatly throughout
the decades in which polls have been
taken. Moreover, some of the resistance to
aid also reflects a pervasive skepticism
about what it actually can accompiish
abroad, as revealed in the answers to our
series of questions about the effects of aid.
{See Table IV-3)

Most Americans, for example, were
willing to grant that aid helps the
economies (76%) and the national secu-
rity (68%) of other countries, but many
fewer believed it helps our own national
security (44%} or helps prevent the spread
of communism (36%). Most Americans
(67 %) suspected that our aid benefited the
rich more than the poor in other countries,
and an overwhelming 75% believed i
gets us too involved in other countries’
affairs. All in all, less than one-third of the
American public believed that such aid
was worth the economic cost to us.

Of course, mere expression of such be-
liefs does not demonstrate that they actu-
ally affected people’s attitudes about aid;
nor does it enable us to tell which beliefs
were more important. For such purposes it
can be helpful to look at Figure V-1,
which shows the level of support for aid
among those holding different beliefs. The
stronger a relationship (i.e., the bigger the
difference in height between adjacent
blue and black bars}, the more important
that factor is likely to be in affecting at-
titudes toward aid.

By this measure, the mast important de-
terminants of attitudes about economic
aid were beliefs about effects on U.5. na-
tional security and the U.5. economy. Of
thase thinking aid helps U.5. security,
78% favored aid, but of those thinking it
doesn't hetp, only 34% supported it. Con-
cern about excessive U.5. involvement
and beliefs about the effects of aid on the
national security of others also affected
attitudes toward aid. But aitruistic matters,
such as helping other countries’ econ-
omies or not benefiting the rich mare than
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FIGURE I1V-1 Relationships between support for economic
aid and beliefs about its effects— 1982 (The Public)

0% 20%

40% 6G% 80% 100%

Is worth the economic cost
Not worth cost

Helps our national security
Doesn't help

Helps cur economy
Doesn't help

Doesn't get us too involved
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Gets us toc involved

Helps others’ national security
Doesn’t help others’ security
Helps prevent spread of |
communism

Doesn't help prevent spread

Doesn’t benefit rich more
than poor

Benefits rich more than
poar in other countries

Helps economy of other countries

Doesn’t help others’ economics

84%

8%

86%

78%

those with a negative belief
{or disagreeing with a
positive statement}.

Don’t knows are omitted.

Percent supporting aid among

| Percent supporting aid among
" those with a positive belief
about its affects

the poor, made little difference to mast
Americans. (See Figure 1V-1)

In other words, the American public
tends to evaluate foreign aid from the
point of view of U.S, self-interest. And to
most Americans, the {ink to our self-
interest, either economicatly or militarily,
is not clear or convincing. Leaders, on the
other hand, are more likely to perceive
such linkages — and therefore to support
foreign aid.

A further hint about fears of excessive
involvement is that a substantial plurality
of Americans favored economic aid to
black African nations (49% to 32%, up
from 44-36% in 1978), a question that
may evoke humanitarian concerns. But
aid to Central America, though closer to
home, was supported only by a bare plu-
rality (45% to 38%). Aid to Central Amer-
icawas considered by many (57% t0 25%)
as likely to lead to military involvement,
and most (57%) of those who foresaw in-
volvement opposed such aid, whereas a
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large majority (71%) of those who did not
see military involvement as likely favored
aid to Central America. We did not ask a
military involvement question about
Africa in 1982, but we did in 1978, when
prospects of such involvement seemed
fairly high. Atthat time, there was a strong
relationship between fear of military in-
volvement in Africa and opposition to aid.

The foreign policy leaders took a very
different view of economic aid. On Cen-
tral America they strongly {76% to 17%)
rejected the iikelihood of aid leading to
military involvement and overwhelm-
ingly (91%) favored economic aid to that
area. (See Table 1V-3) More generally, a
majority {55%) of leaders endorsed as
very important {(55%) the goal of helping
the standard of living of less developed
nations. They were much more likely than
the public to see a vital U.S. interest in
Egypt (90%) as well as in India {(57%) and
Nigeria (53%).

Nearly all the leaders (94% versus only
50% of the public) favored economic aid
in general, and similarly lopsided ma-

jorities favored aid to black Africa
(93%) and Central America. Of course,
leaders tend to have high incomes and to
be somewhat insulated from recession, so
part of their greater enthusiasm for aid
may simply reflect less worry about the
domestic economy. But the leaders were
also much more likely to see economic
aid as helping our economy at home {(69%
to 30%). In addition, the leaders much :
more often thought aid helps our own na- R
tional security (78% to the public’s 44%) :
and heips prevent the spread of com- .
munism (58% to 36%). Much less fre- ;
quently (27% to 75%) did they think it gets
us too involved abroad; of course, nearly
all leaders favor active involvement
abroad anyway. Overall, a large majority
of leaders {84% versus the public’s 30%)
thought aid was worth the cost to us, re-
flecting a quite different set of beliefs
about the world and & much stronger
commitment to internationalism.

There exists, then, a major gap between
the views of the elite groups we surveyed
and the general public on the topic of
foreign aid. As Table IV-3 indicates, the
gap in policy preferences was some 44 to
46 percentage points in 1982 and about
the same four years earlier. Other evi-
dence indicates that this gap has per-
sisted, on these and other issues, for many
years.

