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Introduction

One of the great long-term challenges facing the
United States is how it responds to the emergence
of China and India as potential great powers in the
twenty-first century. These two nations account for
nearly 40 percent of the world’s population, and
within twenty years will almost certainly be two
of the world’s four largest economies. Their rapid,
broad-based growth is altering trade and geostrate-
gic relations in Asia and internationally.

China has become a global manufacturing
power and is already displacing the United States
as the primary trading partner for many nations.
It is utilizing increased East Asian economic inter-
dependence and skillful diplomacy to co-opt the
interests of its neighbors and assert its influence
throughout Asia. China’s economic and political
cloutis also increasingly felt well beyond Asia, espe-
cially in countries and regions that China regards as
important for its growing energy needs. Its military
spending has aroused concern in the region and
the United States. In the United States there is a
far-reaching debate as to whether there is a “China
threat” and whether cooperation or containment is
the right long-term approach toward China.

India has leveraged its highly educated work-
force to position itself as a leader in global technol-
ogy and services. The country is pursuing a strategic
partnership with the United States and new promi-
nence in global affairs. While the Indian govern-
ment resists being a party to containment of China,
many in the United States regard India as a critical

player in the long-term Asian balance of power.
The current U.S. administration clearly shares this
view and has gone so far as to offer to reestablish
the civilian nuclear relationship with India even
though some claim this may undermine U.S. non-
proliferation policies. At the same time, China and
India acknowledge each other’s emerging power,
have developed healthy two-way trade, and have
worked hard to manage border disputes.

The rise of China and India could eventually
result in a realignment of the international order
by creating multiple poles of power and influence.
The United States will face increased challenges
to its military, economic, political, and cultural
hegemony. In particular, the United States will be
constrained in the policy tools it can employ uni-
laterally and will need to incorporate into its policy
process the greater influence that China and India
will have with other nations and within interna-
tional institutions.

These challenges to the United States come
at a time when the country is preoccupied inter-
nationally with military engagements in Iraq and
Afghanistan and concerns about Iranian and North
Korean nuclear developments. Over the longer
term, substantial budget and current account defi-
cits will force the United States to make important
choices about how it responds to the emergence of
China and India as major players in regional and
global economic and security affairs. Many ana-
lysts believe that it will be unwise, if not impos-
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sible, to contain China. Instead, it is argued, the
United States will need to become actively engaged
in facilitating sustained economic development
in China and India and cooperative relationships
in the international community. Close coopera-
tion between the three nations will be crucial in
responding to a host of mutual concerns such as
failing states, nuclear proliferation, international
terrorism, climate change, energy and resource
competition, transnational health threats, and
open global trade.

One of the key factors influencing policymaking
in these countries will be public opinion. It is criti-
cal to develop a better understanding of how the
publics in the United States, China, India, and other
key Asian countries view the rise of China and India
and how the United States should respond. Should
the United States help China and India to develop?
Will their rise pose a challenge to U.S. leadership
and, if so, is this a good thing? What are perceptions
of the U.S. military presence in Asia? How will the
U.S. strategic relationship with key Asian coun-
tries be influenced by the rise of China? What are
Chinese and Indian perceptions of their nations’
international challenges and opportunities and
their respective roles as emerging great powers? Are
there areas of potential collaboration between the
United States, China, and India to address transna-
tional problems?

The understanding of attitudes toward and
within China and India need to be framed by a
broad grasp of American public perceptions of
world affairs, the challenges facing the United
States today, and U.S. policy options. What role do
Americans want their nation to play in the world?
Are Americans moving in the direction of neo-iso-
lationism, as some fear in view of the Iraq expe-
rience? What foreign policy tools do Americans
want the United States to employ in responding to
emerging challenges?

In order to shed light on attitudes in these
important areas, The Chicago Council on Global
Affairs, working in partnership with the Asia Society,
has focused its 2006 study of U.S. and international
public opinion on the rise of China and India and
its implications for the international order and
U.S. foreign policy. The survey includes polling
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undertaken by The Chicago Council in the United
States, China, and India, with parallel surveys car-
ried out by the East Asia Institute in South Korea
and the Lowy Institute for International Policy in
Australia. The comparative analysis of American,
Chinese, Indian, South Korean, and Australian pub-
lic attitudes on a wide range of issues comprises the
major part of this report. In a departure from previ-
ous Chicago Council studies, there is no separate
report that focuses exclusively on the U.S. data. The
U.S. findings have been integrated into this report
in both the first chapter, which assesses the overall
American outlook on the world and in the subse-
quent chapters, which address issues related to the
rise of China and India.

The Chicago Council has additionally under-
taken a separate collaborative project with the
Japan Economic Foundation that includes a parallel
Japanese survey. The results of the Japan survey will
be released in November 2006 in a report that high-
lights the comparison of American and Japanese
opinion with special reference to China and India.
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Executive Summary

Part I:
The U.S. Worldview

The Global U.S. Position

More than three years after the toppling of Saddam
Hussein’s regime in Iraq, raging violence in the
country continues to dominate the headlines.
Despite the controversy surrounding U.S. engage-
ment in Iraq, Americans overall are not turning
away from their broad internationalist stance, but
remain committed to an active international role.
They continue to be most concerned about terror-
ism and nuclear proliferation as well as job security.
Concern about global warming and energy sup-
plies is on the rise. They see the United States as the
world’s most influential country by far and prefer it
to remain that way. They recognize the rising influ-
ence of India and, especially, China. While slightly
more Americans think the United States and China
are mostly rivals than partners, most favor friendly
cooperation and engagement with China, and most
say they want to work together with China and India
on solving a number of specific problems.

* Strong majorities of Americans think the Iraq war
has not reduced the threat of terrorism and will
not lead to the spread of democracy in the Middle
East. Two-thirds agree that the war has worsened
America’s relations with the Muslim world.
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* Americans continue to support an active role
for the United States in world affairs but do not
want to play the role of world policeman. They
prefer that the United States do its share to solve
international problems together with other
countries.

e Americans place their country significantly ahead
of all others in terms of influence in the world
today and prefer that other countries have sig-
nificantly less influence. A slight majority thinks
maintaining superior military power worldwide
is a very important foreign policy goal.

* In ten years, Americans see China’s influence as
rising to second behind the United States. In fifty
years, they predict that another nation will either
become as powerful as the United States or sur-
pass it.

e International terrorism, the possibility of
unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers,
and disruption in energy supply are the top
three threats that the most Americans consider
critical to the country’s vital interests among a
list of thirteen asked about. There is much less
concern about economic competition from other
countries or about possible conflicts in Asia,
including conflicts on the Korean Peninsula,
between China and Taiwan, or between India and
Pakistan.



* Protecting the jobs of American workers is the
top-ranking foreign policy goal, considered very
important by more Americans than any other.

International Engagement

Most Americans want to pursue their foreign policy
goals chiefly through cooperative and multilateral
means, with a large role for the United Nations.
Even so, they continue to support a strong military
presence around the world and appear willing to
take unilateral action if necessary in cases where
they believe the stakes are high.

* A solid majority of Americans support joint deci-
sion making within the United Nations and nearly
three-quarters support compliance with an
adverse WTO rulings. Large majorities favor steps
to strengthen the United Nations, including giving
it the authority to go into countries to investigate
human rights violations and to regulate the inter-
national arms trade. They also support expanding
the UN Security Council to include membership
by Japan, Germany, India, and Brazil.

e Support is strong for participating in interna-
tional treaties and agreements, including the
Kyoto agreement to reduce global warming, the
International Criminal Court, and the agreement
on inspections under the treaty banning biologi-
cal weapons.

* Americans support keeping the number of mili-
tary bases around the world the same as it is
now and having bases in South Korea, Germany,
Japan, Guantanamo Bay in Cuba, Saudi Arabia,
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Turkey. They do not, how-
ever, support having a base in Pakistan.

e Support for using U.S. troops abroad is stron-
gest for humanitarian operations and to stop the
spread of nuclear weapons. Americans do not
favor using troops in potential conflicts between
Israel and the Palestinians, North and South Korea,
India and Pakistan, or China and Taiwan. They are
strongly against using troops to install democratic
governments in states where dictators rule.

e Americans believe nuclear weapons should only
be used in response to a nuclear attack. They are
notin favor of the deal to sell civilian nuclear tech-
nology to India. They believe the United Nations
should have the right to authorize force to pre-
vent countries from acquiring nuclear weapons
and that countries should have the right to go to
war if they believe another country is acquiring
weapons of mass destruction that could be used
against them in the future.

* Americans overwhelmingly believe Iran is try-
ing to develop nuclear weapons. Three-quarters
prefer nonmilitary means to stop Iran’s weap-
ons program, including economic sanctions
and diplomacy. A majority thinks the United
States should undertake a military strike only if
the United Nations authorizes it and other allies
participate.

Economics and Trade

Americans put a very high priority on protecting the
jobs of American workers. They support globaliza-
tion overall, but their feelings about international
trade are somewhat mixed, and they believe that
some countries are practicing unfair trade. They
support agreements to lower trade barriers as long
as there are protections for workers who lose their
jobs, but are generally opposed to free trade agree-
ments with specific countries.

* A majority of Americans believe globalization
is mostly good for the United States. They judge
international trade as good for U.S. consumers,
the U.S. economy, and American companies, but
bad for job creation and job security in the United
States. A majority believes outsourcing is mostly
bad because of job losses in the United States.

e Americans think Mexico, India, and especially
China practice unfair trade with the United States.
While only approximately one-third of Americans
oppose agreements to lower trade barriers gener-
ally, majorities oppose free trade agreements with
China, India, and South Korea.
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e Americans believe they are the world’s leader in
developing new products and technologies, but
see China, India, and South Korea as rising in this
area within ten years.

e A plurality of Americans want legal immigration
to be decreased, though this number has dropped
from 2004, while the number for keeping the level
of immigration the same has increased.

Global Challenges

Americans are concerned about and support action
to address global problems such as environmental
degradation and human rights violations.

e A plurality of Americans say global warming is
a serious enough problem that steps should be
undertaken now to combat it even if they are
costly. Majorities also say improving the global
environmental is a very important foreign policy
goal and that China, India, and the United States
should work together to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. An overwhelming majority thinks that
trade agreements should have minimum stan-
dards for protection of the environment.

e Large majorities of Americans think the United
Nations has not only the right but the respon-
sibility to authorize the use of military force to
protect people from severe human rights viola-
tions such as genocide. Americans are also will-
ing to use U.S. troops to stop genocide and deal
with humanitarian crises, including in the Darfur
region of the Sudan. Two-thirds are against weak-
ening the rules on torture of prisoners.

Part Il:
China and India in a Rising Asia

The Rise of China

The Chinese believe their country is a significant
and growing power in the world and show strong
support for its economic and military rise. They do
not appear to be particularly alarmed by potential
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threats to vital interests except for the spread of
epidemic disease, and they consider foreign policy
goals related to economic security to be the most
important. While people in other countries are
more modest in their assessment of China’s power
and influence, they recognize its growing status and
appear to be mostly comfortable with China’s eco-
nomic ascent, though Americans show some wari-
ness. While there is some nervousness about China
converting its growing economic power into mili-
tary power, relations with China are viewed posi-
tively, and other countries want to work together
with China to solve regional and world problems.

e Chinese see their influence in the world today
as second only to the United States and believe
they will pull even with the United States in terms
of influence within ten years. They prefer their
country to have more influence than any other
and highly favor China taking an active part in
world affairs. They overwhelmingly view the
prospect of China becoming more powerful eco-
nomically and militarily as positive.

e Chinese view their country fourth behind the
United States, Japan, and Germany as a leader in
developing new products and technologies and
see China rising to second place but not surpass-
ing the United States in ten years in this area.
One-half of the Chinese public thinks China’s
economy will someday grow to be as large as the
U.S. economy.

* The threat of epidemics such as AIDs and avian
fluis considered a critical threat by more Chinese
than any other assessed threat. Disruption in
energy supply is the only other threat considered
critical by a majority.

e People in the United States, India, and South
Korea rate China’s influence in the world today
lower than do the Chinese themselves. While they
seeitrisingin tenyears, all countries see the influ-
ence of the United States remaining well ahead.

e Americans are divided about whether China
becoming significantly more powerful eco-



nomically would be mainly positive or negative.
Indians are also somewhat divided, but view it
mostly positively. South Koreans clearly think
this would be positive. However, majorities in the
United States and South Korea and a plurality in
India view the growth of Chinese military power
as mainly negative.

* The Asian countries surveyed all have warm feel-
ings toward China, though Americans give it a
cool rating. Only Australians trust China to act
responsibly in the world, and more Americans,
South Koreans, and Indians think China practices
unfair trade than think the opposite.

* Asian countries surveyed have a positive view of
China’s role in resolving key problems facing Asia,
while a plurality of Americans have a negative
view. Overall, China’s relations with other
countries are seen as at least staying the same
if not improving. The U.S.-China relationship is
seen as more of a rivalry than a partnership on
both sides, while the China-India relationship is
seen as more of a partnership than a rivalry on
both sides. A majority of Americans think China
and India are rivals.

The Rise of India

Indians are bullish on their country’s role in Asia
and the world and on its prospects for the future,
but still look to the United States as the world’s
leader. While their self-assessment is more mod-
est than that of the Chinese, Indians already see
themselves as more influential in the world than
China and as gaining on the United States. India
is in many respects well regarded by people in the
United States and in Asia and is recognized as a
country on the rise. India is, however, still in the
shadow of China and to a lesser extent Japan.

* Indians view their influence in the world today
and in Asia as ahead of China and second only to
the United States. They also view themselves as a
leader in developing new products and technolo-
gies, again, only behind the United States.

e In ten years they see themselves as gaining on the
United States in terms of influence in the world
and innovation, but do not believe they will equal
or surpass the United States.

* Indians favor an active role for India in world
affairs and see the prospect of becoming more
powerful economically and militarily as mainly
positive. Three-quarters favor gaining a seat in
the UN Security Council.

e Like the Chinese, Indians feel quite threatened by
potential epidemic diseases, but also show sig-
nificant concern about international terrorism,
unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers,
tensions with neighboring Pakistan, and Islamic
fundamentalism.

* The highest foreign policy priorities according
to the Indian public are combating international
terrorism and preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons along with economic concerns: protect-
ing jobs, promoting economic growth, and secur-
ing adequate energy supplies. Combating world
hunger also places high.

* Among the publics in China, the United States,
and South Korea, India places at the bottom of
the list of nine countries asked about in terms of
world influence today. In ten years, India’s influ-
ence is seen as rising, but not by much, placing
last again in almost all cases.

* India is also not recognized as a leading source of
innovation today, and while it is seen as rising in
ten years more than other countries, it still places
low compared to other countries.

* Feelings toward India are rather warm, except in
the United States, where they are slightly cool.
Chinese, Americans, and South Koreans view
India’s economic rise as mainly positive. India
is also recognized as a fair trader by the Chinese
and South Koreans, but not by Americans.

* A majority of Chinese also see India’s growing
military power as mainly positive, though strong
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majorities in the United States and South Korea
say the opposite.

 Trust of India is generally low, though the Chinese
mistrust the United States more. Roughly one-
half of people in the United States, China, and
South Korea think India is playing a positive role
in resolving problems facing Asia.

¢ Americans, Australians, and South Koreans all see
their relations with India as staying the same, with
more saying they are improving than worsening.
A plurality of Chinese say they are improving.
Chinese and Americans both view their relation-
ships with India as partnerships.

Japan, South Korea, and Australia

Japan

The view of Japan differs widely among the surveyed
countries. While historical legacy casts a shadow on
Japan’s relations with China and South Korea, views
among Americans, Indians, and Australians are
much more positive.

* Chinese and South Koreans show very cool feel-
ings toward Japan, have little trust in its actions,
and think relations with Japan are worsening.
Nevertheless, a plurality of Chinese think Japan
is playing a positive role in resolving problems
in Asia and only a very small number of Chinese
think differences between China and Japan can-
not be resolved.

e Australians, Americans, and Indians all have
warm feelings toward Japan and a favorable
impression of its trade practices. All three see
relations with Japan as the same or improving
and view it as a responsible and reliable actor in
the world. Three-quarters of Americans say the
United States and Japan are partners rather than
rivals and support Japan becoming a permanent
member of the UN Security Council. However, a
plurality of Americans now thinks China is more
important than Japan.
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South Korea

Attitudes toward South Korea among surveyed
nations are somewhat mixed, though tend toward
the positive.

* Chinese have by far the warmest regard for South
Korea. A majority of Chinese think relations with
South Korea are improving and see it as play a
positive role in resolving key problems facing
Asia.

* Americans have somewhat cool feelings toward
South Korea. They see relations overall as staying
the same, though more say relations are worsen-
ing than improving.

* Feelings among Indians are more neutral, and
the view of relations with South Korea is gener-
ally that they are improving.

Australia

Australia is viewed positively by all countries sur-
veyed, with the warmest feelings from Americans.
The country is not viewed as very influential in
Asia, though Australians believe they have more
influence than others believe they have.

The United States: The View from Asia

The countries surveyed regard the United States as
the most important player in the world and in Asia
today and for the next ten years. However, they are
concerned about the reliability and responsibility
of the United States and do not believe that U.S.
power will remain dominant over the longer term.
Many, especially the Chinese, are uncomfortable
with the U.S. military presence in the region.

* Chinese, Indians, and South Koreans all see U.S.
influence today as substantially above any other
country and do not predict much of a decline in
influence over the next ten years, even as oth-
ers gain in influence. In fifty years, a majority in
all countries (China, India, South Korea, and the



United States) believes another nation will become
as powerful or surpass the United States in power.

* Feelings toward the United States overall are
warm, though Chinese feelings are much more
neutral and the United States ranks next to last of
fifteen countries asked about in China.

¢ Chinese, Indians, and Australians want the United
States to have less influence in the world than
it does now, but most think it would be mainly
negative if the United States became significantly
less powerful economically and militarily than
it is now (a plurality of Indians think it would be
mostly positive if the United States became sig-
nificantly less powerful militarily).

* Asians agree with Americans that the Iraq war
has not reduced the threat of terrorism, will not
lead to the spread of democracy in the Middle
East, and has worsened relations with the Muslim
world. Trust in the United States to act responsibly
in the world is low and trade practices are viewed
rather negatively. Nevertheless, relations overall
are seen as staying the same or improving.

e The United States is also seen as having more
influence in Asia than any other country and is
viewed as playing a positive role in resolving key
problems facing Asia.

* Nevertheless, Chinese are clearly against the U.S.
military presence in Asia, preferring fewer U.S.
bases and opposing bases in Japan, Pakistan,
South Korea, and Afghanistan. They also think
the U.S. military presence in East Asia decreases
stability and want it decreased. Indians are more
ambivalent on all accounts.

Great Power Relations in Asia
(China, India, the United States, and Japan)

The emergence of China and India as Asian pow-
ers does not, so far, appear to be raising great anxi-
ety among Americans, Indians, and Chinese about
peace and stability in the region. The greatest ten-

sions exist in the China-Japan relationship, but
there is not a feeling that the problems between the
countries cannot be resolved. The role of the United
States as an important player in the region is not in
doubt, and while there is not a great deal of trust
between countries, there is strong desire to work
together to resolve regional and global challenges.

* While both Indians and Chinese favor taking an
active role in world affairs and clearly view their
countries as important and rising powers, they
appear to be focused on threats and concerns
closer to home than on traditional big-power
concerns.

* Bilateral relations are seen as improving—China
and India with the United States, India and China
with each other, and India with Japan. Only in the
case of China’s relations with Japan is the picture
more negative.

e All countries view their relationships with the
others as partnerships rather than rivalries except
for the U.S.-China relationship, which is seen by
small margins as a rivalry, and the unambiguous
rivalry between China and Japan.

e Despite some tension between China and the
United States, Chinese say relations with the
United States are improving, and Americans say
China is more important to the United States
than Japan.

¢ Chinese and Indians both see the United States
as more important than Japan (in China’s case)
and China (in India’s case) to their respective
countries.

e Trust is low between these countries in terms of
acting responsibly in the world, keeping commit-
ments, and taking into account other’s interests.
However, all nations favor working together to
reduce competition for energy resources, stop the
spread of nuclear weapons to countries in Asia,
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, among
others.
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Regional Troublespots

Potential conflicts between China and Taiwan,
India and Pakistan, and North and South Korea do
not generate great concern among most respon-
dents in this study.

* Relatively small numbers of Americans, Indians,
South Koreans, and Australians view the China-
Taiwan conflict as a critical threat. A solid major-
ity of Americans oppose using U.S. troops to
defend Taiwan.