MILITARY AID

A simiiar, though narrower, pap exists on
questions of military aid. Here the general
public is even more negative: fully 63%
opposed military aid in general and only
28% supported it. Sixty-three percent
wanted to cut back spending on military
aid; only 5% wanted to expand it. Again,
the poor state of the U.S5. economy was
one reason; few (39%) thought military
aid abroad helps our economy at home,
Clearly, however, the reasons go beyond
economics because most of the public
{53% to 39%) also opposed selling mili-
fary equipment, which would bring in
money. (See Tabie IV-4}

The main reasons for opposition to mili-

tary aid seem to be simply that few mem-
bers of the general public believe that it
helps our national security (37% to 48%) :
or that it helps prevent the spread of
communism (35%). Instead, they think
military aid gets us too involved in other
countries’ affairs (78%) and aggravates
relations with other countries (73%),
A large majority of Americans (65% to
14%) believes that it lets dictatorships
use their military power against their own
people.




Cross-tabulations similar to those we
did for economic aid indicate that con-
cerns about U.S. national security and ex-
cessive invalvement abroad are espe-
cially closely related to dislike of military
aid. Concern about impact on the U.S.
economy and the substitutability of aid for
U.S. troops come next while beliefs about
effects on other countries’ economies and
even other countries’ national security
show the weakest relationships with at-
titudes toward aid. That is to say, on mili-
tary aid as well as economic aid, most
Americans are preoccupied with matters
of U.5. self-interest. In the case of military
aid, these matters of self-interest tend to
be less economic and more closely in-
volve political relations and national
security.

The strang aversion to use of U.S. troops
abroad, together with the public's fear that
even economic aid could lead to such use
in Central America, fits in with fear of
excessive involvement as a reason for op-
position to aid. Still another factor is
suggested by the public’s disapproval of
Israeli actions in iebaron and the senti-

ment, endorsed by 64% in another recent -

survey, that U.S. weapons sent to lsrael
should be used for defensive purposes
only. Considerably more members of the
public (33%) wanted to decrease or stop
military aid and arms sales to Israel than
wanted to increase them (9%). lsrael, of

TABLE 1V-4, Military aid and arms sales

course, has been the leading recipient of
U.S. military aid.

The leaders were less concerned than
the public about possible negative effects
of aid, except for dictators’ use of military
power (68%). They tended more often to
see military aid as helping our economy at
home (69% versus the public’s 39%),
helping our own national security (65%
versus 37%), and helping prevent the
spread of communism {54% versus 35%).
{The leaders were actually less likely than
the public, however, to see military aid as
helping the economies of other countries.)
The leaders focused on U.5. security
interests: those wha believed military aid
helps our national security were espe-
cially likely (84%) to support aid. Beliefs
about excessive U.S. involvement and
about preventing the spread of com-
munism and helping the security of others
were also strongly related to attitudes to-
ward aid; beliefs about effects on the
economies of other countries and on the
U.S. economy were weakly related.

Yet the leaders did not issue a resound-
ing endorsement of military aid either. A
substantial but not overpowering majority
of 59% to 31% favored it in general. The
leaders, like the public, more often fa-
vored decreasing or stopping (25%) mili-
tary aid and arms sales to lsrael than
favored increasing them (5%). Only on
the question of selling military equipment

did more than two-thirds (68%) of [eaders

express a favorable dpinion 0 00
As Table IV-4 indicates, there was a stib-

stantial gap between the policy: prefér-

ences of leaders and public concerning

military aid. But that gap was on the order
of 30 percentage points, considerably
smalier than the 45 or so percentage point
gaps in Table IV-3.

STABILITY OF OPINIONS

Finally, it is worth noting that on most
matters of economic involvement, opin-
ions of both the public and leaders stayed
very nearly the same between 1978 and
1982, We have mentioned some excep-
tions: decreased perceptions of foreign
policy impact on gasotine prices and the
value of the dollar but increased percep-
tions of impact on unemployment at
home, for example. Much the same is true
of other topics covered in the survey,
whether political or military, In most cases
opinions have remained fairly constant.
Most changes are related to changed
world circumstances.
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ATTITUDES ON DEFENSE
SPENDING SHIFT

One of the most significant shifts between
the 1978 and 1982 public apinion surveys
has been in attitudes toward defense
spending. This chapter in the previous re-
port described how there had been a
change in public opinion in the direction
of greater defense efforts between 1974
and 1978. Defense spending was the only
major program surveyed to move from a
net unfavorable rating in 1974 to a net
favorable rating at the time of the second
survey. From 1974 to 1978, a 20% shift
took place in favor of increased defense
spending, from 14% to 34%. During that
same period, sentiment for cutting back
defense spending declined from 42% to
24%.

The period between 1978 and 1982 has
witnessed a drop in public support of de-
fense spending at the same time that the
Reagan administration has been expand-
ing budget allocations for the military.
This shift undoubted|y reflects satisfaction
with administration policy on the part of
some former advocates of greater defense
spending. It is reasonable to infer as well
that there has been a waning of sentiment
for more defense spending in the face of
much greater domestic unemployment,
and significantly growing budget deficits.

In 1982 as well as in 1974 and 1978
attitudes toward defense spending were
measured in two ways. First, respondents
were asked whether present federal gov-
ernment programs shouid be “expanded,
cut back, or kept about the same” in this
context, defense spending was being
compared with other domestic programs,
including such popular ones as aid to
education. When asked in this context,
24% of the public favored expanding de-
fense spending and 34% were for cutting

back. This is a literal reversal of the per-
centages in 1978, when 34% wanted ex-
pansion and 24% reduction, Virtually the
same proportions were in favor of keeping
defense spending at the same levels —
34% in1978 and 36% in 1982.

When this question was asked later in
the survey, with no implied trade-offs with
specific other government programs—the
resuits were different;: 24% favored cut-
ting back, 52% wanted to maintain the
same level, and 21% favored expansion.
This again represents a shift since 1978
away from support for greater defense
spending; the respective percentages for
the question in that year were 16%, 45%,
and 32%. As in the past, there was a much
greater willingness to reduce defense
when choices were posed in terms of
competing spending programs,

By either measure, there has been a de-
crease of approximately the same mag-
nitude in support of more defense spend-
ing during the period 1978 to 1982, just as
there were comparable increases in sup-
port of defense spending expansion be-
tween 1974 and 1978. Opinion leaders
also reflected the decline of enthusiasm
for defense spending. In 1978, 31%
wanted to expand that part of the budget
and 28% wanted to cut back; by 1982,
these percentages had changed to 20%
and 41%.

In 1982 for the first time, those who
wanted to increase defense spending
were asked how to finance this shift. Of
the 21% in the popular sample who
wanted to expand, only 6% favored pay-
ing more taxes while 13% wanted to cut
other government programs. Among the
20% of leaders who wanted an increase,
however, 9% were willing to pay more
taxes and only 8% were disposed to cut
other programs {3% “don’t know"),

TABLE V-1. Sentiments on defense spending—The Public — 1982.
1982, 1978, and 1974 Chicago Councilon Foreign Relations results compared te Gallup Poll trend. Gallup did not collect data for
the period 1960-1968. The CCFR questions were slightly different: 1) Cut back; 2) Keep same; 3} Fxpand.

Table V-1 puts the findings of the 1974,
1978, and 1982 Council surveys in the
broader context of Gallup Poll results on
defense spending alone, without refer-
ence to other federal programs, going
back to 1960. The conclusion suggested
by this Table is that support in netterms for
greater defense spending peaked in 1960,
even mare dramatically in 1978, and that
1982 data indicate a reversal in the up-
ward trend that characterized the 1970s.
With the recent comparative decline in
net support of defense, note that the same
percentage favors expansion this time as
in 1960 (21%), and a majority feels curremt
spending should be kept the same, though
there is stronger sentiment among the
public to cut back than was the case in
that year (24% now versus 18% then).

Attentiveness to news and belief that
the Soviets are militarily superior do not
correlate with attitudes toward defense
spending. In 1978, 19% of the low atten-
tiveness group wanted to expand defense
spending while 52% of the high attentive-
ness category was for expansion. At that
time, the inference was drawn that this
reflected a strong feeling on the part of
high attentives that the U.5. was faliing
behind the Soviet Union. In 1982, in con-
trast, there was much less difference in
sentiment when level of attentiveness was
controlled. A total of 23% of those highly
attentive to foreign news wanted to ex-
pand defense spending compared to 19%
of those who scored low an the attentive-
ness scale. There was even less difference
among those who were high and low in
attentiveness to domestic news,

Previously, there was a strong correla-
tion between support for defense spend-
ing and concern about the Soviet Union as
a military threat to the United States. This
appears to have become less significantin
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TABLE V-2. Sentiments on defense spending by view of Soviet power—The Public—1982

1982. In 1978, 69% of those favoring ex-
pansion of defense felt the U.S. was falling
behind the Soviets; thistime, 56% of them
felt the Soviets are militarily stronger. The

data in Table V-2 reveal that almost half of

those who view the Soviets as ahead want
to keep our defense at current levels.

As this implies, decline in net advocacy
of defense spending has been paralleled
by a change in the perception of the miti-
tary balance between the superpowers.
Between the last survey and this one, there
has been a decline of 12 points in the
percentage of the public believing the
Linited States is stronger militarily than the
Soviet Union {from 33% to 21%) but a
decline as well of 3 points in the category
helieving the Soviet Union is stronger
(32% to 29%). There has been a great
expansion—from 26% in 1978t0 42% in
1982 —in the proportion of the public that
believes the two superpowers are “about
equal.” Among leaders, 62% agree that
the two states are roughly equal in military
power, with 20% believing the United
States is stronger and only 15% that the
Soviets are stronger. The sentiment among
the elite that the U.5. is at least equal to
the other side should be kept in mind in
analysis of a wide range of foreign policy
responses, not just those dealing explicitly
with American defense policy.

Another interesting feature of the survey
is the willingress of advocates of in-
creased defense spending fo pursue
cooperative ventures with the Soviet
Union. This includes arms control agree-
ments as well as civilian endeavors. Table
V-3 highlights this, developing a point al-
ready made in Chapter I1.

Party identification plays a significant
role in views on defense, perhaps reflect-
ing the clearcut views of President Reagan
on this subject. A total of 32% of Republi-
cans but only 17% of Democrats were for
expanding defense spending; 14% of Re-
publicans and 26% of Democrats wanted
to cut back. This is a reversal of the party
sentiments on defense as measured by
Gallup during the Eisenhower administra-
tion, anather period when a Republican
president held strong views on military
spending and helped to fuel important
debate on the subject. Figures V-1 and V-2
indicate this significant long-term shift.