* A slim majority of Indians do consider ten-
sions between India and Pakistan to be a critical
threat, though no other country surveyed does.
Americans do not favor the use of U.S. troops
as part of an international force to keep peace
between the two countries.

e The threat on the Korean Peninsula is also not
seen by large numbers of people as a critical
threat or potential source of conflict in the future,
even among South Koreans themselves. In fact,
concern among South Koreans about the threat
from North Korea has declined from 2004. Nearly
three-quarters of South Koreans believe the con-
flict can be resolved through diplomatic pressure
on North Korea.

Part Ill:
Addressing Global Challenges

Nuclear Proliferation

* Majorities in the United States, Australia, and
India consider the possibility of unfriendly coun-
tries becoming nuclear powers as a critical threat.
One-halfof South Koreans and less than one-third
of Chinese are of the same opinion. Preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons is considered a
very important foreign policy goal by a majority
in all these countries.

¢ Americans, Chinese, South Koreans, and Indians
support participation in the treaty that prohibits
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nuclear weapon test explosions worldwide and
in the agreement on inspections under the treaty
banning biological weapons.

* Americans and Chinese are against the deal to

sell civilian nuclear technology to India, while a
plurality of Indians are for it.

* Americans and Indians believe a country should

have the right to go to war with another country
if it has strong evidence the country is acquir-
ing weapons of mass destruction that might be
used against it in the future. South Koreans do
not believe countries should have this right and
Chinese are divided. However, respondents in all
these countries agree that the United Nations has
the right to authorize force to prevent a country
from acquiring nuclear weapons.

e Americans, Chinese, and Indians also agree that

nuclear weapons should only be used in response
to a nuclear attack.

The Case of Iran

 All countries surveyed believe Iran is trying to

produce nuclear weapons.

e Americans, Chinese, and Indians say they would

supporta U.S. military strike against Iran’s nuclear
facilities only if the United Nations authorizes it
and other allies participate. However, majorities in
all three countries prefer nonmilitary approaches,
including economic sanctions (Americans) and
diplomatic efforts (Chinese, Indians).

Environment and Epidemic Diseases

* Globalwarmingis abig concernin all countries sur-

veyed, with South Koreans and Australians showing
the greatest sense of alarm. Only small percent-
ages believe the evidence for global warming is so
weak that no action with economic costs should be
taken. Americans, Australians, and Chinese agree
that action should be taken now even if it involves
substantial economic costs. Indians prefer to take
a lower-cost, more gradual approach.



e Concern about the threat of AIDs, avian flu, and
other potential epidemics is very high in Asian
countries surveyed, especially China, where it
is the top threat. Americans are the least con-
cerned, with less than one-half seeing this as a
critical threat.

Energy

* Disruption in energy supply ranks near the top of
the list of critical threats in all countries surveyed
except India. Securing adequate supplies of
energy is also considered a very important foreign
policy goal by majorities in all these countries.

e Americans, South Koreans, Chinese, and Indians
say competition over vital energy resources like
oil and gas will be a somewhat or very likely
source of conflict between major powers in Asia
in the future. Large majorities in the United
States, China, and India also say it is somewhat
or very important that their countries work
together to reduce competition over energy
resources.

e Nevertheless, Chinese and Indians think countries
should have the right to go to war with another
country to preserve access to vital resources such
as energy. Americans are split on the issue.

Economic Security, Globalization, and Trade

* Protecting jobs is a very high concern in all coun-
tries surveyed.

* Globalization is seen as mostly good by majori-
ties in all countries surveyed. Majorities saying
this in China and South Korea are extremely high,
while the majority in India is small. Americans
and Australians fall in between.

* Majorities in all countries surveyed think inter-
national trade is good for their countries’ econ-
omies, consumers, companies, and their own
standards of living. While Chinese, Indians, and
South Koreans also think international trade
is good for creating jobs in their countries and

for job security for their countries’ workers,
Americans clearly think trade is bad for both.

* Very strong majorities of Americans and Chinese
favor including minimum standards for working
conditions as part of international trade agree-
ments, as does a smaller majority of Indians.

e The trading practices of China and the United
States are generally seen as unfair. India is gener-
ally seen as practicing fair trade.

e Americans, Chinese, and Indians (to a lesser
extent) favor complying with adverse WTO rul-
ings. South Koreans are against compliance.

e Support is generally high in Asia for free trade
agreements with other countries. Chinese, South
Koreans, and Indians all support agreements with
the United States and each other (where asked)
as well as Japan. Americans, however, oppose free
trade agreements with all except Japan, where a
plurality are in favor.

 Strong majorities of Chinese and South Koreans
support an East Asian free trade area including
China, Japan, and South Korea.

* Majorities of Chinese and Indians think there will
be greater economic integration among Asian
countriesin the future. Pluralities in both countries
also think there will be political integration similar
to what is occuring among European countries.

Human Rights

* Americans, Chinese, Indians, and South Koreans
think the UN Security Council should have the
right to authorize force to prevent severe human
rights violations such as genocide. All agree fur-
ther that the UN Security Council has the respon-
sibility to intervene in countries where severe
human rights violations such as genocide may
be occurring and that it has at least the right if
not the responsibility to intervene in the Darfur
region of the Sudan (not asked in South Korea).
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e Chinese and Americans believe rules against
torture should be maintained, while a plural-
ity of Indians think governments should now be
allowed to use torture if it may gain information
that saves innocent lives.

* Helpingtobringa democratic form of government
to other nations is the lowest-ranking foreign pol-
icy goal in all countries where the question was
asked (the United States, India, South Korea, and
Australia).

Multilateralism and the Use of Force

* All countries except South Korea, where opinion
is split, think their countries should be more will-
ing to make decisions within the United Nations
even if they have to go along with a policy that
is not their first choice. Majorities in all coun-
tries also favor steps to strengthen the United
Nations, including giving it the power to regulate
the international arms trade, having a standing
UN peacekeeping force, giving it authority to go
into countries to investigate human rights vio-
lations, and creating an international marshals
service that could arrest leaders responsible for
genocide.

* Asian nations surveyed all have generally warm
feelings toward the international organiza-
tions asked about. However, India’s feelings
toward ASEAN and APEC are on the cool side,
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as are American feelings toward the World Bank,
multinational corporations, the International
Monetary Fund, and the World Court. Chinese
have the warmest feelings toward international
organizations overall.

e Support among countries for participation in
international agreements is strong. In every case
in which an agreement is asked about, respon-
dents favor participation.

* Support is also strong for multilateral uses of
force through the United Nations. In addition
to the case of genocide discussed above, there
is support for the UN Security Council authoriz-
ing force to stop a country from supporting ter-
rorist groups, to defend a country that has been
attacked, and to prevent a country from acquir-
ing nuclear weapons. All but South Koreans sup-
port the UN Security Council having the right to
authorize the use of force to prevent a country
that does not have nuclear weapons from pro-
ducing nuclear fuel that could be used to produce
nuclear weapons.

e All countries surveyed also support the right of
a country right to go to war if another country
attacks it first, to maintain territorial integrity,
and if it has evidence that it is in imminent dan-
ger of being attacked. All but South Koreans sup-
port the right to go to war to stop a neighboring
country from supporting an insurgency within
their own country:.



Part I: The U.S. Worldview

The United States today faces many foreign pol-
icy challenges, including international terrorism,
nuclear proliferation, conflict in the Middle East,
the rising economic and political power of Asia,
economic competition from abroad, and threats
to energy supplies and the environment. Yet with
142,000 troops committed on the ground in Iraq
and almost daily news stories of raging violence, the
Iraq war has been the dominant foreign affairs story
since The Chicago Council’s last study in 2004. The
controversy surrounding the war, the most signifi-
cant U.S. international military engagement since
the Vietnam War, continues to heat up.

Some observers have expected the U.S. expe-
rience in Iraq, including the growing number of
U.S. casualties, to weaken Americans’ willing-
ness to remain engaged internationally, causing
them to turn inward in a new isolationism. Others
have expected that the continuing threat of ter-
rorist attacks might make the public ready to lash
out, adopting an aggressive posture toward the
world based on the unilateral use of military force.
Our study shows that neither is the case. Despite
the dominance of the Iraq war in the headlines,
Americans have not wavered from their long-held
commitment to international engagement on a
range ofimportantissues, nor have they abandoned
their sense of restraint on the use of U.S. power and
influence, favoring cooperative and multilateral
rather than unilateral foreign policies.

The U.S. Global Role

Steady Internationalism

A majority of Americans react quite negatively to
questions about the Iraq experience (see Figure I-
1). When asked whether they agree or disagree that
the threat of terrorism has been reduced by the
war, 61% disagree (35% agree). Sixty-four percent
also disagree that the war will lead to the spread of
democracy in the Middle East (32% agree). Sixty-six
percent of the public agree that the war has wors-
ened America’s relations with the Muslim world
and that the experience of the Iraqg war should make
nations more cautious about using military force to
deal with rogue states.

Despite such negative judgments about U.S.
engagement in Iraq, Americans’ general foreign
policy attitudes, including their views of critical
threats, foreign policy goals, and other policy pref-
erences, have not been much impacted.

This is confirmed most broadly on the time-
honored barometer of internationalism: the ques-
tion of whether Americans believe it would be best
for the future of the country if we take an “active
part” in world affairs rather than “stay out” of world
affairs. Since World War II about two-thirds of the
public has generally said the United States should
take an active part in world affairs, except for a drop
in the 1970s and early 1980s following the Vietham
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Figure I-1- American Views on the Iraq War

Percentage who agree or disagree with each statement.

B Agree

[ Disagree

The threat of terrorism has been reduced by the war.
The war will lead to the spread of democracy in the Middle East.

The war has worsened America’s relations with the Muslim world.

The experience of the Iraq war should make nations more cautious
about using military force to deal with rogue states.

80
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war, when support for an active role reached a low
point of 54% in 1982 (see Figure I-2). In 2006, 69%
of Americans say we should take an active part in
world affairs rather than stay out of world affairs,
statistically the same as the 67% who said so in
2004.

While Americans remain committed to inter-
national engagement, 75% of Americans say the
United States does not have the responsibility to
play the role of world policeman, that is, to fight
violations of international law and aggression wher-
ever they occur (only 22% favor such a role). This
is also statistically indistinguishable from opinion
in 2004, when 76% were against the United States
being the world’s policeman and 20% were for it.

Figure I-2 — Active Part in World Affairs

Percentage who think it will be best for the future
of the country if we take an active part in world affairs.

Trend data from 1947 through 1973 come from national suveys conducted by NORC in
Chicago. The 1974 survey was conducted by Louis Harris and Associates, Inc. Data from
1947 to 1998 were collected using face-to-face surveys. 2002 data were collected using
telephone surveys. 2004 and 2006 data were collected using Internet surveys.
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Today, 76% agree that the United States is playing
the role of world policeman more than it should be.
In 2004, before much of the bad news from Iraq,
an even higher 80% said that the United States was
playing the policeman more than it should.

Similarly, the American public’s general prefer-
ence for a multilateral approach to foreign policy
has not been at all affected by the Iraq war. Seventy-
five percent say the United States should do its share
to solve international problems together with other
countries, rejecting the idea that the United States,
as the sole remaining superpower, should continue
to be the preeminent world leader in solving inter-
national problems (just 10% favor this view) or
that the United States should withdraw from most
efforts to solve international problems (only 12%
favor this). In 2004 a very similar 78% preferred to
solve problems with other countries, and 79% said
this in 2002, before the invasion of Iraq.

100

o Perceptions of World Influence

70— and the Rise of Asia

60—

50—

‘S‘g— While few Americans want to be the preeminent

20— leader in solving world problems, they still see

13— themselves as the world’s leading power and prefer
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PPN eSO TP NES RN S it to sta¥ that way. Asked to.rate how much influ-
Sl ias iolaiolajeisjo SIS ence various countries have in the world on a scale

of zero to ten, they give the United States an aver-
age rating of 8.5, well above the 6.7 rating for Great
Britain, the next highest rating given (see Figure
I-3). China and Japan are seen as having the next



highest level of global influence, both at an average
of 6.4, with the European Union next at 6.0. Russia,
Germany, France, and India are seen as having rela-
tively less influence.

When asked how much influence Americans
want countries to have on the same ten-point scale,
they put the United States clearly on top, giving it
an 8.2 average rating (see Figure I-3). This time,
however, Japan and the European Union are next
in line (Britain was not asked about), though well
below the United States, at 5.8 and 5.7, respectively.
Americans want China to have significantly less
influence (4.6) than they think it has now (6.4).

This desire for the United States to maintain
its leading world position is reflected in the 55% of
Americans who see maintaining superior military
power worldwide as a very important foreign policy
goal. About one-half (49% to 46%) even say that the
United States should make “active efforts” to ensure
that no other country becomes a superpower. This
is similar to results in 2004 (52% in favor of active
efforts and 41% against), though it does show a
slight move against making active efforts to ensure
no other country becomes a superpower.

Figure I-3 — Influence of Countries in the World:
The American View
Ratings by Americans of how much influence in the world
the following countries have now, should have,
and will have ten years from now (see also Appendix A).
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not
influential at all and 10 meaning extremely influential.
Difference
Will have between
Should
Has now 10 years has now
have )
from now and will
have
United States 8.5 8.2 8.0 -0.5
Great Britain 6.7 na 6.4 -0.3
China 6.4 4.6 6.8 +0.4
Japan 6.4 5.8 6.6 +0.2
European 6.0 5.7 6.1 +0.1
Union
Russia 5.6 na 5.6 --
Germany 55 na 5.7 +0.2
France 4.9 na 4.9 -
India 4.8 4.4 5.4 +0.6

Looking forward, however, Americans are well
aware that the world balance of power is changing.
Average ratings on the ten-point scale of how much
world influence various countries will have ten years
from now indicate that Americans expect drops in
U.S. and British power and rises in the influence of
China and India. They see China as overtaking both
Britain and Japan to occupy second place in world
influence after the United States (see Figure I-3).

In fact, 60% of Americans believe that China’s
economy will grow to be as large as the U.S. econ-
omy within two decades or so. With China presum-
ably in mind, only 40% of Americans foresee that in
the next fifty years the United States will continue
to be the world’s leading power; most say that either
another nation will become as powerful as the
United States (39%) or that the United States will be
surpassed in power by another nation (16%).

Most Americans’ reactions to the rise of China
are restrained and nuanced. Americans distinguish
clearly between rising Chinese economic power,
with which they are generally comfortable, and
increased military or geopolitical power, about
which many are uneasy or alarmed. Americans’
overall feelings toward China are rather cool, aver-
aging just 40 degrees on a 100-degree “feeling
thermometer,” where 50 is neutral. This is down 4
degrees since 2004, though not too different from
their feelings toward Indonesia (a 41-degree aver-
age rating), South Korea (44 degrees), or India (46
degrees). While slightly more Americans think the
United States and China are mostly rivals than
mostly partners, most favor friendly cooperation
and engagement with China, and most say they
want to work together with China and India on
solving a number of specific problems (see Part II,
The Rise of China, for a further discussion of views
toward China).

Threats to U.S. Interests

While there is clearly some concern among
Americans about China, the threat of China’s rise
as a world power ranks low compared to concern
about other threats facing the United States. When
Americans are asked about a list of possible threats
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Figure I-4 — Critical Threats to U.S. Vital Interests

Percentage who see each of the following as a critical threat to U.S. vital interests in the next ten years.

Change
from
2004

International terrorism

The possibility of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers
Disruption in energy supply

Large numbers of immigrants and refugees coming into the U.S.
AIDS, avian flu, and other potential epidemics

Global warming

Islamic fundamentalism

Instability and conflict on the Korean Peninsula

The development of China as a world power

Economic competition from low-wage countries

Economic competition from Asian countries

A confrontation between mainland China and Taiwan

Tensions between India and Pakistan

-1

+9

+5

N/A

+3

N/A

N/A

80

to the vital interests of the United States in the next
ten years, the threats of international terrorism and
of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers
continue to be viewed as the most “critical” threats
(see Figure 1-4). Fully 97% and 96% of the public,
respectively, see those threats as at least “impor-
tant,” if not critical, with only 2% and 3% saying they
are “not important” threats at all. International ter-
rorism has topped the list of critical threats in each
Council survey since 1998, even before 9/11, while
the threat of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear
powers has been at or near the top since it was first
asked in 1984 and is up 5 percentage points since
the 2004 survey. Overall, the level of alarm about
these issues has remained relatively stable since
2004, after having risen in 2002 in the aftermath of
9/11 and then dropping back dramatically in 2004.

New to the list and also generating relatively
high concern is disruption in energy supplies, with
59% considering this a critical threat. The only other
threat that a majority of Americans consider critical
is large numbers of immigrants and refugees com-
ing into the United States (51%).
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The biggest changes from the Chicago Council’s
last study in 2004 are the nine-point drop in con-
cern about the threat of AIDS, avian flu, and other
potential epidemics (from 58% to 49% critical) and
the nine-pointrise in concern about global warming
(from 37% to 46% critical). The latter reflects increas-
ing concern about the environment evident across
the study (see The Environment, page 28). Concern
about Islamic fundamentalism is also on the rise, up
5 percentage points to 43%, though nowhere near
its 2002 high in the aftermath of 9/11.

By contrast, the rise of China as a world
power is viewed as a critical threat by only 36%
of Americans, only slightly higher than concern
about the threat of economic competition from
“low-wage countries” (32% critical), which is low
and dropping. Americans are even less concerned
about the threat of economic competition specifi-
cally from Asian countries, with only 24% viewing
this as critical. Strikingly, the other possible threats
asked about, all emanating from Asia, also do not
greatly alarm Americans. Instability and conflict on
the Korean Peninsula is viewed as a critical threat



by 38% of Americans, generating the most con-
cern. But a confrontation between mainland China
and Taiwan is seen as a critical threat by just 18%
of Americans, and tensions between India and
Pakistan, two of the world’s newest nuclear powers,
is seen as a critical threat by only 17%.

Goals of U.S. Foreign Policy

Given the continued concern about threats from
around the world, Americans show no sign of
turning away from international engagement by
downgrading foreign policy goals. Instead, higher
proportions of the public now attribute great
importance to ten of the twelve goals that were
included in the 2004 survey (see Figure I-5). The
biggest changes in those goals considered “very
important” are for maintaining superior military
power worldwide (up 5 percentage points), com-
bating world hunger (up 5 points), and, especially,
improving the global environment (up 7 points.)
Some of the other changes are small and would

not be statistically significant on their own, but the
overall pattern is unmistakable.

Consistent with the perceptions of threats to
U.S. interests, two of the top-ranked goals are pre-
venting the spread of nuclear weapons (called a
very important goal by 74%) and combating inter-
national terrorism (called very important by 72%).
These goals have placed at or near the top of the list
in every Chicago Council survey in which they were
included. Securing adequate supplies of energy is
also called very important by 72%, up 3 points since
2004 and consistent with concerns about disrup-
tion of energy supplies.

Topping all of these, however, is the goal of pro-
tecting the jobs of American workers (76% call this
very important), despite the relatively low place-
ment of economic competition from low-wage
countries and from Asian countries on the list of
perceived threats to U.S. vital interests. Job protec-
tion for American workers has long been a hot-but-
ton issue, appearing at or near the top of this list in
every Council survey for more than two decades.

Figure I-5 - U.S. Foreign Policy Goals
Percentage who think the following should be a very important foreign policy goal of United States.

Change
from
2004

Protecting the jobs of American workers

Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons

Combating international terrorism

Securing adequate supplies of energy

Promoting economic growth

Controlling and reducing illegal immigration

Maintaining superior military power worldwide

Improving the global environment

Combating world hunger

Strengthening the United Nations

Promoting and defending human rights in other countries
Protecting weaker nations against foreign aggression
Helping to improve the standard of living of less developed nations

Helping to bring a democratic form of government to other nations

76 -2

74 +1

72 +1

72 +3
62 N/A

58 -1
55 +5
+7
+5
+2
N/A
+4
+4

+3

40 50 60 70 80
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Figure I-6 — Multilateralism
Accepting UN Decisions

Percentage who agree or disagree with the following:
When dealing with international problems, the United
States should be more willing to make decisions within the
United Nations even if this means that the United States
will sometimes have to go along with a policy that is not its
first choice.

B Agree

B Disagree
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80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

Complying with WTO Rulings

Percentage who think the United States, in general, should
or should not comply if another country files a complaint
with the World Trade Organization and it rules against the
United States.

[ should not comply

__

I I I I I I I
80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

Il Should comply

The fact that it again outranks combating terrorism
as a goal of U.S. foreign policy highlights concern
about economic security. Indeed, not far behind are
promoting economic growth (62% very important)
and controlling and reducing illegal immigration
(58% very important). Concerns about job security
are also evident in responses to questions about
international trade (see International Trade, pages
23-24).