Strong il

Finally, both education and political
views have a bearing on attitudes about
defense spending. The more formal edu-
cation a respondent had, the more likely
that person was to oppose expansion and
favor reduction of defense spending. As
party sentiments imply, conservatives are
much mare in favor of defense spending
than liberals. Tables V-4 and V-5 provide
details on both of these indices. These
Tables are based on the defense question
posed in the context of other government
programs. Among the elite, religious
leaders were particularly opposed to de-
fense spending: only 12% wanted to ex-
pand while 52% wanted to cut back, This
opposition was surpassed only by that of
fabor leaders, only 4% of whom wanted to
expand, with 54% for cutting back. By
contrast, 35% of business leaders wanted
to expand and only 16% were for cutting
back. Among members of Congress, 30%
were for expansion and 40% for reduction,

INTERVENTION

Americans now are more willing to use
troops overseas in some circumstances,
reflecting a waning of the influence of the
Vietnam experience on our thinking about
employing force. A majority, however, is
willing to use military means inonly a few
cases. In 1978 the public and leaders were
both asked about a range of circumstances
in which they would favor or oppose
using troops. One clear conclusicon to be

drawn from the data presented in Table
V-6 is that Americans are generally more
willing in most cases to use troops now as
compared with four years ago. Public and
leaders are particularly willing to use
troops to protect Western Furope and
Japan from Soviet invasion. One dif-
ference between the leaders, who are
generally more willing to use troops in
these circumstances, and the general pub-
lic concerns Saudi Arabia. If Iran invaded
Saudi Arabia, 54% of U.S. leaders would
be willing to use troops but only 25% of
the public sample felt this way. The trend
toward greater willingness to use military
force follows a fairly steady line since the
1974 survey,

A greater willingness to use troops has
not led to a change in responses about the
value and rightness of American efforts in
Vietnam. in both 1978 and 1982 people
were asked to react to the statement that
“the Vietnam war was more than a mis-
take; it was fundamentally wrong and
immoral.” In 1978, 72% of the public
sample concurred, and this figure did not
change in 1982. Among opinion leaders,
45% agreed in 1982, down only a small
amount from 50% in this category in the
earlier poll. Views on Vietnam do affect
willingness to use troops overseas, as
Table V-7 reveals.
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AFFILIATION: EISENHOWER AND REAGAN YEARS

FIGURES V-1, 2
SUPPORT FOR DEFENSE BY PARTY
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CUT BACK EXPAND

in 1953 and 1960, there was a category "No opinion” in th questionnaires, Specific questions:
1953 *De you think too much of the taxes you pay is being spent for defense—or is too little

being spent far defense?”

1960: “There is much discussion as to the amount this country should spend for national

defense. How do you fee! about this—do you think we are spending toa little, too much, or

about the right amount?”

1982 "Da you think that we should expand our spending on national defense, keep it about

the same, or cut back?”

U.S. AND EUROPE

The past four years have witnessed grow-
ing economic frictions between the U.S.
and its European allies. in the 1982 survey
the general public was asked how the U.S.
should respond to the Soviet-European
natural gas pipeline deal, and opinion
leaders were asked about the planned
deployment of new cruise and Pershing |1
missiles in Western Europe in 1983. On
the public side, the most popular response
(37%) was that we should “let our allies
pursie policies they think best” A total of
27% were for putting diplomatic pressure
on the Europeans, and only 15% favored
ecanomic sanctions if other methods did
not wark, On the missiles question, fully
67% of the elite agreed that deployment of
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index: Percent for more de-
fense spending MINUS percent
who want to cut back.

TABLE V-4, Education and attitudes toward defense spending—1982

. Political spectrum and attitudes toward defense spending—1982




TABLE V-6. U.S. response to crisis situations—.1982

“There has been some discussion about the circumstances that might justify using U.5. troops in other parts of the world. I'd like to
ask your opinion aboul several situations. Would you favor or oppose the use of U.S. troops if:”

Asked of opponents of sending troops on the asterisked items:

“ am going to read the circumstances under which you said you would oppose sending U.S. troops. On this card are levels of U.S,
imvolvement that might be appropriate under these circumstances. For each situation, tell me how faryou feel the U.S. should be

willing to go.”

the missiles should begin but *...stop if
the Saviets agree to limit their own mis-
siles in Europe.” Only 19% picked
another response to “go ahead deploying
the missiles in Europe,” and 10% selected
the course of not basing the missiles at all.
On neither issue was there sentiment for
an uncompromising course. Concerning
the pipeline, the public apparently does
not agree with the initial Reagan administ-
ration policy.

NUCLEAR FREEZE

The subject of a nuclear freeze between
the United States and the Soviet Union
and the reiated question of unilateral or
mutually agreed nuclear arms control
have become increasingly visible in polit-
ical debate in both the United States and
Europe. Obviously, the issues involved
hear directly on NATO as well as on
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superpower refations. In the 1982 survey,
a specific question was asked to elicit sen-
timents on this matter. The public and
opinion leaders were queried about at-
titudes toward nuclear weapons and the
freeze. The fatter was described as *...a
mutual, verifiable freeze on nuclear
weapons, that is, a freeze agreed to by
both sides, with inspections. Would you
favor such a freeze?”

On nuclear weapons, there was sub-
stantial support for a mutual freeze. A total
of 19% of the public agreed that “the U.S.
should stop buiiding nuclear weapons
even it the Soviet Union does not,” com-
pared with only 11% of opinion leaders
who felt that way. On the other hand, a
significant 26% of the public agreed that
*the Li.S. should continue to build auclear
weapons regardiess of what the Soviets
do.” Ornly 6% of the opinion leaders con-
curred with that approach. Finally, 49% of
the public and 79% of the leaders selected
the third option, that *the U.5. should stop
buiiding nuclear weapons only if the
Soviet Union agrees to do s0.”

Totals of 58% of the public and 79% of
the opinion leaders said they were for a
freeze “right now, if the Soviets would
agree”; 21% of the public and 14% of the
leaders were for a freeze “only after the
U.S. builds up its nuclear weapons more”;
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12% of the public and 5% of the leaders
were “not at all” in favor of the freeze
approach. Among occupational groups
within the opinion leader constituency,
religious professionals, not surprisingly,
were notable for their support of both the
freeze and nuclear disarmament. A total
of 26% of religious leaders would stop
buiiding nuclear weapons even if the
Soviets did not, compared with 14% of
media representatives {the next mast sup-
portive group), 6% of members of Con-
gress, and 5% of business leaders. Only
labor professionals, at 93%, surpassed re-
ligious professionals, at 90%, in concur-
ring that they would favor a nuclear freeze
immediately, with Soviet agreement.
These percentages compare with 46% of
members of the administration, 68% of
members of Congress, 70% of husiness
leaders, and 82% of educators who felt
that way.

ROLE OF THE MILITARY

The Council report of 1979 indicated
some marginal increase in the desired in-
fluence of the military. The most recent
survey indicates that the military is still
perceived as important, but fewer people

want that particular institution to become
more important in the future. This may
reflect the significant domestic political
debate over budgetary priorities, Con-
gressional pressure for defense cuts, and
generally strong pressure from the Reagan
administration for greatly expanded de-
fense spending,

In both 1978 and 1982, 40% of the pub-
lic answered that the military plays a very
important role in foreign policy. Among
leaders, those answering that way in-
creased from 29% to 36% while those
saying the military role was hardly impor-
tantdecreased from 16% to 11%.

There have been changes regarding the
role the military should play. One signifi-
cant shift between 1974 and 1978 was
among members of the public who be-
lieved the military should play a greater
role in foreign policy; this category in-
creased from 19% t0 29%. In 1978, 23% of
the public felt a less important role should
be played. In 1982 the figures were 26%
for both a more and a less important miti-
tary, representing a shift of 6% away from
a “pro-military” position, Among leaders,
only 3% wanted a more important mili-
tary, compared with 10% who gave that
response in 1978, and 48% wanted a less
important military, compared with 39%
hefore.




There is no more important question in a
representative democracy than how polit-
ical leaders are held accountable for their
actions and how the governed influence
the governors. This relates to the ques-
tions of who is perceived to make deci-
sions, who has the right to do so, and
whom one can trust to convey informa-
tion, It also relates to similarities or dif-
ferences between actual policy and the
preferences of foreign policy leaders and
ordinary citizens.

The low level of public canfidence in
political leaders and political institutions
continues—as does the public preference
for strengthening the role of populist in-
stitutions {Congress, the media, and pub-
lic opinion itself) in the decision-making
orocess. Moreover, our data indicate that
a number of Reagan administration
poiicies are not in harmony with the
wishes of the general public or foreign
policy leaders,

WHO ARE THE PRINCIPAL ACTORS IN
DETERMINING U.S. FOREIGN POLICY?
Once again, the president is perceived to
be the dominant actor in shaping U.S.
foreign policy, with 70% of the public
perceiving his role as “very important,”
about the same level as in 1978. Among
leaders, his role is considered even more
important, with 91% according him “a
very important role,” up slightly from four
years ago.

in the view of both the public and the
leaders, however, the secretary of state’s
role has increased, very slightly on the
public scale (64% calling it very impor-
tant, compared to 61% in 1978) and
substantially among the leaders, with an
increase of 20% (from 63% to 83%). This
shift no doubt reflects the strong roles that
Secretary Alexander Haig and George
Shultz have played in the current foreign
policy process over the past two years,
compared to the more passive role of their

TABLE VI-1. Role of different institutions in making foreign policy—1982

“How important a rale do you think the following currently play in determining
the foreign policy of the United States —a very important role, a somewhat
important role, or hardly an important role at all¢”

predecessors. It may also reflect the more
passive role that President Reagan is per-
ceived to play in the day-to-day making of
American foreign policy. (See Table V1-1)

On the elite side, a substantial shift oc-
curred in relation to the role of Congress,
with the proportion of leaders considering
Congress’ role as “very important” drop-
ping from 45% to 34% and the proportion
considering it “hardly important” increas-
ing by 4%. On the question of the pre-
ferred Congressional role, many leaders
(34%) believe Congress should play a
more important role, with considerably
fewer {15%) believing it should be less
important. The pro-Congress sentiment
rose somewhat between 1978 and 1982.
This reversed the trend fromt 1974 to 1978,
when enthusiasm of both public and
leaders for a stronger congressional role
decreased. (See Table VI-2)

When the question was rephrased to
focus specifically on the role of Congress
in relationship to the president, a similar
trend emerged. The percentage of the pub-
lic believing Cangress played “too strong”
a role increased 6% from 1974 to 1978
and dropped slightly from 1978 to 1982.
Similarly, those who thought Cangress’
role was too weak dropped 9 points be-
tween 1974 and 1978, but during the last
four years it increased slightly. On the
leadership side, the trend was even
stronger. The proportion who felt the role
of Congress was too strong dropped 12
percentage points {from 30% to 18%), and
those who felt Congress’ role was too
weak increased by 7%, from 25% t0 32%.