The other two goals deemed very important by
a majority of Americans are maintaining superior
military power worldwide (55%) and improving the
global environment (54%), both of which, as men-
tioned, have moved up since 2004. Strengthening
the United Nations is a very important goal for 40%
of Americans, up 2 points from 2004, but still rela-
tively low historically in these surveys.

Humanitarian goals have never had the highest
priority among Americans, with the possible excep-
tion of combating world hunger, which is called
very important by a substantial 48%. But the goals
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of promoting and defending human rights in other
countries, protecting weaker nations against foreign
aggression, and helping to improve the standard of
living in less developed countries are considered
very important goals by only 28%, 22%, and 22%,
respectively. At the very bottom of the list, despite
much official rhetoric about spreading democracy
abroad, comes the goal of helping to bring a demo-
cratic form of government to other nations, which a
bare 17% of Americans call very important. Ratings
of democracy promotion as a very important goal
dropped sharply (by 10 percentage points) between
2002 and 2004 after the invasion of Iraq; they may
now have rebounded a bit but remain near the 2004
floor of just 14% saying very important.

Still, a focus on “very important” responses
should not obscure the fact that large majorities of
Americans see all these humanitarian goals as at
least “somewhat important.” Fully 87% consider
protecting weaker nations against aggression to be
atleast somewhat important; 86% say the same thing
about protecting human rights; 82% about improv-
ing standards of living; and 74% call even democracy
promotion at least a somewhat important goal.

International Engagement

Multilateralism and the United Nations

Most Americans want to pursue their foreign policy
goals chiefly through cooperative and multilateral
means, with a large role for the United Nations.
Most apparently believe that the advantages of
multilateralism—burden sharing, increased legiti-
macy and effectiveness—generally outweigh the
disadvantages of diminished sovereignty. Even so,
Americans appear willing to take unilateral action
if necessary in cases where they believe the stakes
are high.

A solid majority of Americans (60%) agree that
when dealing with international problems, the
United States should be more willing to make deci-
sions within the United Nations, even if this means
that the United States will sometimes have to go
along with a policy that is not its first choice. Only
36% disagree. This willingness to accept constraints



An agreement on inspections under the treaty banning biological weapons

The treaty that would prohibit nuclear weapon test explosions worldwide

The agreement on the International Criminal Court

The Kyoto agreement to reduce global warming

Figure I-7 — International Treaties and Agreements

Percentage who think the United States should or should not participate in the following treaties and agreements.

[ Should not participate

Il should participate

40
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on U.S. action also extends to other arenas. An even
larger majority (73%) says that if another country
files a complaint with the World Trade Organization
and it rules against the United States, as a general
rule, the United States should comply with that
decision. Just 22% say the United States should not
comply with the decision (see Figure I-6).

Figure I-8 — Thermometer of Organizations

Ratings of American feelings toward some international

organizations, with 100 meaning a very warm, favorable

feeling, 0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feeling, and
50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.

Mean temperature for each organization

™\

| _— World Health Organization 59°

| _— International human rights groups 56°
—— The United Nations 55°

—— The World Trade Organization 50°
The World Court 46°

— The World Bank 46°

— The International Monetary Fund 44°

—— Multinational corporations 42°

50° = neutral

)

Substantial majorities of Americans favor U.S.
participation in a broad range of international
treaties and agreements (see Figure I-7), includ-
ing several that have been rejected by U.S. decision
makers. Public support for these treaties, which
demonstrate commitment to international cooper-
ation, has generally remained steady since the 2002

Figure I-9 — Thermometer of Nations

Ratings of American feelings toward some countries,
with 100 meaning a very warm, favorable feeling,
0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feeling, and
50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.

Mean temperature for each nation

«———— (Great Britain 71°
s Australia 69°
| _— Japan 58°
—— Germany 57°
—— lsrael 54°

50° = neutral Mexico 47°
France 46°

L India 46°

| L— South Korea 44°

—— Indonesia 41°

"L China 40°
"L Saudi Arabia 34°
—— lIraq 27°

—— North Korea 23°
| — Iran 21°

)
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Creating an international marshals service that
could arrest leaders responsible for genocide

Giving the UN the authority to go into countries in order
to investigate violations of human rights

Having a standing UN peacekeeping force, trained
and commanded by the United Nations

Giving the UN the power to regulate the international arms trade

Giving the UN the power to fund its activities by imposing a small tax
on such things as the international sale of arms or oil

Figure I-10 - Strengthening the United Nations

Percentage who favor or oppose the following specific steps that could be taken to strengthen the United Nations.

[ oppose [ Favor from

Change

2004

N/A

N/A

and 2004 surveys, except for a 6 percentage point
dip in support for the International Criminal Court
that still leaves 71% in favor of it.

Americans’ general preference for multilateral
rather than unilateral action extends to a number
of specific economic, humanitarian, and national
security issues. At the center of Americans’ ten-
dency toward cooperative internationalism is a
respect for the United Nations and a desire to make
use of and strengthen it.

When attitudes toward eight international
organizations are measured on the 100-degree
feeling thermometer on which 50 is neutral, the
United Nations comes out on the warm side, at
55 degrees (see Figure 1-8). This puts the United
Nations below only the World Health Organization
(itself a UN agency) at 59 degrees and international
human rights groups at 56 degrees. Feelings toward
all other organizations asked about are either
neutral (the World Trade Organization) or on the
cool side (the World Bank, the World Court, the
International Monetary Fund, and multinational
corporations).

The 55-degree average thermometer rating for
the United Nations also puts it above all but four
of the fourteen individual countries we asked about
on a separate feeling thermometer (see Figure I-
9), including U.S. friends and allies Israel, Mexico,
India, France, and South Korea. Only Great Britain,
Australia, Japan, and Germany are viewed more
warmly.
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As noted, 40% of Americans say that strength-
ening the United Nations should be a very impor-
tant goal of U.S. foreign policy, and a total of 79%
say this should be at least a somewhat important
goal. Very large majorities favor specific steps to
strengthen the United Nations (see Figure I1-10):
giving the United Nations authority to go into coun-
tries in order to investigate violations of human
rights (75%); creating an international marshals
service that could arrest leaders responsible for
genocide (75%); and having a standing UN peace-
keeping force selected, trained, and commanded
by the United Nations (72%).

A lower but solid majority of Americans (60%)
favor giving the United Nations the power to reg-
ulate the international arms trade. A substantial
number—though no longer a plurality—even favors
the dramatic step of giving the United Nations the
power to fund its activities by imposing a small tax
on such things as the international sale of arms or
0il (45%). U.S. officials have along history of oppos-
ing the United Nations having direct taxing power,
regulatory power over the arms trade, or a standing
peacekeeping force, despite the provisions point-
ing in that direction in Articles 43, 45, and 47 of the
UN Charter.

Majorities of Americans favor expanding the
permanent membership of the UN Security Council
(UNSCQ) to include new world powers and develop-
ing countries, even though such expansion would
dilute U.S. influence at the United Nations. A solid



66% favor Security Council membership for Japan
(29% oppose); 62% favor adding Germany (32%
oppose); 53% are for India (42% oppose); and 52%
favor adding Brazil. Of the countries asked about,
only South Africa (45% pro, 48% con) fails to win
majority support for membership in the UNSC.
Other countries are generally less enthusiastic
about such expansion, except that India wants to
include itself on the Security Council (see Figure
11-17).

Controversies over the United Nations’ perfor-
mance and disagreements within the organization
over U.S. policy on Iraq appear to have dampened
some aspects of support for the United Nations.
Between 2004 and 2006 the average thermometer
rating for the United Nations dipped by 2 degrees,
support for more joint decision making within the
organization fell by 6 percentage points, and sup-
port for strengthening the United Nations by hav-
ing a standing peacekeeping force went down 4
percentage points. On the other hand, the propor-
tions of Americans calling the goal of strengthening
the United Nations very important and favoring UN
power to regulate the international arms trade rose
by 2 and 3 points, respectively. Overall, the study
shows that support for the UN remains solid.

Military Capability and the Use of Force

Just as Americans have maintained a broad com-
mitment to international engagement in the face of
frustration in Iraq, the Iraq war has not altered their
commitment to a strong military presence around
the world and the willingness to use force—mul-
tilaterally where possible, but unilaterally when
necessary. They are most supportive of using U.S.
troops for humanitarian purposes and to defend
themselves against what they consider the biggest
threats: nuclear proliferation and terrorism.! As in
the past, Americans are considerably more reluc-
tant to use troops in most other situations.

In keeping with the 55% of Americans who say
thatmaintaining superior military power worldwide
should be a very important goal of U.S. foreign

1. The willingness to use U.S. troops against terrorist threats
is based on past Chicago Council surveys.

Figure I-11 - Support for Military Bases Abroad
Percentage who think the United States should or should
not have military bases in the following places.

Il Should have
Change
[ Should not have from
2004
South Korea 0
Germany 0
Japan +5
Guantanamo 4
Bay in Cuba
Saudi Arabia +3
Afghanistan +5
Iraq +7
Turkey 0
Pakistan +4
I I I I I I
60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

policy, most Americans (53%) believe the United
States should continue to have about as many
long-term military bases overseas as it has now.
Twenty-seven percent want fewer bases and only
15% want more bases. More specifically, majorities
or pluralities of Americans favor having bases in
eight of nine locations asked about, including Saudi
Arabia, where we do not presently have a base (see
Figure I-11). Only in the case of Pakistan does a
plurality of Americans oppose having long-term
U.S. bases.

Support for bases in several locations has risen
since 2004, including Iraq (up 7 percentage points),
Japan (up 5), Afghanistan (up 5), and Pakistan (up
4). Only in the case of Guantanamo Bay, where con-
troversy over the treatment of suspected terrorist
prisoners has led to calls for closing the base, has
there been a drop in support—by a modest 4 per-
centage points.

While the majority of Americans generally want
the number of military bases to stay the same, there
is a slight “tilt” of opinion toward fewer rather than
more bases. As mentioned, a mere 15% favor more,
while 27% want fewer. Moreover, when reminded
that the United States currently has about 30,000
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Figure I-12 — Support for Use of U.S. Troops Overseas
Regarding circumstances that might justify using U.S. troops in other parts of the world,
percentage who favor or oppose the use of U.S. troops in the following situations.
Change
Oppose Favor from
. . 2004
To stop a government from committing genocide 4
and killing large numbers of its own people B
To deal with humanitarian crises -6
To be a part of an international peacekeeping N/A
force to stop the killing in Darfur
To stop Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons* N/A
If Iran attacked Israel N/A
To be part of an international peacekeeping force to enforce 1
a peace agreement between Israel and the Palestinians )
If North Korea invaded South Koreat +2
To ensure the oil supply -9
As part of an international force to keep the peace NA
between India and Pakistan
If China invaded Taiwan -1
To install democratic governments in states where dictators rule -1
80 80
*For a more complete set of responses on this issue, see Figure I-17.
TFor a more complete set of responses on this issue, see page 23.
troops in South Korea, 42% of Americans say this The public may assume, however, that these
is too many troops rather than too few (10%), with humanitarian operations are likely to cost little
42% saying this is about right. Similarly, while 57% and involve few U.S. casualties. When it comes to
say they want the U.S. military presence in Asia more intensive and risky uses of force, only nuclear
maintained at its present level, more want it to be threats from unfriendly powers and threats from
decreased (30%) than increased (8%). On balance, international terrorism? generally win substantial
few Americans want an increased military presence public support for unilateral—or at least not explic-
abroad, but most favor maintaining a substantial itly multilateral—action. As Figure I-12 indicates, a
presence. remarkable 62% of Americans express a readiness
Majorities of Americans also continue to sup- to consider using U.S. troops to stop Iran from
porttheuse of U.S. troops abroad in various circum- acquiring nuclear weapons. But as discussed later
stances (see Figure I-12). The highest proportions of (see page 28 in Nuclear Proliferation), this appears
the public favor troop use for humanitarian opera- to be conditional on getting UN approval and on
tions: to stop a government from committing geno- the participation of allies.
cide and killing large numbers of its own people In more traditional security situations, a major-
(71%), to deal with humanitarian crises (66%), and ity of Americans favors using U.S. troops in only one
to be part of an international peacekeeping force to situation they were asked about: if Iran attacked
stop the killing in Darfur (65%, see also Justice and Israel. Even this only generates a rather narrow, 53%

Human Rights, page 29). 2. Ibid
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to 42% majority in favor of troop use. Pluralities or
majorities oppose troop use if North Korea invaded
South Korea, to ensure the oil supply (this has
dropped 9 points since 2004), or especially if China
invaded Taiwan. The unpopularity of promoting
democracy by force is indicated by the large, 66% to
29% majority of Americans who oppose using U.S.
troops to install democratic governments in states
where dictators rule.

Americans’ lack of support for troop use in
many of these scenarios appears to be influenced
by the implication of unilateral U.S. action in ques-
tions that do not explicitly mention the generally
preferred multilateral approach. For example, in
the scenario of North Korea attacking South Korea,
the plurality opposition noted above to U.S. troop
use switches to strong support—by 65% of the pub-
lic, with just 30% opposed—if the action is clearly
stated to be multilateral, i.e., if the United States
contributes military forces, “together with other
countries, to a UN-sponsored effort to reverse the
aggression.” Past Chicago Council surveys have
found a similar, roughly 20 percentage-point jump
in public support for troop use in various inva-
sion scenarios when the action is specified to be
multilateral.

Americans are very reluctant to use nuclear
weapons. When asked to choose one of three
options for using them, only 20% embrace the offi-
cial U.S. policy that in certain circumstances the
United States should use nuclear weapons even if it
has not suffered a nuclear attack. A solid majority of
the public (58%) say that the United States should
only use nuclear weapons in response to a nuclear
attack, and an additional 20% say that the United
States should never use nuclear weapons under
any circumstances.

Economics and Trade

International Trade

Americans support globalization overall, but their
feelings about international trade are somewhat
mixed. They believe that several major trading part-
ners practice unfair trade. They judge that trade is

good for U.S. consumers and the U.S. economy,
but bad for job creation and job security in the
United States. Americans put a very high priority
on the foreign policy goal of protecting the jobs of
American workers. They favor agreements to lower
trade barriers only when there are protections for
U.S. workers.

As we have seen, neither economic competi-
tion from low-wage countries nor economic com-
petition from Asian countries is viewed as much
of a threat to U.S. interests. When asked about glo-
balization, especially the increasing connections of
our economy with others around the world, a solid
60% of the public say globalization is mostly good
for the United States, while only 35% say it is mostly
bad. Majorities say that, overall, international trade
is good (rather than bad) for consumers like them
(70%), their own standard of living (64%), the U.S.
economy (54%), and American companies (52%,
see Figure I-13). The latter two majorities are nar-
row, however, and that for American companies
has dropped by 7 percentage points since 2004.

Trade, however, is seen as having disadvantages
as well. About half of Americans (49%) say that,
overall, international trade is bad for the environ-
ment; 46% say it is good. A solid 60% say trade is
bad for creating jobs in the United States, with only

Figure I-13 — International Trade

Percentage who think international trade
is good or bad for the following.

[ B W Good

Consumers like you

Your own
standard of living

The U.S. economy

American companies

The environment

Creating jobs in the U.S.

Job security
for American workers

I I I I I I I
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Figure I-14 — Leaders in Innovation: The U.S. View
Ratings by Americans on how much the following countries
are leaders in developing new products and technologies.
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all
a leader and 10 meaning very much a leader.
Country as
a leader in Now In ten years Difference
innovation
United States 76 7.3 -0.3
Japan 6.9 7.0 +0.1
China 5.5 6.1 +0.6
Germany 53 5.6 +0.3
India 38 46 +0.8
South Korea 3.8 45 +0.7

37% saying it is good. An even larger 67% say trade
is bad for the job security of American workers.
Outsourcing, described as moving jobs to countries
where wages are lower, arouses heavy opposition.
When asked to choose one of two options as closer
to their view about outsourcing, only 21% say out-
sourcing is mostly a good thing because it results
in lower prices in the United States, which helps
stimulate the economy and create new jobs. By
contrast, 72% feel that outsourcing is mostly a bad
thing because American workers lose their jobs to
people in other countries.

While Americans have concerns about some
aspects of trade and globalization, they do not find
these concerns overwhelming. They do not favor
protectionism through tariff barriers. Instead, most
Americans favor measures to mitigate some of the
negative effects of trade such as the loss of jobs.
Asked to choose one of three arguments that comes
closest to their view about lowering trade barri-
ers such as tariffs, only 36% pick the protection-
ist response, opposing agreements to lower trade
barriers. But an even lower 15% would lower trade
barriers without government programs to help
workers who lose their jobs. A plurality (43%, down
5 points from 2004), however, favors agreements to
lower trade barriers provided the government has
programs to help workers who lose their jobs.

An overwhelming majority of Americans also
think that countries that are part of international
trade agreements should (93%) rather than should
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not (5%) be required to maintain minimum stan-
dards for working conditions. This response prob-
ably represents a mix of both humanitarian and
economic considerations, aimed at preventing the
exploitation of foreign workers as well as unfair
advantage from low-wage or exploited workers in
other countries. An overwhelming majority also
believes that trade agreements should have mini-
mum standards for protection of the environment.

Historically, Americans have been very con-
cerned about the trade practices of some of the
United States’ most vigorous economic competi-
tors. In both 1990 and 1994, for example, Chicago
Council surveys found 71% of the public saying that
Japan practiced unfair trade, with only 17% saying
trade with Japan at the time was fair. As Japan’s eco-
nomic potency has diminished, however, the pro-
portion of Americans saying Japan practice unfair
trade has dropped markedly to just 35% in 2004 and
2006.

At present, several vigorous, competitive
exporters to the United States—Mexico, India, and
especially China—are seen as practicing unfair
trade by pluralities or majorities of Americans—
by 49%, 47%, and 58%, respectively. Sentiment is
evenly divided on South Korea. Solid and in some
cases very large majorities believe that our tradi-
tional, developed-country trade partners are prac-
ticing fair trade: Canada (77%), Australia (73%), the
EU (63%), and, as mentioned, now Japan (54%).

Perhaps because of these perceptions of unfair
trade, the idea of signing free trade agreements
that would lower barriers such as tariffs with cer-
tain countries does not generate much enthusiasm
from the American public. Majorities oppose such
an agreement with China (56% to 34%), India (54%
to 36%), and South Korea (50% to 39%). A plurality,
on the other hand, favors such a trade agreement in
the case of Japan (47% to 43%).

There is also some unease about foreign invest-
ment in the United States. When asked whether
companies from each of five different countries
should or should not generally be allowed to pur-
chase a controlling interest in American compa-
nies, majorities of the public in every case say they
should not: China (71%), South Korea (67%), India



(66%), Japan (60%), or the EU (55%.) Americans are
evenly divided over whether American companies
should generally be allowed to purchase a con-
trolling interest in companies from China, South
Korea, or India, while slim majorities say it is alright
for American companies to purchase a controlling
interest in companies from EU countries (55%) or
Japan (51%).

Americans appear to recognize that other coun-
tries are gaining on the United States in product
innovation (see Figure I-14). Asked to indicate how
much of a leader various countries are at present
in developing new products and technologies, the
average respondent puts the United States firmly
in the lead (with a 7.6 mean rating), ahead of Japan
(6.9) and way ahead of China (5.5), Germany (5.3),
India (3.8), and South Korea (3.8). Looking ahead
ten years from now, the United States is still seen as
in the lead (7.3 mean rating), but by a diminished
margin over other countries. Japan moves up 0.1
to 7.0; China moves up a substantial 0.6 to 6.1; and
India (4.6), Germany (5.6), and South Korea (4.5)
are up 0.8, 0.3, and 0.7, respectively.

Immigration

Worries about immigration are a high priority for
many Americans. The threat of large numbers of
immigrants and refugees coming into the United
States has in recent years been seen as “critical” (as
opposed to important but not critical or not impor-
tant at all) by a majority of Americans. In 2006 a
majority (51%) views it as critical, enough to put
immigration in fourth place on the threat list. The
foreign policy goal of controlling and reducing ille-
gal immigration, too, has regularly been called very
important by many Americans—by 58% in 2006,
placing it sixth among fourteen goals.

Research using past Chicago Council data has
indicated that three distinct factors contribute to
Americans’ concerns about immigration. One is a
belief that immigration—particularly by low-wage
workers—tends to drive down Americans’ wages
and undermine their job security. A second fac-
tor involves cultural anxieties, or unease about the
presence in American schools and neighborhoods

Figure I-15 - Legal Immigration

Percentage who think legal immigration into the
United States should be kept at its present level,
increased, or decreased.
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of people from countries like Mexico who may act
differently or speak a foreign language. The third
factor, anew one, is the belief that immigration can
allow terrorists like the 9/11 attackers to infiltrate
the United States. Job worries, concerns about ter-
rorism, and cultural anxieties each independently
affect Americans’ attitudes about immigration,
with the former two having the biggest effects.?

Despite these worries, however, a majority
of Americans (52%) do not want the level of legal
immigration into the United States to be decreased,
with 39% saying it should be kept the same and
13% saying it should be increased (see Figure I-
15). A substantial number, though not the major-
ity, think legal immigration should be decreased
(46%). Indeed, the number who want to keep it
the same has increased by 8 percentage points
since 2004, while the number of those who want to
decrease it has dropped by the same amount. When
responses are broken down by party, a majority of
Republicans (52%)—substantially more than the
38% of Democrats—say that immigration should
be decreased. Yet contrary to a good deal of con-
ventional wisdom, the majority of Americans do
not support a total cutoff or even a reduction in
legal immigration into the United States.

3. Benjamin I. Page with Marshall M. Bouton, The Foreign
Policy Disconnect: What Americans Want from Our Leaders but
Don'’t Get (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006): 185-8 and
Table 6.3.
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Global Challenges

Nuclear Proliferation

Americans are very concerned about nuclear pro-
liferation. A large majority (69%) call the threat
of unfriendly nations becoming nuclear powers
a critical threat to the vital interests of the United
States, making it the second highest-ranking threat.
Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is called
a very important goal of U.S. foreign policy by 74%,
making it the second highest-ranking foreign policy
goal. Americans are also willing to take action to pre-
vent proliferation, including using military force.

A large majority of Americans oppose the U.S.
agreement to authorize civilian nuclear coopera-
tion with India in return for India allowing inspec-
tions of some of its nuclear power plants by the
UN'’s nuclear agency. When asked to choose one
of two arguments about the merits of this agree-
ment, 71% of Americans say that selling India civil-
ian nuclear technology is a bad idea because it will
suggest to other countries that they can develop
nuclear weapons and get away with it. Only 24%
endorse the argument that selling civilian nuclear
technology to India is a good idea because it will
strengthen U.S.-India relations and contribute to
peace and stability in Asia.

In addition to limiting the sale of nuclear tech-
nology, Americans are also receptive to the new
idea of regulating the development of nuclear fuel.
When told about the proposal to not allow certain
countries to develop nuclear fuel out of concern
that they will use it to develop nuclear weapons (as
opposed to giving all countries the right to produce
nuclear fuel for peaceful purposes, as the interna-
tional community has agreed to in the past), a solid
66% of Americans say this proposal is a good idea,
with only 31% saying it is a bad idea.

Most significantly, Americans favor sweeping
international authority to enforce nonproliferation.
Sixty-two percent (with 33% opposed) say that the
UN Security Council should have the right to autho-
rize the use of military force to prevent a country
that does not have nuclear weapons from acquiring
them. This has dropped 8 percentage points since
2004, but still leaves a solid majority of Americans
favoring the UNSC having this power.

Sixty percent of Americans (with 36% opposed)
even say that countries, on their own, should
have the right to go to war with another country
they believe may pose a threat to them if they
have strong evidence that the other country is
acquiring weapons of mass destruction that could
be used against them at some point in the future
(see Figure I-16)—a belief that may be influenced

Figure 1-16 — Going to War

Percentage who think countries, on their own, should or should not have the
right to go to war with another country they believe may pose a threat to them.

Shouldnot  [Jfll  Should

If another country attacks them first

If they have strong evidence that they are in imminent
danger of being attacked by the other country

If they have strong evidence that the other country is acquiring weapons of
mass destruction that could be used against them at some point in the future

To maintain their territorial integrity

To stop neighboring countries from supporting
an insurgency within their own country

To preserve access to vital resources such as energy
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Do you think Iran is producing enriched uranium strictly to
fuel its energy needs or do you think it is trying to develop
nuclear weapons?
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Figure I-17 - Nuclear Proliferation and Iran
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military strike against Iran’s nuclear energy facilities, do you
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by the action against Iraq that was undertaken on
this basis. Naturally, many more Americans (90%
and 79%, respectively) favor the well-established
right of a country to go to war if another country
attacks it first, or if it has strong evidence that it is
in imminent danger of being attacked by the other
country.

To be sure, believing countries have the “right”
to go to war does not necessarily imply support for
acting on that right. But the solid majority that says
countries should have the right to go to war with-
out any imminent threat (simply because weapons
could be used against them at some point in the
future) indicates just how strongly Americans fear
weapons of mass destruction, especially nuclear
weapons. Support for the right to go to war in those
circumstances is substantially higher than for stop-
ping neighboring countries from supporting an
insurgency within their own country (50%) or to

preserve access to vital resources such as energy
(47%).

Americans’ anxieties about nuclear prolifera-
tion appear to focus on Iran and North Korea, both
of which have been characterized in the media
and by U.S. officials as rogue states with potential
or actual nuclear weapons programs that could
directly threaten the United States. Americans feel
very cold toward both countries. Iran, with a frigid
21-degree average rating on the feeling thermom-
eter, and North Korea at 23 degrees (down a sub-
stantial 5 degrees from the already cold 28-degree
rating of 2004), are the countries most disliked by
Americans among the fourteen countries in the
survey (see Figure 1-9).

Americans have little doubt that Iran is pursu-
ing a nuclear weapons program (see Figure 1-17).
When asked whether Iran, which announced that
it has successfully enriched uranium, is producing
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enriched uranium strictly to fuel its energy needs or
to try to develop nuclear weapons, an overwhelm-
ing majority of Americans (80%) say they think Iran
is trying to develop nuclear weapons. Only 16% say
the uranium is for Iran’s energy needs. This percep-
tion arouses considerable worry. When asked how
much, if at all, it would concern them if Iran were
to develop nuclear weapons, 63% say “very much”
and 24% say “somewhat,” with only 9% saying “a
little” and 3% “not at all.”

Americans are ready to consider using mili-
tary force to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear
weapons. Presented a number of different circum-
stances that might justify troop use, 62% said they
would favor the use of U.S. troops to stop Iran from
obtaining nuclear weapons.

But it appears that, at least at this point,
Americans are only ready to consider doing so as
part of a multilateral effort. When asked to consider
directly the possibility of the United States under-
taking a military strike against Iran’s nuclear energy
facilities, just 18% say the United States should
undertake a military strike even if the U.S. has to
act on its own. Fifty-eight percent say the United
States should undertake a military strike, but only if
the United Nations authorizes the strike and other
allies participate; 20% oppose a military strike
altogether.

And it does not appear that even a multilateral
military strike is Americans’ current preference.
Told that the UN Security Council has asked Iran to
stop enriching uranium and asked what the Security
Council should do if Iran continues to enrich ura-
nium, only 18% say it should authorize a military
strike against Iran’s nuclear energy facilities, while
41% say the Security Council should impose eco-
nomic sanctions on Iran and 35% say it should con-
tinue diplomatic efforts to get Iran to stop enriching
uranium (3% say the Security Council should not
pressure Iran at all).

The Environment

After a temporary dip in 2004, Americans’ concerns
about the environment have rebounded. As we
have seen, a large and sharply increased number
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of Americans (46%, up 9 percentage points since
2004) see global warming as a critical threat to the
vital interests of the United States, raising it to the
upper half of the list of international threats. Many
Americans (54%, up 7 points since 2004) also say
that improving the global environment should be a
very important goal of U.S. foreign policy.

When asked to choose one of three arguments
that comes closest to their view on what to do
about global warming, only 17% of Americans say
we should not take any steps that would have eco-
nomic costs until we are sure that global warming is
really a problem. Many more (43%) say that global
warming is a serious and pressing problem and we
should begin taking steps now even if this involves
significant costs. Thirty-five percent agree that the
problem of global warming should be addressed,
but its effects will be gradual, so we can deal with
the problem gradually by taking steps that are low
in cost (see Figure 1-18). Surveys conducted by the
Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA)
indicate that support for taking steps with “signifi-
cant costs” has risen markedly, from 21% in 2004
to the current 43% found in this study. Similarly,
a large majority of Americans (64%, with 32%
opposed) say that the developed countries should
provide substantial aid to less-developed countries
if those countries make a commitment to limit their
greenhouse gas emissions.

Americans’ general preference for multilat-
eral solutions applies strongly to the environment,
where “free-riding” countries could undermine
efforts by individual nations. A total of 87% of the
public say it is somewhat important (34%) or very
important (53%) that the United States, China, and
India work together on reducing greenhouse gas
emissions. Only 8% say it is not very important.
Despite political controversy over the matter, a very
large 70% of Americans—a proportion that has held
almost exactly steady since 2002 and 2004—say the
United States should participate in the Kyoto agree-
ment to reduce global warming.

Americans concern for the environment is also
reflected in attitudes about international trade.
About half (49%) say that, overall, international trade
is “bad” rather than “good” for the environment—



Figure I-18 — Global Warming

Percentage of Americans who choose each statement as closest to their own point of view.

Global warming is a serious and pressing problem. We should
begin taking steps now even if this involves significant costs.

The problem of global warming should be addressed, but its effects will be gradual,
so we can deal with the problem gradually by taking steps that are low in cost.

Until we are sure that global warming is really a problem,
we should not take any steps that would have economic costs.

presumably because they have heard the argument
that freer trade can prompt companies to move their
manufacturing operations to countries with lower
environmental standards—with 46% disagreeing. An
overwhelming majority (91% to 5%) says that coun-
tries that are part of international trade agreements
should be required to maintain minimum standards
for protection of the environment.

Justice and Human Rights

Although promoting and defending human rights
abroad does not rank anywhere near the top of
Americans’ foreign policy goals (just 28% say it
should be a very important goal), majorities of the
public—often large majorities—favor a number of
specific policies to advance human rights.

Many of these policies are multilateral. A very
large majority of Americans (75%, with only 21%
opposed) want to give the UN Security Council
authority to go into countries in order to investi-
gate violations of human rights. An overwhelming
83%, with only 13% opposed, say that the UNSC
should have the right to authorize military force
to prevent severe human rights violations such as
genocide. Nearly as many, 72%, say that the UNSC
should have not just the right but the responsibil-
ity to authorize the use of military force to protect
people from severe human rights violations such as
genocide, even against the will of their own govern-
ment (just 22% disagree). When asked to choose
between three options regarding the UNSC'’s rights
and responsibilities to authorize intervention
in the Darfur region of Sudan, about one-half of
Americans (48%) believe the UNSC has a responsi-

bility to authorize intervention in the Darfur region
of Sudan. Another 35% say the UNSC has the right
but not the responsibility to authorize such an
intervention.

Further, a substantial majority of Americans
(71%, with just 25% opposed) favor the U.S. par-
ticipating in the agreement on the International
Criminal Court (ICC) that can try individuals for
war crimes, genocide, or crimes against humanity
if their own country won't try them. Support for the
ICC has dipped by 5 percentage points since 2004,
butitremains ata high level amongboth Democrats
and Republicans.

As mentioned, and contrary to conventional
wisdom, large majorities of Americans favor the
use of U.S. troops for several humanitarian pur-
poses (see Figure 1-12). Fully 71% favor (24%
oppose) the use of U.S. troops to stop a government
from committing genocide and killing large num-
bers of its own people. Nearly as many (66%, with
28% opposed) favor using U.S. troops to deal with
humanitarian crises. Perhaps most significantly,
65% of Americans (with just 28% opposed) favor
the use of U.S. troops to be part of an international
peacekeeping force in Darfur.

Americans insist on observance of human
rights by our own soldiers and by our legal system.
Reminded that most countries have agreed to rules
that prohibit torturing prisoners to extract infor-
mation, but presented with an appealing argument
for changing the rules—that terrorists pose such
an extreme threat that governments should now
be allowed to use torture if they may gain informa-
tion that saves innocent lives—only 30% accept
it. Two-thirds of the public (67%) say their view is
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closer to the following argument: Rules against tor-
ture should be maintained because torture is mor-
ally wrong and weakening these rules may lead to
the torture of U.S. soldiers who are held prisoner
abroad.

Support for human rights at home and abroad
does not, however, extend to spreading democ-
racy abroad. Consistent with the very low priority
given to the foreign policy goal of helping to bring
a democratic form of government to other nations,
a decisive majority (66% to 29%) rejects using U.S.
troops to install democratic governments in states
where dictators rule. Although a moderate majority
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(57% to 38%) endorses the proposition that the UN
Security Council should have the right to authorize
the use of military force to restore by force a demo-
cratic government that has been overthrown, the
level of support is lower than for any other type of
UNSC authority that was asked about. Particularly
after the Iraq experience, most Americans appar-
ently prefer that countries evolve their own dem-
ocratic political systems in their own time and
in their own way (see the study “Americans on
Promoting Democracy” by The Chicago Council
and the Program on International Policy Attitudes
(PIPA) at www.thechicagocouncil.org).



Red Versus Blue: Party Differences in the United States

On most foreign policy issues in this study, majorities of Americans from both the Republic and Democratic parties agree in their
perspectives. Nevertheless, on some matters, large discrepancies in percentages are apparent between the two parties. While some of
these differences represent fundamental disagreements over policy direction, in many cases there is still overall majority agreement.

The War in Iraq

While majorities from both parties agree that the Iraq war
has worsened our relations with the Muslim world, this view
is held by many more Democrats (77%) and Independents
(69%) than Republicans (53%). Similarly, 75% of Democrats
and 68% of Independents, compared to 55% of Republicans,
agree that the war should make nations more cautious about
using military force to deal with rogue states. Republicans
are evenly divided on the idea that the war will lead to the
spread of democracy in the Middle East (49% disagree, 48%
agree), while Democrats strongly disagree (80%). A majority
of Republicans agree that terrorism has been reduced by the
war (55%), while 77% of Democrats and 60% of Independents
(44% of Republicans) disagree.

Threats to U.S. Vital Interests

The same two threats to vital interests that receive the highest
percentages as “critical” also receive the highest percentages
among both Republicans and Democrats. The threat of inter-
national terrorism is seen as critical by 83% of Republicans and
alower, but still strong 74% of Democrats. Similarly, the threat
of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers is seen as
critical by 79% of Republicans and 68% of Democrats.

On immigration and global warming, however, partisan
differences are substantial and have increased markedly since
2004. A significantly larger percentage of Republicans (63%)
than Democrats (44%) see the threat of immigrants and refu-
gees coming into the United States as critical. In contrast, 62%
of Democrats compared to only 30% of Republicans see the
threat of global warming as critical.

The United Nations

Some issues related to the United Nations evoke large dif-
ferences in opinion between Republicans and Democrats.
Seventy-one percent of Democrats but only 45% of
Republicans say that the United States should be more will-
ing to make decisions within the United Nations. Many more
Democrats (48%) than Republicans (28%) call the goal of
strengthening the UN very important. Fifty-four percent of
Democrats but only 35% of Republicans favor giving the UN
power to fund its activities by imposing a small tax on the
international sale of arms or oil. Nevertheless, majorities of
Republicans and Democrats agree on many other issues de-
spite some significant difference in numbers. Majorities of
Republicans (64%) and Democrats (81%) favor the UN having
a standing peacekeeping force, and a plurality of Republicans
(50%) as well as a majority of Democrats (69%) favor UN
regulation of the arms trade. Very large majorities of both
Republicans (73%) and Democrats (77%) favor having a UN

marshals service to arrest leaders responsible for genocide.
And, 74% of Republicans and 78% of Democrats favor letting
the UN go into countries to investigate violations of human
rights.

The Military

The biggest partisan divisions on issues involving military
capacity and troop use concern the goal of maintaining supe-
rior military power worldwide, which 73% of Republicans but
only 45% of Democrats say should be “very important,” and
the right of countries to go to war with another country if that
country is acquiring weapons of mass destruction that could
be used against them, which 72% of Republicans but just a
bare majority of 53% of Democrats favor. Sixty-eight percent of
Republicans but only 47% of Democrats support having long-
term military bases in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Seventy-four
percent of Republicans and 60% of Democrats support bases
in South Korea. There are smaller differences on decreasing
the U.S. military presence in East Asia, with 38% of Democrats
but only 21% of Republicans in favor of decreasing it. On the
issue of using U.S. troops if North Korea invaded South Korea,
narrow majorities of Republicans and Democrats take oppo-
site sides: 55% of Republicans favor using U.S. troops in this
situation, while 53% of Democrats oppose it.

The Environment

More than any other type of foreign policy—even UN-relat-
ed or military policies—environmental issues provoke large
partisan differences in opinion. Global warming is perceived
as a critical threat by a 32-percentage-point higher propor-
tion of Democrats (62%) than Republicans (30%). This is the
largest partisan difference in our data, and it has widened
considerably since the 19-point difference of 2004. A similar
split appears on how pressing the global warming problem is,
with 56% of Democrats but only 30% of Republicans seeing
it as a pressing problem that should be addressed even if it
involves significant costs (a 26-point difference). Improving
the global environment is seen as a very important foreign
policy goal by 66% of Democrats but only 39% of Republicans,
a 27-percentage point difference. U.S. participation in the
Kyoto agreement on global warming is favored by 79% of
Democrats but only 59% of Republicans, for a 20-point differ-
ence (though still a majority in favor for both). A majority of
both Republicans (55%) and Democrats (72%) also favor aid-
ing less-developed countries that limit their greenhouse gas
emissions. There are, on the other hand, areas where there is
closer agreement. An overwhelming majority of Republicans
(90%) and Democrats (94%) say that countries that are part of
trade agreements should be required to maintain standards
for protection of the environment.

GLOBAL VIEWS 2006

31



Part Il: China and India in a Rising Asia

The emergence of China and India over the last
two decades as centers of economic dynamism,
growing military power, and geopolitical weight is
the driving force in a changing Asia and the world
balance of power. Together these two nations are
home to nearly 40% of the world’s population. They
are the world’s fastest growing major economies
and play central roles in the global labor market,
China increasingly as factory to the world, India as
service provider. In the process they have dramati-
cally reduced poverty at home and are adding rap-
idly to the global stock of middle-class consumers.
At the same time, China and India both still must
deal with large numbers of poor citizens and high
rates of unemployment and underemployment,
even as they face the challenges of rapid growth:
demand for energy resources, rising inequality, and
environmental degradation.

China and India have begun in the last ten years
to pursue more confident, active foreign policies,
in line with their widening economic and military
capabilities. China has been particularly effective
in its diplomacy in Asia, acquiring new influence in
Southeast and Central Asia through initiatives such
as high-level visits and trade agreements. India has
also become active in East Asia, improving dra-
matically its relations with the United States and
Japan and mounting a long-term effort to secure
a permanent seat on the UN Security Council.
Relations between the two Asian giants have also
much improved, with diminished border tensions,
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vastly increased trade, and a steady pace of high-
level exchanges.

Given the rapid pace of change in China, India,
and the region as a whole, The Chicago Council
conducted a survey in these two countries to
understand how the Chinese and Indian publics
view their shifting roles in the world and the priori-
ties in their foreign policy. Publics in South Korea
and Australia were also surveyed to provide insight
into how the changes are being viewed by China’s
and India’s regional neighbors. Many of the ques-
tions parallel those asked in the U.S. study, allow-
ing further comparisons of views about the new
dynamics in Asia and the global balance of power.
A large majority of questions were asked of all three
publics in the United States, China, and India,
though some questions were unique to one or two
of the countries. The South Korean and, especially,
the Australian studies were much smaller in scope.
In the following chapters, comparisons have been
made where data exist to provide the broadest
insights possible. This is the largest parallel study of
its kind ever conducted in these countries simulta-
neously. (The results of a parallel Japan survey are
treated in a separate report.)

The Rise of China

From a Cold War rival with the West in the global
divide between communism and democracy, China
has evolved into a new kind of power, unleashing



Figure 1I-1- Influence of Countries in the World:
The Chinese View
Ratings by Chinese of how much influence in the world
the following countries have now, should have,
and will have ten years from now (see also Appendix A).
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not
influential at all and 10 meaning extremely influential.
Difference
Should Will have between
Has now ten years has now
have )
from now and will
have
United States 8.6 7.1 8.3 -0.3
China 7.8 8.9 8.3 +0.5
Russia 7.4 na 7.5 +0.1
European 71 7.2 7.3 +0.2
Union
Germany 6.9 na 71 +0.2
Great Britain 6.9 na 7.0 +0.1
France 6.8 na 7.0 +0.2
Japan 6.7 5.6 6.7 0
India 6.1 6.5 6.5 +0.4

its economic potential through privatization—one-
half of its economy is now privately owned—while
maintaining the one-party system. With significant
foreign investment from the West flowing into China
and massive exports and loans from China flowing
in the opposite direction, the fates of China and the
world’s other economic powers are now inextrica-
bly linked. Our study shows that the Chinese are
well aware of their rising position and welcome it
with open arms. It also shows that other countries
do not consider China’s influence to be as high as do
the Chinese themselves, but do recognize its grow-
ing status and appear to be comfortable with China
rising as an economic power. While there is some
nervousness about China converting its growing
economic clout into military power, relations with
China are viewed positively, and other countries
want to work together with China to solve regional
and world problems.