Although the sentiment for a stronger
role for Congress in relation to the
president is less prevalent than it was in
1974, just after the Watergate crisis and
the departure of President Nixon, it still
has risen significantly over a four-year
period. Taken together with the slight
drops in the number of those favoring an
increased presidential role, both on the
popuiar and leadership side, it would
seem to indicate that the general perform-
ance of the last two presidents in office,
jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan, has not
inspired overwhelming confidence.
Hence the shift toward a preference for a
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TABLE VI-2. Preferred role of institutions in making foreign policy
“Do you feel the roles of the following should be more important than they are
now, should be less important than they are now, or should be about as important

as they are now?”

- Pubhc

”f?héf#emdent_l' |
: Sec’rétaﬁ of S’taté' i
" State Department
: C0ngm5sf:__;.'""
- American Bussness'- BT
._'The Mtlltary
.' Umted Natlons .'
TheCIA _
."'_'Pubhc Oplnton
o Labor Unlons e

- Private Foreign
Pollcy Orgamzations

: '.Nattona! Secur:ty_ Adwso_r_- L

larger Cangressional role. It also probably
reflects some uneasiness — if not resis-
tance — to some specific elements of
President Reagan's foreign policy during
the past two years.

Turning to other actors in the foreign
policy process, the United Nations con-
tinues to decline in perceived influence
among both the public and the leaders.
Only 29% of the public regarded the UN
very important while 28% regarded it as
hardly important, an increase of 6% overa

Percent ”More Important"

Leaders

Publlc Pubhc

1974 1978 1982 1982
__;=45%-:“f44% 399 f;917% :
__*fjso;fffias;;Jj“”-”' Cga
;;,;3g;gjf;35.- 34
St a7

59 e
7

four-year period. Onthe leadershipside, a
similar shift occurred, with only 2% re-
garding the UN as “very important” and
77% regarding it as “hardly important” —
an increase of 9% since 1978. Among
both the public and leaders, substantially
mare thought the UN should play a more
important part than thought it should be
less important, And about half of the pub-
lic thought that strengthening the UN
should be a “very important” goal of U.S.
foreign poticy.

TABLE VI-3. Reliability of foreign policy information sources—The Public
“We are interested in knowing how reliable you feel various sources of information on foreign policy are: very refiable, somewhat

reliable, or hardly reliabie at all.”

Teievusmn News

" Radid News: _
":Magazmes i

' Newspapers :

"'..The Pressdency

. 'The State Department v |

: 'Forengn Pohcy Leaders
coih Congress :

Talkrng to Fraends S

~ Private Foreign Poizcy '
Orgamzatnons ;
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Anather significant trend relates to the
role of the military, Here, the public is on
average content with the influence of the
military in the foreign policy process (26%
for an increase; 26% for a decrease). But
on the leadership side there is strang sen-
timent for a less important military role
{48% wversus 3% for a more important
role), up 9% from 1978. This is another
indication of diminished support for the
role of the military and defense spending
as compared to 1978. it probably reflects
increasing resistance to the proposed mili-
tary buildup during the first two years of
the Reagan administration,

A populist view continues to prevail
among the public in regard to the role of
Congress in the foreign policy process,
with 46% regarding Congress as very im-
portant and 44% believing it should be
even more important—only 11% saying
less impartani. Related to this is the pub-
lic's continued strong preference for in-
creasing the role of public opinion in
foreign policy, with 54% favoring a larger
role. it is public opinion and Congress—
an institution thought of as more directly
respansive to the people—that are given
the strongest popular support for an in-
creased role in foreign policy. Over the
tast eight years, larger roles for Congress
and public opinion have consistently re-
ceived the strongest support, substantially
more than the president, the secretary of
state, or the State Department. Although
the media were not listed among alterna-
tive actors, it is significant that television
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news is regarded as a very reliable source
of informaticn on foreign policy by more
peaple (32%) than any other institution—
mare than the presidency {24%), the State
Department (15%), or foreign policy
leaders in Congress (8%). Newspapers
{31%) rate about the same as television.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON
FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND THEIR
RELIABILITY

Once again the main source of informa-
tion about foreign affairs for most of the
public was television (cited by 75%), with
newspapers second (54%), radio third
{23%), and magazines fourth {18%).
When asked to assess how reliable vari-
ous sources of information on foreign pol-
icy are, television news once again came
out on top with 32% saying “very reli-
able,” about the same as in 1978, News-
papers were second with 31%, which rep-
resented a 5% increase over 1978.
Magazines {26%) and radio news (25%)
were next in line as “very reliable
sources,” Among all the listed sources, the
presidency suffered the biggest drop from
1978, declining from 32% in that year to
24% in 1982, (See Table VI-3)

Ongce again the media {whether televi-
sion and radic, newspapers, or maga-
zines) were regarded as more reliable
sources of information on foreign policy
than the State Department (15%), the
presidency {24%}, foreign policy leaders
in Congress (8%}, or private foreign policy
organizations (6%). Of course, informa-
tion from the latter sources usually
reaches the public indirectly through the
media so that there is some difficulty in
distinguishing between their credibility
and that of the media.