The Chinese Worldview

The Chinese public views China’s current position
in the world very positively and expresses a high

level of support for its rise both as an economic and
military power. They are confident that in the near
future China will match the United States’ level of
world influence, and most, though certainly not
all, think China will catch up with the United States
economically.

The Chinese express unreserved enthusiasm
for China playing an active role in the world and
increasing its power and influence. Eighty-seven
percent favor China taking an active part in world
affairs, with just 7% saying it should stay out of
world affairs.

Asked about China’s level of influence in the
world today on a scale of zero to ten (see Figure II-
1), the Chinese see their country as quite influen-
tial, with a mean rating of 7.8, second only to the
United States (8.6). They view Russia as next most
influential (7.4), followed by the EU (7.1). Japan
(6.7) ranks lower than both Britain (6.9) and France
(6.8), with India at the bottom (6.1). The Chinese
see their level of influence in Asia as even higher
(8.0)—tied with the United States as the most influ-
ential. Russia again comes next (7.1), this time fol-
lowed by Japan (6.8, see Appendix B).

Asked what levels of world influence they would
like countries to have on a scale of zero to ten, on
average they would like China to rise from 8.0 to
8.9 and for the United States to drift down from
8.6 to 7.1, on par with the level they desire for the
European Union (7.2). They would like to see India’s
influence in the world to rise to 6.5 and Japan’s to
decline to 5.6 on this scale.

When askedaboutthe prospectof Chinabecom-
ing significantly more powerful economically than
itis today, an overwhelming 91% of Chinese see this
as mostly positive. Likewise when asked about the
prospect of China becoming more powerful mili-
tarily, an overwhelming majority (90%) of Chinese
think this would be mainly positive. There is enthu-
siasm for Chinese culture to spread around the
world: 91% see it as a good thing.

The Chinese also believe they can match U.S.
global influence. Asked what they think will occur
in the next ten years, they predict that China’s influ-
ence will rise, on average, to 8.3—matching the
level of influence they predict for the United States
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Figure II-2 — Leaders in Innovation:
The Chinese View

Ratings by Chinese on how much the following countries
are leaders in developing new products and technologies.
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all
a leader and 10 meaning very much a leader.

Country as

a leader in Now In ten years Difference

innovation
u.s. 8.5 8.6 -0.1
India 5.8 6.4 +0.6
China 7.2 79 +0.7
South Korea 7.1 74 +0.3
Japan 7.5 7.7 +0.1
Germany 7.4 7.6 +0.2

(see Figure II-1). Asked what will be the case in
fifty years, only 23% of the Chinese believe that the
United States will continue to be the world’s lead-
ing power (the lowest percentage among the pub-
lics of all countries surveyed). Rather, 60% believe
that another nation will become as powerful as the
United States (33%) or that the United States will be
surpassed by another nation (27%).

The Chinese publicis not, however, as confident
that they will catch up with the U.S. as a technol-
ogy leader (see Figure II-2). Asked to rate them-
selves today in terms of how much they are leaders
in developing new products and technology, the
Chinese give themselves a 7.2 on average, behind
the United States (8.5), Japan (7.5), and Germany
(7.4). Ten years from now they see themselves ris-
ing, on average, to 7.9—overtaking the Japanese
(7.7) and the Germans (7.6), but still lagging behind
the level they forecast for the United States (8.6).

In the long run, most Chinese, though not quite
a majority, believe China will catch up economi-
cally. Asked if they think it is more likely that some-
day China’s economy will grow to be as large as the
U.S. economy or that the U.S. economy will always
stay larger than China’s, 50% of the Chinese public
say that China will catch up with the United States,
while 38% think that it will not (12% are unsure).

Those that say they believe that China will catch
up were also asked to estimate how many years this
would take. The median response among those
respondents is more than twenty years. This rela-
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tively modest perception of China’s economic posi-
tion is also reflected in the fact that most Chinese
are unaware that China is loaning the United States
much more money than the United States is loaning
China. Only 14% of Chinese know that China loans
more to the United States. Thirty percent assume
that the United States loans more to China, 15%
assume the amounts are about equal, and 41% are
unsure. Incidentally, most Americans aren’t aware
of this either, with 42% believing that the United
States loans more to China rather than the other
way around (24%).

There is strong confidence in the Chinese sys-
tem of government as a driver of economic change.
Asked, “When it comes to economic development,
do you think the way that the Chinese government
manages its economy and its political system is
more of an advantage or more of a disadvantage for
China,” 78% see it as an advantage.

Chinese Foreign Policy Priorities

Though the Chinese see their country as on the rise
as a world power and express enthusiasm for this
development, it is striking that when asked about
what Chinese foreign policy priorities should be—
in terms of goals and threats—concerns related to
world power status do not come out on top. Rather,
there is much more concern about issues related
to economic security and quality of life, probably
reflecting both the emphasis of Chinese leaders
over almost thirty years on economic improvement
and the more recent concern of the Chinese pub-
lic with some of the unintended consequences and
limitations of economic growth such as a worsen-
ing environment.

When presented a list of eleven foreign policy
goals, economic concerns are seen as “very impor-
tant” by many more Chinese than other types
of concerns (see Figure II-3). Protecting the jobs
of Chinese workers places highest, seen as very
important by 71percent of Chinese. This is followed
by promoting economic growth (64% very impor-
tant) and securing adequate energy supplies (61%).
At the bottom of the list—seen as very important by
just 40%—is the goal of building superior military



Figure II-3 — Chinese Foreign Policy Goals

Percentage of Chinese who view each of the following as a very important foreign policy goal for China.

Protecting the jobs of Chinese workers

Promoting economic growth

Securing adequate supplies of energy

Combating international terrorism

Improving the global environment

Protecting the interests of Chinese business abroad
Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons
Strengthening the UN

Combating world hunger

Building superior military power in Asia

Protecting weaker nations against foreign aggression

Figure 11-4 - Critical Threats to China’s Vital Interests

Percentage of Chinese who view each of the following as a critical threat to Chinese vital interests in the next ten years.

80

AIDS, avian flu, and other potential epidemics

Disruption in energy supply

Global warming

International terrorism

The U.S. military presence in Asia

Economic competition from the U.S.

The possibility of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers
Economic competition from Asian countries

Instability and conflict on the Korean peninsula

Tensions between India and Pakistan

Islamic fundamentalism

70

power in Asia, the step most often associated with a
nation seeking world power status.

Some “global power” goals do still receive
majority support as very important. Combating
international terrorism places fourth (55% very
important), and preventing the spread of nuclear
weapons places seventh (52% very important).

However, this does not necessarily imply an enthu-
siasm for China playing a prominent unilateral
role, as close behind is strengthening the United
Nations, which 51% see as very important.

Asked to rate a list of threats to the vital interests
of China, only two are considered critical by a major-
ity of Chinese. Chinese again cite quality-of-life
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issues as paramount (see Figure II-4). In first place,
with 65% calling the threat critical, is AIDS, avian
flu, and other potential epidemics, followed by dis-
ruption in energy supply, with 54% calling it critical.
Another environmental issue—global warming—is
in third place, with 47% calling it critical. Only in
fourth place does a traditional great power issue
appear—international terrorism, with 42% calling it
critical. It is followed by another—the U.S. military
presence in Asia—with 38% seeing it as critical.

China’s Strategic Position:
The View from Outside

Just as the Chinese view themselves as a power on
therise, so, too, do other Asian nations we surveyed
and the United States—though in more modest
terms. While the Chinese already rank themselves
second behind the United States on the ten-point
scale of world influence today (at 7.8 on average
to the United States’ 8.6), Americans rank China
third behind their country and Great Britain (and
even with Japan at 6.4). South Koreans also rank
China third (at 6.7) behind the United States and
the European Union. Indians rank it fifth (at 6.0)
behind the United States, their own country, Japan,
and Russia (see Appendix A and Figure II-5).

In terms of influence within Asia, China ranks
its own influence today even with the United States,
while India ranks it fourth. Interestingly, Australians
rank China first in influence within Asia (above the
United States and Japan, see Appendix B).

Looking to the future, no country sees China in
ten years as overtaking the United States in terms of
world influence. While the Chinese see themselves
as pulling even with the United States (rising from
7.8 to 8.3), the other nations surveyed see China’s
influence rising more modestly, with the United
States staying clearly ahead. Americans see China’s
influence rising from 6.4 to 6.8 (putting China sec-
ond behind the United States’ 8.0), and Indians
see China rising from 6.0 to 6.2, moving it ahead of
Russia, even with Japan, but still behind the United
States and India.

Looking further ahead, fifty years from now,
however, a majority in every country surveyed

GLOBAL VIEWS 2006

Figure II-5 — China’s Influence in the World

Average rating of the level of influence respondents from
the following countries think China has in the world today,
how much they think it will have in the world in ten years,
and how much they want it to have (see also Appendix A).

Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential
and 10 meaning extremely influential.

. China perception . India perception

[ Us. perception

10
9 8.9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Influence Influence Desired level
in the world in the world of influence
now in ten years in the world

believes either that “another nation”—presum-
ably China or India—will become as powerful as
the United States or that the United States will be
surpassed in power by another nation (as opposed
to the United States continuing to be the world’s
leading power, see Figure 1I-26). While relatively
small numbers predict that the United States will
be surpassed (from a low of 16% among Americans
to 27% among Chinese), a total of 68% of South
Koreans, 60% of Chinese, 55% of Americans, and
53% of Indians believes another nation will be at
least as powerful.

When it comes to the specific question of
whether China will catch up with the United States
economically, Americans and South Koreans are
more confident that China will catch up than the
Chinese themselves. Sixty percent of Americans
and 61% of South Koreans say it is more likely that
someday China’s economy will grow to be as large as
the U.S. economy than that the U.S. economy will
always stay larger than China’s. Only one-half (50%)
of the Chinese are as confident. The Indians are
quite uncertain: Only 22% believe that China will
catch up, and 36% say the United States will remain
larger, while a large 42% say they do not know.



Among those who believe that China will catch
up, the median estimate of how long this will take
is twenty years among both Americans and South
Koreans. The median respondent in India believes
that it will never occur.

In terms of China’s leadership in developing
new products and technologies, all countries sur-
veyed believe China is improving, though none see
China overtaking the United States in the next ten
years. While the Chinese are the most optimistic,
seeing themselves rise from a mean 7.2 to 7.9 on
the ten-point scale, the mean perception among
Indians is that China will rise from 6.2 to 6.5 (mov-
ing ahead of Japan but still behind India and the
United States), while Americans see it rising from
5.5t0 6.1 (behind the United States and Japan).

While the Chinese overwhelmingly see the way
the Chinese government manages its economy and
its political system as more of an advantage than
a disadvantage for China (78% see it as an advan-
tage), less than one-half, though still a plurality, of
Americans (49% to 41%) and Indians (46% to 23%)
see this as an advantage for China.

Responding to the Rise of China

People in other nations surveyed are not of the
mind that their countries should actively work
to try to prevent the rise of China. A large major-
ity of Americans (65%) believe that in dealing with
China’s power their country should undertake
friendly cooperation and engagement with China
rather than actively work to limit the growth of
China’s power. Among Indians, a plurality (40% to
23%) concurs.

Nonetheless, people have complex feelings
about the rise of China. While there is largely a san-
guine response about the economic rise of China,
there is apparent anxiety about the potential for
China to rise militarily. Few countries prefer to see
China’s influence increase and some would prefer
it to decrease.

When respondents were asked about the pros-
pect of China becoming significantly more pow-
erful economically than it is today, this produced
a relatively unconcerned response (see Figure II-

6). In the United States, views are evenly divided
between those who see this as mainly positive
(47%) and mainly negative (46%). But a majority
of South Koreans (59%) see this as mainly positive
(mainly negative 41%) and a plurality of Indians
(46% to 39%) also see it as mainly positive (15% did
not answer).

Americans and Indians were also asked how
positive or negative it would be if China were to
catch up with the United States economically.
There are strikingly low levels of concern about this
prospect. Only about one in three in both countries
sees this as mostly negative (U.S. 33%, India 31%),
but more Indians see this as mostly positive (28%)
than do Americans (9%). A majority of Americans
(54%) cluster around the view that this would be
equally positive and negative, a view taken by 20%
of Indians (see Figure I1-7).

By contrast, the prospect of China becoming
significantly more powerful militarily than it is

Figure II-6 — Increase in China’s Power

Percentage in each country who believe it is mainly positive
or mainly negative for China to become significantly more
powerful economically and militarily.
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Figure II-7 — China’s Economy Catching Up

Percentage in each country who say it would be mostly
positive, mostly negative, or equally positive and negative if
China's economy were to grow as large as the U.S. economy.

Il Mostly positive
. Equally positive and negative

[ Mostly negative

us.

India

80 60 80

today elicits a much different response (see Figure
II-6). Large majorities of Americans (75%) and
South Koreans (68%) see this as mainly negative,
as do a modest plurality (46%) of Indians (40% of
Indians think it would be mainly positive).

There seems to be some concern that the rise of
Chinese military power will be destabilizing in Asia.
Asked how likely it is that the growth of Chinese
military power will be a potential source of conflict
between major powers in Asia, 88% of South
Koreans say it is either very likely (40%) or some-
what likely (48%). Among Indians, 72% say it is
likely (39% very, 33% somewhat). Interestingly,
more Americans see this potential source of con-
flict in Asia as very likely (50%) than Asians them-
selves, with 38% seeing it as somewhat likely, for a
total of 88% likely.

When other nations are asked to evaluate the
development of China as a world power as a poten-
tial threat, large numbers, though not majorities,
of China’s immediate neighbors perceive this as a
critical threat. The highest level of concern is found
in South Korea, where 49% of the public perceives
it as a critical threat. It ranks fifth on a list of six-
teen threats asked about in South Korea, below the
threat of North Korea becoming a nuclear power
but above the threats of international terrorism
and the rise of Japan as a military power. Among
Indians, 43% see the development of China as a
world power as a critical threat to India, ranking
seventh on a list of thirteen threats (even with the
threat of disruption in the energy supply, below
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global warming, and above economic competition
from the United States).

Fewer Americans and Australians perceive the
rise of China as a critical threat to their vital inter-
ests. Among Americans, 36% perceive it as a critical
threat, relatively unchanged from 2004, but sub-
stantially lower than it was in the 1990s through
2002. In the current survey it ranks ninth out of thir-
teen threats. Among Australians, only 25% perceive
the rise of China as a critical threat, placing it at the
very bottom of the Australian threat list (thirteenth
out of thirteen).

When asked how much influence they would
like China to have in the world on a ten-point scale,
respondents in the countries surveyed other than
China prefer China’s influence to remain below
that of the United States, though mean levels vary.
Interestingly, the Indians would prefer China’s influ-
ence to increase slightly from 6.0 to 6.2, though this
places China third in influence behind their own
country and the United States and even with Japan.
But Americans would prefer to see China’s influence
decrease significantly, from 6.4 to 4.6. Australians
would prefer to see China’s influence at the 5.5 level,
placing China fourth out of five countries behind
the European Union (6.6), the United States (6.1),
and Japan (5.7), but ahead of India (5.2).*

Indians and South Koreans seem to be divided
about whether it is mainly a good thing or a bad
thing for Chinese culture to spread around the
world, with 43% of Indians and 48% of South
Koreans saying it is a good thing and 40% of Indians
and 50% of South Koreans saying it is a bad thing.

Attitudes about China

To understand the complexity of feelings about the
rise of China, views of China and China’s external
behavior may provide insight. While warmth of
feelings toward China vary, trust in China’s foreign
policy behavior is low, and China is widely per-
ceived as unfair in trade. However, Asians tend to
perceive China as a constructive player in Asia.

4. Australians were not asked to rate China’s current level of
influence in the world.



Figure II-8 — Feelings Toward China

Average rating given to China by respondents
in the following countries.
One hundred-point scale, with 100 meaning a very warm,
favorable feeling, 0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feel-
ing, and 50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.

Australia

South Korea

India

Us.

Asked to rate their feelings toward China on the
thermometer scale, where fifty is neutral, publics in
Asia express fairly warm feelings (see Figure 11-8).
China receives a mean of 61 from Australians, 57
from South Koreans, and 54 from Indians. However,
China receives a fairly cool 40 from Americans.

In keeping with the wariness about China’s rise,
trust in China is not very high overall. Asked how
much they trust China to act responsibly in the
world, majorities in the United States (58%) and
South Korea (61%) say they trust China not at all or
not very much. Indians also lean in the direction of
mistrust, with 49% saying they trust China not all
or not very much and 42% saying they trust China
somewhat or a great deal. A majority of Australians
(60%), though, say they do trust China somewhat or
a great deal, with 38% showing low levels of trust.

Asked how much they trust China to take the
interests of their country into account when making
foreign policy decisions, 60% of Americans say not
very much or not at all. Indians, though, are more
divided, with 49% saying they trust the Chinese not
very much or not at all, and 43% saying somewhat
or a great deal.

Asked how much they trust China to keep its
commitments, 58% of Americans say not very much
or not at all. Once again, the Indians are divided,
with 49% showing low levels of trust and 43% trust-
ing China somewhat or a great deal.

China has quite a poor image in terms of its
fairness in trade. Majorities in the United States

(58%) and South Korea (54%) believe that it prac-
tices unfair trade. Indians are divided (34% fair,
36% unfair). It may be significant that China enjoys
a trade surplus with all these countries.

Contrary to many of the negative views of
China, Asian countries surveyed have a positive
view of China’s role in resolving key problems in
Asia (see Figure 11-9). Sixty-two percent of Indians
and 53% of South Koreans have a positive view. A
plurality of Americans, though (47%), have a nega-
tive view.

Overall, the character of China’s relations with
other countries is seen as at least staying the same,
if not improving. Fifty-nine percent of Australians
and a plurality of Indians (50%) say their relations
with China are improving. Pluralities in South
Korea and United States say they are staying about
the same, though many more in both countries
say relations with China are improving (38% and
30%, respectively) than worsening (15% and 17%,
respectively).

Nevertheless, roughly equal percentages of
Chinese and Americans (52% and 49%, respec-
tively) view their two countries as mostly rivals, with
39% of Chinese and 41% of Americans viewing their
countries as mostly partners. Indians are divided as
to whether they think China and the United States
are rivals or partners (42% rivals and 43% partners).
On their own relationship with China, a plurality of
Indians (46%) view their countries as mostly part-

Figure II-9 — China’s Role in Resolving Key
Problems in Asia

Percentage in each country who believe that China plays
a very or somewhat positive role or a very or somewhat
negative role in resolving key problems facing Asia.
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ners (38% rivals). Chinese are even more positive,
with 56% seeing the relationship with Indiaas a part-
nership rather than a rivalry (30%). Interestingly, a
large majority of Americans (66%) think that China
and India are rivals (see Figure II-35).