During the Vietnam and post-Vietnam
period, the media were widely regarded
by some as a more effective check on the
power of the presidency than the constitu-
tionally authorized institutions of Con-
gress. With recently increased critical
attention being focused on the various
media and especially television, one
might expect that this would be reflected
in trends about the perceived reliability of
sources of information. The data here do
not reflect that. Rather, they seem to indi-
cate that the media are still regarded as a
necessary and to a considerable extent
reliable check an the exercise of power by
those in governmental positions.

CONFLICTS BETWEEN PUBLIC
OPINION AND THE REAGAN
ADMINISTRATION

At various points in this report we have
noted discrepancies between current
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foreign policy and the preferences of the
public. Some cases in which public opin-
ion appears to disagree with Reagan ad-
ministration policy are summarized in
Table VI-4.

Perhaps the most important area of con-
flict concerns military spending and the
nuclear arms race. At a time when the
administration was urging an arms build-
up and preparing a request for a large
increase (approximately 14%) in the de-
fense budget for fiscal year 1984, less than
one-guarter of the public favored expand-
ing defense spending. The center of grav-
ity of public opinion favored keeping
spending the same, and more Americans
wanted to cut back spending than wanted
to expand it. The administration’s argu-
ment that the Soviet Union had achieved
military superiority was accepted by
jess than one-third of the public; nearly
as many considered the U.5. stronger,
and the prevailing opinion held that
the superpowers were about equal. (See
Table VI-4}

Similarly, only a minority of about one-
third of the public opposed a nucleararms
freeze altogether or endorsed President
Reagan’s position that a freeze should not
come until after further U.5. military
buildup. A majority (58%) favored a
mutual freeze on nuclear weapons right
now if the Soviets would agree.

The general public also showed more
interest in cooperative relations with the
Soviet Union than has been displayed by
the administration. Large majorities of
70% and 64% favored cultural and educa-
tional exchanges and undertaking foint ef-
forts with the Russians to solve energy
problems. A plurality also favored enter
ing into negotiations looking toward re-
estabilishing diplomatic and ecanomic
relations and exchanging ambassadors
with Cuba. The administration, cailing
Cuba the chief troublemaker in Central
America, has expressed little interest in
such negotiations.

The public — by a small piurality —
favored a more active role in opposing
apartheid in South Africa, whereas most
observers would maintain that the admin-
istration has moved somewhat in the op-
posite direction. Only a very small minor-
ity (15%) of Americans supported the
administration’s economic sanctions on
Western Europe over the Soviet natural
gas pipeline; the sanctions were removed
shortly after our survey, ending one con-
flict between the administration and pub-
lic opinion. On a matter concerning

perspectives rather than specific policies
—-but perspectives that bear on future in-
volvement abroad — a strong majority
{(72%) of the public agreed that the war in
Vietnam was fundamentally wrong and
immoral. President Reagan hasrepeatedly
rejected that view.

Majorities of Americans also gave low
marks (*fair” or “poor”) to the adminis-
tration’s handling of several foreign policy
crises: the declaration of martial law in
Poland; fighting between the government
and rebels in £l Salvador; and the israeli
invasion of Lebanan.

By large majorities (63% and 65%), the
American public opposed giving military
aid to other nations and favored cutting
back money spent for that purpose, at a
time when the administration was increas-
ing arms aid. A majority of the public
{53%) alsoc opposed selling military
eqitipment to other nations, whereas the
administration has approved greatly in-
creased arms sales.

Underiining the significance of these
poficy disagreements, many Americans
wanted both Congress and pubtic opinion
to play a more important part in making
U.S. foreign policy; very few favored a
less important role.

Qur survey has confirmed what many
political ohservers have noted: the budget
priorities of the Reagan administration,
emphasizing cuts in domestic programs
and large increases in defense spending,
directly contradict the priorities held by
most members of the public.

A large majority of Americans cited un-
employment and the recession as among
the biggest problems facing the country,
and 77% declared that protecting the iobs
of American workers was a very important
goal of foreign policy: more endorsed
than any other goal. About half of the
American people wanted to expand So-
cial Security and federal aid to education
while only 6 or 7% favored cuts; this was
contrary to the situation on defense spend-
ing, where more of the public favored cuts
than favored expansion.

One shouid be cautious in assessing
precisely what the discrepancies between
the administration and public opinion
signify. For one thing, as our report makes
clear, on many other issues the Reagan
administration and the public are in fairly
close agreement. And past adminis-
trations, too, have had some conflicts with
public opinion. Yet the cases of disagree-
ment highlighted in this section are
numerous and important, Compared with
those of previous administrations, they
seem unusually broad.
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In a democratic society we would ex-
pect to find, at least in the long run, gen-
eral harmony between the government
and the people. One path to harmony is
for government to change policy and fail
into line with the preferences of its citi-
zens. Another path, if leaders are con-
vinced that the citizenry is misinformed, is
for leaders to convince the people to
change their minds. So far, on a number of
important issues the Reagan administra-
tion has neither changed policy nor con-
vinced the public. A third path to har
mony, of course, is for the public to
change leadership.

Some further insight into these matters
may be gained by reviewing the gaps we
have noted at various points in this report,
between the policy preferences of the
general public and those of our sample of
foreign policy leaders. If the administra-
tion is to convince the public of the right-
ness of its positions, one would expect
that foreign policy leaders would have to
bear the heavy burden of using their ex-
pertise to establish support for administra-
tion views and lead public opinion into
agreement, Yet, as we shall see, there is
considerable doubt about the ability of
these leaders to convince the public, and
—perhaps even more important—there is
little comfort for the administration in the
teaders’ opinions. On a number of key
matters the leaders disagree with the Re-
agan administration just as much as, or
even more, than the public.

GAPS BETWEEN THE PUBLIC AND
FOREIGN POLICY LEADERS

The largest gaps in policy preferences that
we found between the public and foreign
policy leaders are displayed in Table VI-5.
The table gives the percentage of the pub-
lic favoring a particular position; the per
centage of leaders; and the size of the gap
between them, that is, the percentage
of leaders minus the percentage of the
pubtic.

As we have noted before, there isa large
gap {44%) in the proportions favoring an
active part for the U.S. in world affairs.
The leaders express much more inter
nationalist and interventionist sentiments
generally, and this is clear on a number of
specific topics as well,

The biggest differences are those dis-
cussed in Chapter IV on economic rela-
tionships. The leaders were much more
tikely than the public, by about forty-five
percentage points, to support economic
aid in general and aid to black Africa and
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Central America in particular. The leaders
also were much more in favor of eliminat-
ing tariffs and trade restrictions.

The gap was only a little smaller on
guestions of military aid. About 30% more
of the leaders than of the general public
favored giving arms and equipment, or
selling it, to other nations.

The leaders were also substantially
{about 30 percentage points) more likely
to favor the use of U.S. troops in a variety
of hypothetical situations: an invasion of
Saudi Arabia by Iran; of South Korea by
North Korea; or of Western Europe or
Japan by the Soviet Union. Each of these
situations involves major U.S. alliances
and/or clearly expressed national inter-
ests. In less clear-cut sifuations, however,
the leaders were less prone to favor use of
troops, most notably in the case of a Soviet
invasion of Poland., The leaders also were
less favorable than the public toward the
use of U.S. troops in the event of a Soviet
invasion of China or of imminent defeat
by rebels of the government of £l Salvador.

At the same time, the leaders were less
prone than the public to favor covert op-
erations by the CIA; indeed, a majority of
leaders opposed such operations. And the
leaders were more favorable toward a va-
riety of cooperative relationships with the
Soviet Union: selling grain and trading;
engaging in cultural, educational, and
scientific exchanges; and negotiating
arms control agreements. Many more
leaders than members of the general pub-
lic favered negotiating to reestablish eco-
nomic and politicat relations with Cuba.

More leaders favored arms control, as
well, and endorsed a mutual freeze on
nuclear weapons right now if the Soviets
would agree. The leaders also showed
somewhat more concern about human
rights, at least in the case of actively op-
posing apartheid in South Africa.

The foreign policy leaders—perhaps by
virtue of their very specialization on
foreign policy — were substantially less
concerned about the domestically-
oriented goals of protecting the jobs of
American workers or keeping up the value
of the American dollax.

Finally, the leaders differed fram the
public in less often wanting to increase the
role of the military or of the president in
the making of foreign policy.

For the Reagan administration, these

gaps between leaders and public convey a
mixed message at best. In some cases the
administration can look to these leaders
for support of policies that are not popular
with the general public. That is particu-
larly true of foreign aid {economic and
military) and resistance to tariffs or other
trade barriers. it might be true also of
certain uses of U.S. troops in clearcut
situations.

But the administration does not receive
support from the leaders on many of the
issues where it is in conflict with public
opinion, On military spending, for exam-
ple, leaders were no more likely than the
public to want to expand the defense
budget, and indeed substantially maore
leaders (41 %) than members of the public
wanted to cut it. On arms control, as we
have seen, even more leaders than mem-
hers of the public favored a nuclear
freeze.

On cooperative relationships with the
Soviet Union, too, the leaders were even
more enthusiastic than the public, con-
trary to the administration’s position. The
leaders overwhelmingly favored negotia-
tions with that béte noir of the administra-
tion, Castro’s Cuba, and disapproved of
the administration’s handling of the situa-
tion in E{ Salvador.

The leaders also differed with the ad-
ministration more than did the public in
opposing CIA covertoperations and inac-
tively opposing apartheid in South Africa.

On balance, then, there are many areas
in which the Reagan administration has
heen out of tune with the public’s desires
and in disagreement with foreign policy
leaders as well.

We have used the term “leaders” as a
shorthand way of referring to our sample
of pubiic officials and prominent indi-
viduals active in foreign affairs, but of
course we cannot be sure just how much
influence they actually have, either upon
the public or in policymaking itself. Re-
cent scholarly research using our 1974
and 1978 surveys has documented that
substantial gaps between leaders and pub-
lic also existed in those earlier years.
Moreover, the gaps were much the same
size and concerned much the same topics
as in the 1982 survey, suggesting that little
if any change of leadership opinion oc-
curred in the interim. (Robert W. Olden-
dick and Barbara Ann Bardes, *"Mass and
Elite Foreign Policy Opinions,” Public
Opinion Quarterly 46 (fall 1982), pp.
368-382.)
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