The Rise of India

In the past decade, India’s economic growth has
placed it among the fastest growing countries in
the world. Its nuclear explosions have underlined
its military presence, and its relations with the
United States and with Asian countries beyond the
immediate South Asian periphery have become
much more active. Our study shows Indians see
India as an influential, rising nation, but still look
to the United States as the world’s leader. The study
also shows that popular perceptions of India in
the United States and in Asia only partially reflect
the change that has taken place. India is in many
respects well regarded and is seen as a country on
the rise. However, it is also still in the shadow of
China and to a lesser extent Japan.®

The Indian Worldview

Like the Chinese, Indians are bullish on their coun-
try’s role in Asia and the world and on its prospects
for the future. While their self-assessment is more
modest than that of the Chinese, Indians already
see themselves as more influential in the world
than China and as gaining on the United States.
Indians have a high estimate of their role in the
world today. When rating India’s influence in the
world on a ten-point scale (see Figure II-10), the
mean response is 6.3, placing India second only
to the United States (7.3) and roughly on par with
Japan (6.2) and slightly ahead of China (6.0).
Indians also believe their country has a large
and positive influence in Asia today, rating India
at an average of 6.3 on the ten-point scale, sec-

5. It is important to bear in mind when interpreting the
Indian results that even controlling for education, larger num-
bers of Indians answered that they “don’t know” or provide no
answer on many questions than their counterparts elsewhere. It
is therefore difficult to obtain majority opinions on some issues.
The size and shape of pluralities may be more instructive.
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Figure II-10 - Influence of Countries in the World:
The Indian View
Ratings by Indians of how much influence in the world
the following countries have now, should have,
and will have ten years from now (see also Appendix A).
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not
influential at all and 10 meaning extremely influential.
Difference
Will have between
Should
Has now h ten years has now
ave -
from now and will
have
us. 73 6.7 72 -0.1
India 6.3 7.0 6.6 +0.3
Japan 6.2 6.2 6.2 0
Russia 6.2 na 6.1 -0.1
China 6.0 6.2 6.2 +0.2
Germany 5.8 na 5.9 +0.1
European 5.6 5.7 59 +0.3
Union
Great Britain 5.7 na 5.8 +0.1
France 5.3 na 5.5 +0.2

ond only to the rating they give the United States
(7.1) and ahead of their rating for China (5.9, see
Appendix B). Asked to evaluate India’s role in solv-
ing problems in Asia, Indians rate themselves more
positively than any other country, with 69% saying
India plays a positive role (41% very positive, 28%
somewhat positive).

Indians want to expand their international role,
but this desire is not as unequivocal as it is for the
Chinese. A majority (56%) favors India playing an
active part in world affairs. Indians would like to
see their influence in the world rise from 6.4 to 7.0
(ahead of both the United States, 6.7, and China,
6.2). Solid majorities welcome the prospect of a
more militarily and economically powerful India,
with 65% and 63% of Indians, respectively, say-
ing these developments would be positive (but
this is not as high as in China, at 90% and 91%,
respectively). There is enthusiasm for Indian cul-
ture to spread around the world, with 71% seeing
it as a good thing. Again, this is less than the 91%
of Chinese who feel this way about the spread of
their culture. A strong majority of Indians (75%)
want India to obtain a permanent seat on the UN
Security Council.



Figure II-11 - Leaders in Innovation:
The Indian View

Ratings by Indians on how much the following countries
are leaders in developing new products and technologies.
Mean levels on a ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all
a leader and 10 meaning very much a leader.

Country as

a leader in Now In ten years Difference

innovation
u.s. 6.8 7.1 +0.3
India 6.4 6.9 +0.5
Japan 6.3 6.4 +0.1
China 6.2 6.5 +0.3
Germany 57 5.8 +0.1
South Korea 5.5 5.8 +0.3

Indians express optimism that their influence
will grow, putting them in the top tier of nations on
both fronts. Asked what they think will occur in the
next ten years, they predict that India’s influence
will rise, on average, from 6.3 to 6.6 on the ten-point
scale (see Figure II-10). This is below the influence
they project for the United States (7.2), but above
where they anticipate China or Japan will be (6.2 for
both).

Like the Chinese, Indians believe that another
nation will eventually become as powerful as the
United States. Asked what willbecome of U.S. power
in fifty years, only 28% say the United States will
continue to be world’s leading power (only slightly
higher than the 23% who make this assumption in
China). Rather, a majority of 53% say that either
another nation will become as powerful as the
United States (30%) or will surpass it (23%).

In light of the dramatic success of India’s infor-
mation technology industry, it is not surprising
that Indians give their country high marks as an
innovator (see Figure II-11). Indian respondents
rank India at 6.4 on a ten-point scale as a leader in
developing new products and technologies. They
put themselves behind the United States (6.8) and
slightly ahead of China (6.2) and Japan (6.3). Ten
years from now, Indians see their country as rising
in this area, on average, from 6.4 to 6.9, remaining
above where they think China (6.5) or Japan (6.4)
will be and approaching the level they forecast for
the United States (7.1).

Indian Foreign Policy Priorities

When looking at potential threats to vital inter-
ests, Indians appear to be more concerned about
regional security threats than their Chinese coun-
terparts, who are more preoccupied with quality
of life and economic issues. Of the five issues that
the largest share of Indians regard as critical threats
to their country’s vital interests, four relate directly
to regional security problems (see Figure II-12).
International terrorism tops the list, with 65% see-
ing it as critical—presumably related to terrorist
attacks that India itself has suffered. The others
are linked to India’s long-standing, conflict-ridden
relationship with its neighbor, Pakistan, including
tensions between India and Pakistan (53% critical),
the possibility of unfriendly countries becoming
nuclear powers (55%), and Islamic fundamental-
ism (52%).

Nevertheless, Indians are concerned with qual-
ity of life issues as well. The threat of AIDS, avian
influenza, and other potential epidemics ranks
second as a critical threat (60%). Global warming is
considered a critical threat by 51%. No other threat
is considered critical by a majority of Indians,
though significant numbers of Indians consider
disruption in energy supply (43%), the develop-
ment of China as a world power (43%), and the U.S.
military presence in Asia (42%) as critical threats.
There is less concern about economic competition,
either from the United States or Asian countries,
about a confrontation between mainland China
and Taiwan, or about instability and conflict on the
Korean Peninsula.

In line with their concerns about security
threats, Indians consider foreign policy goals that
address these threats to be veryimportant, although
economic and quality of life issues also loom large
(see Figure I1-13). The goals rated as very impor-
tant by the largest percentages of Indian respon-
dents are combating international terrorism (60%)
and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons
(56%). While these are also among the top goals of
Americans, relatively fewer Indians than Americans
see them as critical, by 12 and 18 percentage points,
respectively.
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International terrorism

AIDS, avian flu, and other epidemics

The possibility of unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers
Tensions between India and Pakistan

Islamic fundamentalism

Global warming

Disruption in energy supply

The development of China as a world power

The U.S. military presence in Asia

Economic competition from the U.S.

Economic competition from Asian countries

A confrontation between mainland China and Taiwan

Instability and conflict on the Korean Peninsula

Figure I1-12 - Critical Threats to India’s Vital interests

Percentage of Indians who view each of the following as a critical threat to India’s vital interests in the next ten years.
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Figure II-13 - Indian Foreign Policy Goals

Percentage of Indians who view each of the following as a very important foreign policy goal for India.
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Combating international terrorism

Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons

Protecting the jobs of Indian workers

Promoting economic growth

Combating world hunger

Securing adequate supplies of energy

Protecting weaker nations against foreign aggression
Improving the global environment

Building superior military power in Asia
Strengthening the United Nations

Promoting and defending human rights in other countries
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Five of the next six goals are related to econom-
ics and quality of life: promoting economic growth,
combating world hunger, protecting Indian jobs,
security adequate supplies of energy, and improv-
ing the global environment. In each case, a major-
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ity of Indians consider the goal very important.
Interestingly, a higher proportion of Chinese (64%)
than Indians (54%) believe that promoting eco-
nomic growth should be a very important foreign
policy goal, perhaps reflecting again the higher



overall level of confidence and expectation among
Chinese about their rise as a new power. By con-
trast, more Indians than Chinese cite combating
world hunger as a very important goal (54% versus
42%), likely reflecting the bigger problem of hunger
in India than in China.

Although they appear at the bottom of the list,
the goals of strengthening the United Nations and
promoting and defending human rights in other
countries are still considered very important by
roughly half of Indians (49% and 48%, respectively).

India’s Strategic Position: The View from Outside

Despite Indians’ own view that their country is the
second most influential power in the world behind
the United States in the world today, other coun-
tries surveyed do not view India that way. In fact,
publics in China, the United States, and South Korea
all rank India at the bottom of a list of nine coun-
tries in terms of world influence, a list that includes
countries normally regarded as highly influential in
the world—the United States, China, Japan, Russia,
the European Union, France, Great Britain, and
Germany. The Chinese rate India’s influence just
below Japan (which may, in turn, be unusually low
given bad China-Japan relations); South Korea rates
itjust below Russia; and Americans rate it just below
France. In ten years, other countries expect India’s
influence to rise, but not by much. The Chinese see
it rising from an average of 6.1 to 6.5, still placing it
last on the list of nine countries asked about, while
the Americans see it rising from 4.8 to 5.4, surpass-
ing only France. This contrasts with Indians’ own
view that their country will rise from 6.3 to 6.6,
though remaining second behind the United States
(see Figure I11-14 and Appendix A).

Within Asia, India’s influence rates seventh out
of nine countries among Chinese, above Australia
and Indonesia, but behind the United States, China,
Russia, Japan, the European Union, and South
Korea. Australians, however, rate India fourth in
influence in Asia, behind China, the United States,
and Japan (see Appendix B).

Assessments of India’s role as a leader in devel-
oping new products and technologies show the

same pattern: India is not seen as a top source of
innovation among the six countries asked about,
all of them looked on as significant innovators: the
United States, China, Japan, South Korea, Germany,
and India. However, it is becoming more important.
India’s current role as an innovator comes at the
bottom of the list among Chinese, South Koreans,
and Americans (tied with South Korea among
Americans). Looking ten years into the future, mean
ratings of India’s expected role as an innovator go
from 5.8 to 6.4 among Chinese (up 0.6) and from 3.8
to 4.6 among Americans (up 0.8). In both cases this
rise is larger than for any of the other countries on
the list. Nevertheless, India still does not move up
relative to other countries according to the Chinese
and only edges out South Korea slightly according
to Americans. Again, this contrasts with India’s own
view that it is currently second behind the United
States as a leader in innovation and will close in on
but not yet surpass it in ten years.

Reactions to India’s Changing Role

Feelings about India in the surveyed countries in
Asia are rather warm. When asked to record their

Figure 11-14 — India’s Influence in the World

Average rating of the level of influence respondents from
the following countries think India has in the world today,
how much they think it will have in the world in ten years,
and how much they want it to have (see also Appendix A).

Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential
and 10 meaning extremely influential.
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views of India on the thermometer scale, Australians
and Chinese give India an average of 62, and South
Koreans give it a 56. Feelings among Americans are
more reserved, on the slightly cool side at 46.

In the United States and elsewhere in Asia,
modest majorities see the expansion of Indian eco-
nomic power as a mainly positive development (see
Figure I1-15). A majority welcomes it in China (56%
mainly positive) and in the United States and South
Korea (53% mainly positive). Smaller percentages
see India’s economic rise as mainly negative, with
China the least worried (26% mainly negative), fol-
lowed by the United States (39%), and South Korea,
where a significant number (44%) think an eco-
nomically more powerful India would be mainly
negative. By comparison, the economic rise of
China is seen as mainly positive by smaller margins
in the United States and India. The South Koreans,
however, are more comfortable with the economic
rise of China than India.

Figure 11-15 - Increase in India’s Power

Percentage in each country who believe it is mainly positive
or mainly negative for India to become significantly more
powerful economically and militarily.

Significantly More Economic Power
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The positive view of India’s economic power is
also evident on the question of India’s trade prac-
tices. Unlike China, India is generally perceived as
practicing fair trade. Majorities in China and South
Korea regard India as a fair trader (58% and 57%,
respectively). Only in the United States is India
regarded primarily as an unfair trader (47% unfair,
39% fair). Interestingly, the United States is the only
country among those surveyed that imports more
from India than it exports. This contrasts with the
much more negative view of the trade practices of
China, which enjoys a trade surplus with all these
countries (see page 39 in Attitudes about China).

Opinionsaremixed,however,abouttheprospect
of growing Indian military power (see Figure II-15).
In China 56% see it as a plus, a surprising finding
considering the long-standing India-China rivalry.
(The reverse is not true. Indians, by 46% to 40%,
regard a more militarily powerful China as mainly
negative.) This contrasts with the 69% and 71% in
the United States and South Korea, respectively,
who regard India’s military buildup negatively.

The level of trust that countries have toward
India is generally low, though somewhat divided.
When asked whether they trust India to act respon-
sibly in the world, only in Australia do respon-
dents give an overall positive response (68%). In
the United States and South Korea, fewer than 50%
trust India either somewhat or a great deal, and in
China 68% say they do not trust India either at all or
very much. In most cases, this places India above
China in perceived responsibility in the world.

Respondents in the United States have similarly
low expectations that India will take their country’s
interests into account in making foreign policy deci-
sions, with 53% saying they do not trust India either
at all or very much. The Chinese are divided, with
46% saying they trust India somewhat or a great
deal and 45% saying not at all or not very much. In
light of the longstanding rivalry between India and
China, itis noteworthy that the Chinese mistrust the
United States (58% not at all or not very much) and
Japan (67% not at all or not very much) more than
India to take Chinese interests into account.

Americans and Chinese are essentially divided
about whether they trust India to keep its commit-



Figure II-16 — India’s Role in Resolving Key
Problems in Asia

Percentage in each country who think India plays a very or
somewhat positive role or a very or somewhat negative role
in resolving key problems facing Asia.

. Very or somewhat positive

. Very or somewhat negative

India
South Korea
U.s.

China

ments, though a plurality of both (49% in the United
States, 47% in China) lean toward the negative, say-
ing they trust India not at all or not very much.

On the question of how much influence they
want India to have in the world, the Chinese want
India to have more influence than it does now
(growing from 6.1 to 6.5), more than Japan, but less
than China, the European Union, and the United
States. Americans and Australians want India to
have the least amount of influence among the five
countries, with Americans preferring India’s cur-
rent level of influence to decrease (4.8 to 4.6, see
Figure II-14).

Feelings about whether India is playing a posi-
tive role in resolving the key problems facing Asia

Figure 11-17 — Extending UNSC
Membership to India

Percentage in each country who favor or oppose
India becoming a permanent member of the
UN Security Council.
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are also somewhat divided, though leaning toward
the positive. Pluralities of Americans (50%), South
Koreans (50%), and Chinese (48%) say India’s role is
either somewhat or very positive (see Figure II-16).

Attitudes toward the possibility of India becom-
ingapermanentmemberofthe UN Security Council
are generally positive, if still somewhat divided (see
Figure 1I-17). Compared to the 75% of Indians who
want a seat on the Security Council, a much smaller
majority (53%) in the United States favors a perma-
nent Indian seat. In China and South Korea only
pluralities are in favor (37% and 46%, respectively),
but in each of these cases a substantial number of
respondents says “it depends.”

When evaluating their relations with India,
very few people in any country surveyed believe
relations with India are worsening. Most (a bare
majority of 51% of Australians and South Koreans
as well as a plurality of 48% of Americans) say their
relationship with India is staying about the same.
Further, in all three countries, many more people
say relations are improving (36%, 37%, and 30%,
respectively) than say they are worsening (5%, 7%,
and 16%, respectively). A plurality of Chinese say
relations with India are improving.

Overall, Americans and Chinese view their
relationship with India as one of partnership rather
than rivalry, and Indians themselves concur. Sixty-
one percent of Americans and 55% of Indians view
the United States and India as mostly partners.
Fifty-six percent of Chinese and 46% (a plurality) of
Indians view China and India as partners. Contrary
to the positive Chinese and Indian views of their
own relationship, a large majority of Americans
(66%) think that China and India are rivals (see
Figure II-35).

Japan, South Korea, and Australia

Japan

Strained Relations with Some East Asian Neighbors
Japan’s relations with some of its East Asian neigh-

bors are still strongly colored by the legacy of World
War II. Prime Minister Koizumi’s repeated visits
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Figure I1-18 — Feelings toward Japan

Average rating given to Japan by respondents
in the following countries.
One hundred-point scale, with 100 meaning a very warm,
favorable feeling, 0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feel-
ing, and 50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.
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to Yasukuni Shrine, which honors modern Japan’s
war dead, including those convicted of war crimes,
is a source of particular resentment in China and
South Korea. In addition, disputes over the por-
trayal of the war in textbooks, disagreements over
territorial boundaries, and concern over potential
Japanese remilitarization continue. The depth of
these emotions were evident in the March 2005
Chinese demonstrations against Japan—triggered
by the Japanese government’s reauthorization of
a textbook that downplayed wartime atrocities—
resulting in attacks against Japanese businesses
and government offices in China.

It is thus no surprise that Japan receives the
lowest thermometer ratings (see Figure 11-18) of all
countries asked about from South Koreans (39) and
Chinese (36). Eighty-one percent of South Koreans
have no or very little trust in Japan acting responsi-
bly in the world. A majority of South Koreans (61%)
think relations between South Korea and Japan are
worsening, compared to only 6% who see relations
as improving. Forty-five percent of South Koreans
believe the rise of Japan as a military power is a
critical threat to the vital interests of South Korea in
the next ten years, and 66% think Japan is playing
a very negative (20%) or somewhat negative (46%)
role in resolving the key problems facing Asia.
Three-quarters of Chinese and nearly the same
number of South Koreans oppose Japan becoming
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a permanent member of the UN Security Council
(see Figure 1I-19).

The Chinese thermometer rating for Japan (36)
is 15 degrees cooler than the next lowest score of
51 degrees, given to the United States. Seventy-nine
percent of Chinese have no or very little trust in
Japan acting responsibly in the world. Eighty per-
cent have no or very little trust in Japan keeping
its commitments. Sixty-seven percent of Chinese
believe that Japan generally does not take the
interests of China into account when making for-
eign policy decisions. A plurality of Chinese (49%)
thinks that relations between China and Japan are
worsening, compared to 25% who see relations as
improving (see Figure II-20). Sixty-five percent of
Chinese believe China and Japan are mostly rivals,
with 26% considering the two countries to be
mostly partners.

Surprisingly, however, a plurality of Chinese
(48%) think Japan is playing a very positive (22%)
or somewhat positive (26%) role in resolving key
problems in Asia, compared to only 39% who
believe Japan is playing a very or somewhat nega-
tive role. Further, only 12% of Chinese believe the
differences between China and Japan cannot be
resolved. This compares to 84% who think that
tensions can be resolved if one or both countries
would compromise (53% think that Japan needs
to change its policies to resolve tensions, 28%
believe both sides need to compromise more, and
3% say China needs to change its policies. It is pos-

Figure 11-19 — Extending UNSC
Membership to Japan

Percentage in each country who favor or oppose
Japan becoming a permanent member of the
UN Security Council.
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Figure 11-20 — Chinese Views on
China-Japan Relations

Percentage of Chinese respondents who say the following:

Japan takes the interests
of China into account
not very much or not

at all when making
foreign policy decisions.

Japan and China are
mostly rivals.

Japan needs to change

its policies to resolve
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tensions with China.
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sible that Chinese perceptions have been positively
impacted by the large degree of economic inter-
dependence between China and Japan, seen most
visibly through Japan’s substantial trade with and
foreign direct investment in China and elsewhere
in Asia. Continued economic integration could
thus potentially facilitate improved relations.

More Positive Attitudes among Americans, Indians, and
Australians

Australians, Americans, and Indians all assign rel-
atively warm ratings to Japan, rating it at 64, 58,
and 54 degrees, respectively, on the thermometer
scale (see Figure II-18). Americans, Australians,
and Indians all perceive their relations with Japan
as stable and view Japan as a responsible and reli-
able partner in the international order. Eight-five
percent of Americans and Australians and 70% of
Indians think their respective country’s relations
with Japan are staying about the same or improving.
Similarly, 73% of Australians and 71% of Americans
have either some or a great deal of trust in Japan
to act responsibly in the world. Indian attitudes
are more divided, with a plurality of 46% of Indians
sharing this belief, and 41% having no or not much
trust in Japan acting responsibly in the world. Sixty-
four percent of Americans and 59% of Indians
think Japan is playing a positive role in resolving

the key problems facing Asia. Fifty-eight percent of
Americans and 46% of Indians also think that Japan
takes the interests of their respective countries in
account when making foreign policy decisions.

Perceptions of Japan’s trading practices are also
seen as positive. A majority of Americans (54%)
think Japan practices fair trade. As mentioned in
Part I, this is the highest level yet since the ques-
tion was first asked of Americans in 1990, when
only 17% thought Japan was a fair trader. The rela-
tive weakening of the Japanese economy through
the 1990s has clearly softened Americans concerns
about Japan: In 1994, 62% of Americans saw eco-
nomic competition from Japan as a critical threat,
but by 2002 the number was only 29%. Indians, who
do not share the historical animosity toward Japan
felt by Chinese and South Koreans, also lean toward
perceiving Japan as a fair trading partner. A plurality
of 45% thinks that Japan practices fair trade, while
28% disagree. This, together with Japan’s role as a
major regional aid donor, may be positively influ-
encing Indian perceptions of Japan.

As perceptions of Japan as an economic threat
have diminished, American attitudes towards the
U.S.-Japan relationship have focused on its friendly
and mutually supportive nature. This haslikely been
reinforced by the role Japan has played in assisting
the United States in Iraq, in the war on terror, and
as the principal U.S. ally in East Asia. Seventy-three
percent of Americans think the United States and
Japan are mostly partners, compared to only 17%
who believe they are mostly rivals. Interestingly,
Chinese and Indians are less convinced that the
U.S.-Japan relationship is primarily one of part-
nership, with only pluralities of Chinese (49%) and
Indians (40%) thinking the United States and Japan
are mostly partners.

Americans are also highly supportive of Japan
becoming a permanent member of the UN Security
Council (see Figure II-19). A plurality of Indians,
though not a majority, also support this. A plurality
of the American public (49%) now believes China
is more important to the United States than Japan,
compared to 44% who indicate the opposite. This
is up from the 2002 survey, when Americans were
evenly split at 43% on this question.
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Figure II-21-Japan’s Influence in the World

Average rating of the level of influence respondents from
the following countries think Japan has in the world today,
how much they think it will have in the world in ten years,
and how much they want it to have (see also Appendix A).

Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential
and 10 meaning extremely influential.
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Varying Perceptions of Influence

Attitudes towards Japan and perceptions of its influ-
ence in Asia and the world run parallel for many of
the publics in the surveyed countries. Americans
and Indians, who share relatively warm percep-
tions of Japan, both see it as a significant interna-
tional player. Indians give it the third highest mean
ranking for influence in Asia and influence in the
world, after the United States and India but ahead
of China, Russia, and the EU in both Asia and the
world. Americans similarly rank Japan third for
influence in the world (though tied with China) after
the United States and Great Britain (see Appendixes
A and B and Figure 1I-21).

The rather low opinion of Japan among Chinese
is reflected in their perceptions of its influence.
While the Chinese give Japan a mean score of 6.7
for its influence in the world, this score is the sec-
ond lowest of the nine nations they evaluated. For
influence in Asia, Chinese give Japan a mean score
of 6.8, placing it behind China, the United States,
and Russia but ahead of India. It is interesting that
both Chinese and Indians perceive Japan as being
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less influential in Asia than their own country but
more influential than the other. South Koreans rank
Japan fifth out of nine nations for influence in the
world, behind the United States, the EU, China, and
Great Britain.

Looking forward, Americans and Indians see
Japan’s global influence as remaining roughly equal
to current levels. When asked how much influence
Japan will have in the world in ten years, Americans
see its influence rising from 6.4 to 6.6, though
China’s influence overtakes it, rising from 6.4 to 6.8.
Indians and Chinese see no significant change in
Japan’s level of influence or in its ranking.

Both Americans and Indians are generally
comfortable with the level of influence they assign
Japan. When asked how much influence they would
want Japan to have in the world, Americans give a
mean score of 5.8 and Indians give the same score
of 6.2 that they assign to Japan for its present level
of influence. While the American score is 0.6 lower
than their perceptions of actual influence, it still
positions Japan as number two after the United
States (8.2), ahead of the EU (5.7), and far ahead of
China (4.6) and India (4.4). Chinese would like to
see Japan have less power, giving it a mean score
of 5.6 for desired influence in the world, 1.1 lower
than the score they assign for actual influence and
the lowest score they give any evaluated country,
including India (see Appendixes A and B).

South Korea

Attitudes toward South Korea among surveyed
nations tend toward the positive. The Chinese by
far have the warmest regard for South Korea (see
Figure I1-22). They give it a thermometer rating of
73 degrees, which is the warmest rating they assign
to any country asked about (and tied with the rat-
ing they give for North Korea). Australians also
have warm feelings (56 degrees), while Indians (48
degrees) and Americans (44 degrees) tend to give
cooler ratings. Majorities of South Koreans (74%),
Chinese (59%), and Americans (51%) and a plural-
ity of Indians (50%) think that South Korea is play-
ing a very or somewhat positive role in resolving
the key problems facing Asia.



Figure II-22 — Feelings toward South Korea

Average rating given to South Korea by respondents
in the following countries.
One hundred-point scale, with 100 meaning a very warm,
favorable feeling, 0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feel-
ing, and 50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.
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A very strong majority of Chinese (87%) see
relations between their country and South Korea as
either improving (56%) or staying the same (31%).
Indians, on balance, see India’s relationship with
South Korea as improving, with 36% stating this
and 24% saying relations are staying about the
same. Americans see relations with South Korea as
staying the same (53%), with 15% saying relations
are improving, compared to 25% who see them as
worsening (see Figure 1I-23).

South Korea is seen as possessing a moder-
ate level of influence in Asia (see Appendix B). The
Chinese see it as having the most influence, giving
itamean score of 6.7 out of 10, which is only slightly
lower than the 6.8 they assign to Japan. Australians

Figure 11-23 — Relations with South Korea

Percentage in each country who say relations with South
Korea are improving, worsening,
or staying about the same.

Il mproving
[ Sstaying about the same

Worsening

us.

China

India

80

and Indians assign lower levels of influence in Asia
to South Korea (5.5 and 5.2, respectively).

Australia

Australia is viewed warmly by all the countries sur-
veyed. The United States gives Australia its warmest
rating on the thermometer scale—an average of 69
degrees. The only other country receiving a more
favorable rating from Americans is Great Britain,
with an average of 71 degrees. South Koreans give
Australia their warmest rating (65 degrees) as com-
pared to the fifteen other countries they were asked
about. Chinese (65 degrees) also have warm feel-
ings towards Australia, while Indians are cooler but
still positive in their attitudes (52 degrees).

Australiais not seen as a very influential country
in Asia. Asked to rank Australia’s influence in Asia,
respondents in China and India give it an average
rating of 6.2 and 5.2, respectively, placing it only
above Indonesia and in the case of India, on par
with South Korea. Australians, however, see their
role a little more positively and rank their influence
in fifth place out of nine countries.

The United States: The View from Asia

The rise of China and India is altering Asia’s eco-
nomic and geopolitical landscape, but the United
States still dominates. The United States is the
region’s main export market (and thus engine of
growth), leading investor, primary source of tech-
nology, and dominant military power. Since World
War II, the United States has been the de facto
balancing power in Asia. The study suggests that
at present, the countries surveyed still regard it as
the most important player today and for the next
ten years. However, they are concerned about the
reliability and responsibility of the United States
and do not believe that U.S. power will remain
unequalled over the longer term. While they have
bones of contention with the United States and
are especially uncomfortable with the U.S. mili-
tary presence, Asians want the United States to be
engaged and to work together with them to address
critical challenges.
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Figure II-24 - U.S. Influence in the World

Average rating of the level of influence respondents
from the following countries think the United States has
in the world today, how much they think it will have in
the world in ten years, and how much they want it to have
(see also Appendix A).

Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential
and 10 meaning extremely influential.
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U.S. Power and Influence

Most Asians surveyed see the United States as
highly influential—indeed, as the most influential
power in the world today. On the ten-point scale of
influence in the world, all countries put the United
States ahead of other countries by a fairly signifi-
cant margin. Chinese give the United States a mean
level of 8.6, followed by their own country at 7.8.
Indians give it a 7.3, followed by their own coun-
try at 6.3, and South Koreans give it an 8.5, followed
by the European Union at 7.2 (see Appendix A and
Figure 11-24).

Asian perceptions of the U.S. role in the inter-
national arena are mirrored in their thinking about
the U.S. role in the Asian region. Most Asians see
the United States as highly and quite positively
influential in the region. Chinese and Indians rate
U.S. influence in Asia virtually as high as they do
U.S. influence globally, at 8.0 and 7.1, respectively.
This places the United States at the top among
the nine nations asked about, including Russia,
the European Union, and Japan (see Appendix B).
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Australians rate U.S. influence in Asia second (at
6.6) to China (at 7.5).

Over the past ten years, most Asians surveyed
think U.S. power in the region has either remained
the same or increased (see Figure II-25). In no
country among those surveyed does more than 20%
think U.S. influence in Asia has decreased. In China
and India, pluralities (43% and 46%, respectively)
think U.S. influence in Asia has increased over ten
years. Among South Koreans, as among Americans
themselves, a plurality (47% and 48%, respectively)
thinks it has remained the same.

Looking ahead ten years, U.S. global influence
is seen as staying quite high, if declining slightly in
some cases, while the influence of others increases.
In ten years Chinese see the United States’ world
influence declining only slightly, from an average
8.6 to 8.3, while Indians see it remaining virtually
unchanged, from 7.3 to 7.2. Americans themselves
see their influence dropping a bit more in ten years,
from 8.5 to 8.0. All three countries still place the
United States on top of other countries in terms of
world influence in ten years (though the Chinese
believe they will match U.S. influence by then).

Looking farther into the future, however, the
assessments of U.S. power in the world begin to
shift. As mentioned in previous sections, only a
minority believes that the United States will con-
tinue to be an unequalled world power. A majority

Figure 11-25 — U.S. Influence in Asia

Percentage from each country who believe U.S. influence in
Asia has increased, remained about the same, or decreased
in the past ten years.
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Figure 11-26 — U.S. Superpower Status
in the Next Fifty Years

Percentage who agree with the following statements about
what will happen over the next fifty years.

. The U.S. will continue to be the world’s leading power
. Another nation will become as powerful as the U.S.

. The U.S. will be surpassed in power by another nation

51
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in every country surveyed believes another nation
will become as powerful or surpass the power of the
United States over the next fifty years (see Figure
I1-26). In each case, more people believe another
nation will become as powerful as the United States
than believe that a nation will surpass the United
States, but the majorities are clear—the United
States will not continue to be the world’s one
leading power. Even among Americans, only 40%
believe the United States will remain unequalled in
half a century.

The nation that appears to be the clearest can-
didate for catching up to the United States is China
(though Indians appear to feel it may be their
country). Majorities in South Korean (61%) and the
United States (60%) and a plurality of the Chinese
(50%) believe that someday China’s economy will
grow as large as the U.S. economy (rather than
that the U.S. economy will always stay larger than
China’s). A large number of Indians (42%) say they
don’t know whether China’s economy will catch up.
However, more Indians (36%) say the U.S. economy
will always remain larger than China’s than say
China’s economy will catch up (22%). This is per-
haps because Indians see their own country as both
more influential and more innovative than China
(see The Indian Worldview, pages 40-41).

Wariness of the United States

While the view from Asia is that U.S. influence will
remain quite high, even if others begin catching
up, publics in the Asian countries surveyed would
prefer that the United States have less influence in
the world than it has now (see Figure I1-24). (This is
not unlike the American opinion that other coun-
tries should have less influence than them.) The
Chinese want the United States to have an average
of 7.1 instead of 8.6, less than both China (8.9) and
the European Union (7.2), but more than India (6.5)
and Japan (5.6). Indians also want the United States
to have less influence (6.7 instead of 7.3), but less
than only India (7.0). Australians want the United
States (at 6.1) to only have less influence than the
European Union (6.6).

Along with this preference for the United States
to have somewhat less influence, strong majori-
ties of Chinese (61%), South Koreans (60%), and
Australians (69%) all agree that the United States
does not have the responsibility to play the role

Figure 11-27 - U.S. as World Policeman

Percentage who agree with the following statements about
the United States playing the role of
“world policeman.”

. The U.S. does not have the responsibility
to play the role of world policeman

. The U.S. is playing the role of world
policeman more than it should be
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The threat of terrorism has been
reduced by the Iraq war.

United States 35 32
China 25 41
India 42 43
South Korea 17 24
Australia 14 27

Figure 11-28 — Views on the Iraq War

Percentage who agree with each statement.

The war will lead to the spread
of democracy in the Middle East.

The experience of the Iraq war
should make nations more
cautious about using military

The war has worsened
America’s relations with the

Muslim world. force to deal with rogue states.
66 66
55 56
56 51
73 73
91 85

of world policemen, a role they also think the
United States has been playing more than it should
(77%, 73%, 79%, respectively, see Figure II-27).
Interestingly, a slight majority of Indians (53%) do
think the United States has the responsibility to play
the role of world policeman. The same percentage
of Indians, however, believe the United States is
playing that role more than it should.

These views are reflected in the generally neg-
ative view among most Asians—and shared by
most Americans—of the Iraq war. In every coun-
try surveyed, majorities believe that the war has
not reduced the threat of terrorism, has worsened
America’s relations with the Muslim world, and
should make nations more cautious about using
military force to deal with rogue states (see Figure
1I-28).

The prevailing negative Asian perceptions of the
Iraq war and of the United States acting as “police-
man” in the world more than it should be may also
be reflected in their general views on U.S. behav-
ior. On the question of whether the United States
can be trusted to act responsibly in the world, in no
country do more than 19% of respondents say the
United States can be trusted a great deal. Majorities
of Chinese (59%) and to a lesser extent, South
Koreans (53%) and Indians (52%) say the United
States cannot be trusted either very much or at all
to act responsibly. Only a majority of Australians
(60%) agree that the United States can be trusted
somewhat or a great deal to act responsibly.

In addition, majorities in China (58% and 69%,
respectively) and slight pluralities in India (46%
and 47%, respectively) think the United States does
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not take the interests of their country into account
when making foreign policy decisions and cannot
be trusted to keep its commitments.

Perhaps because of views such as these, Asian
publics in the countries surveyed are not strong
supporters of the U.S. military presence in the
region. When asked generally about U.S. military
bases overseas, a majority of Chinese (63%) and a
plurality of Indians (39%) would like to see fewer
U.S. bases (26% of Indians favor more bases, 14%
want as many as there are now, and 22% are not
sure).

When asked whether the United States should
or should not have bases in several specific loca-
tions in Asia, Chinese are clearly against them,
while Indians are more divided (see Figure 1I-29).
Strong majorities of Chinese oppose U.S. bases in
Japan (60%), Pakistan (66%), South Korea (71%),

Figure 11-29 — U.S. Military Bases Overseas

Percentage who think the United States should have
more bases overseas, fewer bases overseas, or
about as many as it has now.
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Figure 11-30 — U.S. Military Presence in East Asia

Percentage in each country who think the U.S. military
presence in East Asia should be increased, maintained
at its present level, or decreased.
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and Afghanistan (65%). Indians are somewhat more
favorably disposed to bases in their own region,
with pluralities supporting U.S. bases in Pakistan
(46%) and Afghanistan (46%), but opposed to U.S.
bases in Japan (51%) and South Korea (a plurality
of 45%).

Chinese and Indians were also asked whether
the U.S. military presence in East Asia increases or
decreases regional stability. A majority of Chinese
(56%) say it decreases stability. Indians are again
divided, with a 33% saying it decreases stability,
31% saying it increases stability, 16% saying nei-
ther, and 20% saying they are not sure.

In line with these views, a clear majority of
Chinese (64%) want the U.S. military presence in
East Asia decreased, as does a weak plurality (38%)
of Indians (30% of Indians want it increased, 13%
want it maintained at its present level, and 19%
are not sure). South Koreans, on the other hand,
want it increased (59%). South Koreans also believe
that most people in East Asia want the U.S. mili-
tary presence there to be maintained at its present
level (53%) instead of increased or decreased. Most
Americans (58%) correctly perceive that most East
Asians want the U.S. presence decreased, and even
though a similar number of Americans (57%) prefer
that it be maintained, 55% of Americans think the
United States should reduce its presence if that is
what most East Asians want (see Figure 11-30).

Additionally, U.S. trade practices are also
viewed rather negatively. Seventy-five percent of
South Koreans and 53% of Chinese think the United

States practices unfair trade. While a plurality of
40% of Indians think the United States practices fair
trade, 30% say U.S. trade is unfair, and another 30%
are not sure.

Desire for Cooperation

Despite these clear irritations with the United
States, the overall U.S. role in Asia is seen as a posi-
tive. Asked whether the U.S. role in resolving key
problems facing Asia is very or somewhat positive
or very or somewhat negative, strong majorities in
China (59%), India (66%), and South Korea (58%)
say the United States is playing either a somewhat
or very positive role (see Figure II-31). In China and
India, more people (35% for both) say the U.S. role
is very positive than say it is only somewhat posi-
tive (24% and 31%, respectively), while a majority of
South Koreans (51%) say the U.S. role is only some-
what positive, with very few (7%) saying it is very
positive.

This view of the U.S. role in Asia is accom-
panied by generally positive feelings toward the
United States among respondents in the Asian
countries surveyed, though in most cases feelings
toward many other countries are higher. On the
thermometer scale, Australians have the warm-

Figure 11-31-U.S. Role in Resolving
Key Problems in Asia

Percentage in each country who think the United States
plays a very or somewhat positive role or a very or some-
what negative role in resolving key problems facing Asia.

. Very or somewhat positive

. Very or somewhat negative

us.

China

India

South Korea

80 60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

GLOBAL VIEWS 2006

53



54

Figure II-32 — Decrease in U.S. Power

Percentage in each country who believe it is mainly positive
or mainly negative for the United States to become signifi-
cantly less powerful economically and militarily.
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est feelings toward the United States, giving it an
average of 62. South Koreans and Indians give the
United States warm ratings of 58 and 57, respec-
tively. While Indians feel more warmly toward the
United States than any other country they were
asked asked about, the United States is ranked fifth
out of fifteen countries asked about in Australia
(behind Great Britain, Singapore, Japan, and Papua
New Guinea), and fifth out of sixteen in South
Korea (behind Australia, Great Britain, Germany,
and France). Chinese give the United States a rather
neutral 51, though it places fourteenth out of fifteen
countries asked about in China, above only Japan,
which receives China’s only cool rating at 36.

As will be discussed in next section, relations
overall with the United States are also seen gener-
ally as positive (see Improving Relations, pages 56-
57 and Figure II-34). Majorities of Chinese (53%),
Indians (58%), and Australians (51%) see relations
as improving. A majority of South Koreans (56%) say
they are staying the same, though more say they are
worsening (34%) than improving (10%).

Further, while there is an overall desire for the
United States to have somewhat less influence than
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it does today, Chinese and Indians do not think it
would be a good thing if the United States became
significantly less powerful militarily and, espe-
cially, economically (see Figure II-32). A major-
ity of Chinese think it would be mainly negative if
the United States became significantly less power-
ful either militarily (52%) or economically (54%).
Indians are more ambivalent about the impact of
a decline in U.S. power, with a very slight plural-
ity (42%) agreeing that economic decline would be
mainly negative, but a very slight plurality (43%)
agreeing military decline would be mainly positive.

Indeed, most Chinese, Indians, and South
Koreans prefer that the United States remain con-
structively and cooperatively engaged in the world.
No more than 14% of respondents in any country
want the United States to withdraw from efforts
to solve the world’s problems. Instead, a strong
majority of South Koreans (79%), Chinese (68%),
and a plurality of Indians (42%) want the United
States to do its share in efforts to solve international
problems by working together with other coun-
tries. Only in India do a notable number of people
(34%—compared to only 10% in the United States
itself) think the United States should continue to
be the preeminent leader in solving international
problems.

Overall, it seems clear that the Asian publics we
surveyed expect and prefer that the United States
will play a leadership role in world affairs, even as
they are wary of how responsibly that role will be
played.

Great Power Relations in Asia

One possible consequence of the rise of China and
India is new fluidity in relations among great pow-
ers in Asia. How the emergence of these new pow-
ers will affect the relations and balance of power
among them, Japan, and the United States will be a
vital question in the years to come.

This section looks more closely at the inter-rela-
tionships of the four Asian powers—China, India,
the United States, and Japan—as they are viewed
by the Chinese, Indian, and U.S. publics. American
views are included in this analysis because of the



important role the United States plays in the region,
as shown in the previous section. While much of
the data discussed below has been presented ear-
lier, the focus here is on the patterns of perceived
relations between the four nations.

The study reveals that the emergence of China
and India as Asian powers is not, so far, accompa-
nied by deep public concern about relations, peace,
and stability in the region. The one major excep-
tion to this pattern is the apparent tensions in the
Sino-Japanese relationship, as evidenced in the
strongly negative Chinese attitudes toward Japan.
While there is some wariness among Chinese and
Americans about the relationship between their two
countries (more so on the American side), desires
for cooperation in solving regional and world prob-
lems bode well for the future of relations.

Emerging Powers

As we have seen in previous sections, both Chinese
and Indians believe their countries are robust and
rising powers, with the Chinese generally much
more convinced of their strong current and future
role in both Asia and the world. Responses to the
question of whether their countries should take an
active part in or stay out of world affairs reflect this,
with majorities of both favoring an active role (87%
and 56%, respectively). The Chinese public clearly
subscribes confidently to strong international
engagement, while the substantially lower num-
ber among Indians perhaps reflects the somewhat
greater sense of vulnerability they show compared
to the Chinese, thus tempering somewhat the over-
all picture of enthusiasm.

Nevertheless, there is a striking contrast between
the generally expansive views of both the Chinese
and Indian publics about their countries’ emerging
roles and the kinds of critical threats and foreign pol-
icy goals that preoccupy them (see Figures 1I-3, 11-4,
1I-12, and II-13). The publics in both countries are
less concerned with building up their military power
and warding off great-power competition than with
jobs, epidemics, and global warming. In India, the
public focuses on security threats from the imme-
diate neighborhood. Broader geopolitical issues

Figure 11-33 — Temperature Ratings

Average rating given to each other’s countries by
respondents in the United States, China, and India.
One hundred-point scale, with 100 meaning a very warm,
favorable feeling, 0 meaning a very cold, unfavorable feel-
ing, and 50 meaning not particularly warm or cold.

Feelings Feelings Feelings
toward U.S. toward China toward India
Chinese public 51 - 62
Indian public 57 54 -
U.S. public - 40 46

Figure 11-34 - Bilateral Relations among Great
Powers in Asia

Percentage in each country who say relations with the
Jfollowing countries are improving, worsening,
or staying about the same.
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Figure I1-35 - Partners or Rivals

Percentage of respondents in each country who say
the following countries are rivals or partners.
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involving the power of the United States and China
come further down the list. While the study shows
that there is some discomfort with the U.S. military
presence in Asia (see pages 52-53 in Wariness of the
United States), the degree of concern about this is
relatively low and certainly not central. Overall,
the way Chinese and Indians view their countries’
goals and threats is a significant departure from the
conventional view of emerging regional or global
powers.

Improving Relations

While one might expect to see increasing animosi-
ties or deteriorating relations signaling a great
power shift, the study shows an overall positive pic-
ture. Feelings among Chinese and Indians toward
the United States and each other are all on the
warm side (see Figure 11-33). Only the Americans
show some coolness, though these feelings toward
India and China have shown up fairly consistently
in Chicago Council surveys since these thermom-
eter ratings were first included in 1978.

In terms of bilateral relations among the four
countries, in no case are relations seen as wors-
ening by a majority of respondents (see Figure II-
34). In fact, there is a prevailing perception among
Asians of improving bilateral relations—China and
India with the United States, India and China with
each other, and India with Japan. Only in the case
of China’s relations with Japan does a somewhat
negative picture emerge: A plurality of Chinese see
their relations with Japan as worsening. Americans
do not see much change at all in their relations with
China, India, and Japan, with a majority or plurality
in each case saying relations are staying about the
same.

When looking at whether respondents view
their bilateral relationships as rivalries or partner-
ships, the U.S.-Japan, U.S.-India, and China-India
relationships are all viewed as partnerships among
their respective publics in the countries surveyed.
The U.S.-China relationship comes out as a rivalry,
but by relatively small margins. Not surprisingly, the
China-Japan relationship is seen unambiguously
as a rivalry (see Figure II-35). As mentioned previ-



ously, a strong majority of Americans view China
and India as mostly rivals, despite those countries’
views of each other as mostly partners.

While the data points to some tension in the
U.S.-China relationship, the potential for confron-
tation between China and the United States does
not appear to be highly salient. As mentioned, a
majority of Chinese (53%) say relations with the
United States are improving, and a plurality of
Americans (49%) say China is more important to
the United States than Japan (this is up from 2002
when Americans were evening divided on this
question).

Importance of U.S. Role

Further, the importance of the United States in the
region overall is not in doubt: The United States is
seen as more important by both the Chinese and
Indians than any other nation (see Figure II-36).
A strong majority of Chinese (63%) say the United
States is more important to China than Japan, and a

Figure 11-36 — Which Country More Important?

Percentage in each country that says one of the following
two countries is more important to their country.
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plurality of Indians (45%), by a two-to-one margin,
see the United States as more important to India
than China (23% China more important). These
findings reinforce the view of the United States as
the dominant power in the region and as a balancer
in the Sino-Japanese relationship, where the great-
est tensions exist.
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Figure I1-37 — Trust of Countries to Act Responsibly in the World

Percentage in each country who say the following countries can be trusted somewhat or a great deal,
or not much or not at all to act responsibly in the world.
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Trust

Despite these largely positive assessments of great
power relations, the U.S., Chinese, and Indian
publics do not take for granted that other countries
can be relied upon. On the questions of whether
each country can be trusted to act responsibly in the
world, to take the interests of another country into
account when making foreign policy decisions, and
to keep its commitments, most respondents do not
express confidence that other countries can be so
trusted (see Figure I1-37). Chinese and Indians do not
trust the United States in any case, and Americans
and Indians do not trust China in any case. India

is trusted only by a plurality of Americans to act
responsibly in the world and by a plurality of Chinese
to takes its interests into account. Otherwise, India is
not trusted. Japan, on the other hand, is trusted by
Americans and Indians in every case, but never by the
Chinese. Most strikingly, and reinforcing again the
finding of tension in the Sino-Japanese relationship,
the strongest majorities on each question (as high as
80%) are for China’s distrust of Japan.

Support for Cooperation

Despite this perhaps surprising degree of distrust
among each other, all nations still favor working

Figure I11-38 - U.S., China, and India Working Together

Percentage in each country who say it is very important that the
United States, China, and India work together on the following.

Reducing competition over vital
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together to solve many of the region’s and the world’s
problems. The publics in China, India, and the United
States view all four countries as playing a positive role
inresolving the key problems facing Asia. When asked
how important it is that the United States, China, and
India work together to address several common prob-
lems, more than three-quarters of Chinese, Indians,
and Americans agree in every case that working
together is important. Some of the highest num-
bers are for reducing competition over vital energy
resources like oil and gas. Pluralities or majorities in
all three countries also consider working together to
stop the spread of nuclear weapons to countries in
Asia and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions as very
important. Large numbers of Chinese and Indians
consider collaboration on expanding trade, raising
the standard of living in Asian countries, and resolv-
ing conflicts in Asia as very important, while most
Americans view these as only “somewhat” important
(see Figure II-38 for percentages considering these
items “very” important).

The desire to work together to expand trade
by Chinese and Indians is reflected in the desire of
both countries to have free trade agreements with
the United States and Japan and well as with each
other. (Americans, however, are notinterested in free
trade agreements with China or India.) Majorities
of Chinese (75%) and Indians (57%) also think that
in the future there will be greater economic integra-
tion among Asian countries. Pluralities of Chinese
(48%) and Indians (47%) think there will be political
integration among Asian countries similar to what
is occuring among the European countries.

In summary, there is an overall pattern of largely
positive perceptions of great power relations in
Asia, even as China and India become more influ-
ential. While both Chinese and Indians tend to see
their relationships with the United States as more
important to their interests, there is little evidence
of a zero-sum power game developing in the region.
Both Chinese and Indians see their relations with
each other in quite positive terms despite American
perceptions to the contrary. There are, however,
clear strains in the Sino-Japanese relationship.

Asia’s emerging powers clearly desire coopera-
tive engagement and want to work together with the

United States to resolve current challenges and pre-
vent future problems. Even in regard to the thorny
China-Japan relationship, only 12% of Chinese
believe that the differences between China and
Japan cannot be resolved. Nevertheless, the general
mistrust of other nations to behave favorably sug-
gests that the perceptions of the great power game
in Asia remain grounded in an appreciation for the
maxim that nations have no permanent friends,
only permanent interests.

Regional Troublespots

Asthisstudyreflects, manyoftheimportantregional
relationships in Asia have improved in recent years.
Relations between India and China have become
friendlier, and bilateral trade has skyrocketed.
China has shown increased and positive interac-
tion in relations with Southeast Asia, as has Japan.
Economic interaction is on the rise, as is coopera-
tion on transnational issues such as public health,
trafficking, and other human security issues.

However, there are a number of potential hot-
spots throughout the region: China-Taiwan, India-
Pakistan, and the Korean Peninsula. These are all
long-standing disputes. Our survey sheds new light
on Asian and U.S. attitudes on these issues, add-
ing depth to a continued conversation and better
understanding of the issues involved. While these
specific hotspots are addressed in the following
sections, respondents to this study also identified
possible future sources of conflict in the region,
including competition over vital energy resources,
the spread of nuclear weapons to new countries in
Asia, and others. These issues are covered in Part I1I
of the report.

China-Taiwan

Since 1949 and the defeat of the Nationalists at the
hands of the Communists, there has existed a great
deal of tension and sometimes outright hostility
between mainland China and Taiwan. In recent
years, while the status quo has largely prevailed,
there have been flare-ups in the relationship as a
result of activities on both sides of the Taiwan Strait.
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With China as a growing economic, political, and
military power in the region, the concern for stabil-
itybyregional players is not without merit. However,
respondents in most countries surveyed did not
regard this dispute as critical to their national inter-
ests. Only 8% of South Koreans, 18% of Americans,
32% of Indians, and 33% of Australians think a
confrontation between China and Taiwan is a criti-
cal threat to the vital interests of their countries in
the next ten years (see Figure I1I-39). Similarly, only
13% of South Koreans, 31% of Americans, and 36%
of Indians think that China-Taiwan relations are
very likely to be a potential source of future conflict
between major powers in Asia. However, a plural-
ity of Chinese (45%) think China’s relations with
Taiwan are a very likely potential source of conflict
in the future (74% likely overall, including those
who say somewhat likely and very likely).

There is a long-running debate in think tank
and policy circles, particularly in the United States,
as to whether, in the event of Chinese military action
against Taiwan, the United States should or should
not use U.S. military power to defend Taiwan. While
there is general support in the government for such
U.S.troopinvolvement (sans aTaiwanese declaration
of independence), survey results of the U.S. public
suggest a different story. A full 61% of those surveyed
oppose the use of U.S. troops to defend Taiwan in a
context that is not specified as multilateral.

Figure 11-39 — Confrontation between
China and Taiwan as a Critical Threat

Percentage in each country who consider a confrontation
between China and Taiwan to be a critical threat to their
country’s vital interests in the next ten years.
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India-Pakistan

The dispute between India and Pakistan goes back
nearly sixty years, and the two countries have fought
three wars and one near-war. While this study was
not carried out in Pakistan, we can see that this
history lives on in Indian views of their country’s
international position. Some 53% of Indians think
tensions between India and Pakistan are a criti-
cal threat to India in the next ten years (see Figure
11-40), with a further 29% of Indians thinking the
issue is important, but not critical. Perhaps repre-
sentative of the Indian concerns about Pakistan,
61% of Indians favor the use of nuclear weapons,
either in response to a nuclear attack (42%) or in
certain circumstances even if it has not suffered
a nuclear attack (19%). (This is still less, however,
than the numbers of Americans (78%) and Chinese
(83%) that find it acceptable to use nuclear weap-
ons under one or the other of these circumstances.)
Similarly, and possibly related to the belief that
Pakistan has sponsored violence and insurgency
in Kashmir and in a number of unrelated parts of
India, 53% of Indians believe that India should have
the right to go to war to stop neighboring coun-
tries from supporting an insurgency within India.
Finally, in thinking about the potential sources
of conflict between Asian powers in the future, a
plurality of 45% of Indians believe that relations
between India and Pakistan are very likely to be a
source of conflict.

Beyond India, the long-standing dispute
between India and its nuclear neighbor draws a
surprisingly low degree of concern. Despite its
relatively high ranking among Indians as poten-
tial source of conflict (third of seven), it ranks last
everywhere else (United States, China, and South
Korea). This may in part reflect the view that coun-
tries other than India and Pakistan believe they are
unlikely to get involved in an India-Pakistan con-
flict. Similarly, on the question of threats to vital
interests, few people in the United States or China
consider tensions between India and Pakistan to be
a critical threat (United States 17%, China 15%, see
Figure II-40). Furthermore, a majority of Americans
(54%) oppose the use of U.S. troops as part of an



Figure 11-40 — Tensions between
India and Pakistan as a Critical Threat
Percentage in each country who consider a tensions

between India and Pakistan to be a critical threat to
their country’s vital interests in the next ten years.
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international force to help keep the peace between
India and Pakistan. Most Americans (48%) think
that the United States should not have long-term
military bases in Pakistan. Respondents in China
(66%) also feel the United States should not have
such bases. Interestingly, a modest plurality of
Indians (46% versus 42%) favor long-term U.S.
military bases in Pakistan, perhaps reflecting the
view that they could serve as a stabilizer in relations
between India and Pakistan.

The Korean Peninsula

The situation on the Korean Peninsula is one of the
most volatile and complicated in the region. Again,
a remnant of the Cold War—era and the splitting of
Korea into North and South following World War II,
the present condition is a delicate balance for these
two countries on either side of the demilitarized
zone. In recent years, the so-called Six-Party Talks
(between the United States, South Korea, Japan,
Russia, China, and North Korea) have been held
in an effort to end the North’s nuclear aspirations,
while bringing greater stability to the peninsula
and the region more generally. So far, the talks have
not been very successful. With differences abound-
ing in the diplomatic sphere about how to solve
the problem, it is not surprising that this study also
finds varying views on the subject.

South Korean attitudes toward North Korea
reflect the complexity of the relationship. While
there is concern about North Korea’s nuclear capa-
bility, there does not appear to be a great sense of

alarm. An overwhelming majority (81%) believes
that North Korea possesses nuclear weapons, up
from 75% in 2004. While 79% feel at least “a bit”
threatened by this prospect, only 30% say they are
“very” threatened, and this is down nine points from
39% in 2004. In addition, on the question of threats
to vital interests, the possibility of North Korea
becoming a nuclear power is now seen as a critical
threat by only one-half (50%) of South Koreans, also
down nine points from 59% in 2004. When evalu-
ating the impact of North Korea on South Korean
security (with no explicit reference to nuclear weap-
ons), 65% of respondents say North Korea is at least
“a bit” threatening (38%), if not significantly (27%).
In this case, the total is up 24 points from 41% in
2004 (with “a bit” jumping 13 points from 25% to
38% and “significantly” up 9 points from 16% to
27%). This may reflect the broader set of problems
in North Korea that can affect South Korea’s security,
including economic and political factors. Yet when
asked if “the situation” on the Korean Peninsula is
likely to be a potential source of conflict between
major powers in Asia, only 30% of South Koreans
say this is very likely, less than think so in either
India or the United States.

South Koreans clearly prefer peaceful means
for settling the problem. When asked how the North
Korean nuclear question can be resolved, 73% of
South Koreans say it can be resolved through dip-
lomatic pressure against North Korea (rather than
through dialogue between the United States and
North Korea, economic sanctions, or the use of mili-
tary action). This is a dramatic shift from 2004 when

Figure 11-41-U.S. Troops in South Korea

Percentage in each country who say the 30,000 troops that
the United States currently has in South Korea is too many,
too few, or about right.
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more people (50%) thought dialogue between the
United States and North Korea would resolve the
issue, and only 26% said “diplomatic pressure.” The
preference for diplomatic solutions is also reflected
in the warm 60-degree thermometer rating given to
the Six Party Talks.

In assessing the threat the Korean Peninsula
poses to the vital interests of other countries, there
is relatively little concern. In China only 23% of
those surveyed think this is a critical threat, and
only 29% in India see the threat as critical. An iden-
tically low 23% of Chinese see the situation on the
Korean Peninsula as a “very likely” source of con-
flict between major powers in Asia in the future, as
do only 32% of Indians. Interestingly, Americans are
somewhat more concerned, with 38% seeing the
problem as a threat to vital interests and 41% seeing
it as a very likely source of conflict in the future.

Overall feelings toward North Korea are mixed,
as one would expect, in the various Six-Party coun-
tries in the study. On the thermometer scale the
United States has a very negative feeling toward
North Korea (23 degrees). A conflicted South Korea
falls right in the middle, essentially neutral at 49
degrees. Reflecting the historical friendship that
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exists between China and North Korea, Chinese
respondents have a quite warm (73) feeling toward
North Korea.

In the event of hostilities between North and
South, Americans are split over the use of U.S.
troops. Forty-five percent are in favor of using U.S.
troops if North Korea invaded South Korea, while
49% are opposed. However, in a show of support for
multilateral action, and as mentioned in Part I, 65%
of Americans favor U.S. contributions to military
forces, together with other countries, to a UN-spon-
sored effort to reverse the aggression if North Korea
were to attack South Korea. Indeed, the American
commitment to South Korea remains strong: 62%
say they want the United States to have long-
term military bases in South Korea. Nevertheless,
American opinion tilts toward wanting to reduce
the number of troops in South Korea (see Figure II-
41). While 42% of Americans say the 30,000 troops
the U.S. currently has in South Korea is about right,
another 42% say it is too many, and only 10% say
it is too few. The majority (54%) of South Koreans
believe that the level of U.S. troops is about right,
though 36% also think there are too many. Chinese
respondents think that there are too many U.S.
troops in South Korea (65%).



Part Ill: Addressing Global Challenges

This section of the report takes a closer look at pub-
lic views on a number of issues that engage Asia and
the world and that represent important challenges
for the international system: nuclear proliferation,
energy resources, trade, the environment, human
rights, multilateral cooperation, and the use of force.
While many of the findings have been discussed
separately in previous sections as they relate to each
country, this section brings many of the questions
together to provide a more comprehensive picture
of each of these challenges. The emergence of China
and India as increasingly powerful players, and
India’s effort to develop a larger role in international
institutions, especially the UN Security Council, will
affect how the world deals with them.

In principle, there is a remarkable consensus
on the importance of some of the issues covered
in this section. Except for China, the public in all
countries surveyed attaches great importance to
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. Global
warming, epidemic disease, energy shortages, and
trade figure above the midpoint of most assess-
ments of foreign policy priorities. Human rights
draw a surprisingly strong response, including a
widespread willingness to contemplate military
action under UN auspices. There is strong support
for strengthening the United Nations. Indeed, the
apparent popular agreement across the region in
all these areas stands in contrast to the sharp dis-
agreements that have accompanied efforts to reach
formal international agreement on them.

But one can also discern the seeds of a more
complicated future. Several of the issues addressed
in this section are also looked on as “likely” or
even “very likely” sources of conflict in Asia. The
clearest example is energy, which all countries
surveyed placed at the top of their list of poten-
tial conflict areas. India and China are expected
to be the two most rapidly growing energy mar-
kets in the next decade. They have concluded a
cooperation agreement, but have also disagreed
over energy deals. The competition between these
two fast-growing economic powers and Japan
and the United States for energy supplies is likely
to intensify, further aggravating today’s tight sup-
plies. In addition, as energy usage grows and
development continues, addressing the envi-
ronmental impact of China’s and India’s rise will
become ever more critical.

As India and China become more internation-
ally active, the international community will need
to factor them into the way it deals with the eco-
nomic and political issues discussed in this section.
The way they deal with nuclear nonproliferation,
for example, will have a major impact on the suc-
cess of international efforts to prevent new coun-
tries from entering the nuclear weapons club. Their
size makes them critical to the future of environ-
mental efforts, trade negotiations, and epidemic
prevention. The region’s strong expressed commit-
ment to cooperation is reassuring, but it is likely to
be tested in the years to come.
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Nuclear Proliferation

The proliferation of nuclear weapons is viewed as
one of the most pressing problems among the pub-
lics of most countries surveyed for this study and
support for efforts to stop proliferation is strong,
including the use of force. On the list of threats to
vital interests, the possibility of unfriendly countries
becoming nuclear powers is considered “critical” by
majorities in Australia (70%), the United States (69%,
up from 64% in 2004), and India (55%). In South
Korea a plurality (50%) sees this as a critical threat
(down from 59% in 2004), a surprising finding given
the nuclear weapons program of North Korea. This
may be because most believe North Korea already
has nuclear weapons and therefore it cannot be
prevented. It could also reflect the optimism South
Koreans have that the problem can be resolved dip-
lomatically (see Korean Peninsula, pages 61-62).
Chinese are the least concerned, with just 28% call-
ing the threat critical. Nevertheless, in all countries
but China the threat is ranked high relative to other
threats (see Figure III-1). For the United States and
Australia it is the second-highest ranked threat, for
India third, and for South Korea fourth.

Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is
also a top foreign policy goal for most countries.
This goal is considered very important by majori-
ties in Australia (82%), the United States (74%, 73%
in 2004), India (56%), South Korea (56%), and China
(52%). Again, it is surprising that the number for
South Korea is not higher. In addition, only 48% of
South Koreans see preventing North Korea from

Figure 11I-1- Nuclear Proliferation
as a Critical Threat

Percentage in each country calling the possibility of
unfriendly countries becoming nuclear powers a critical
threat and ranking of this threat among all threats asked

about in that country.

Country Percent critical Rank

Australia 70 2 outof 12
United States 69 2 outof 13
India 55 3outof 13
South Korea 50 4 out of 16
China 28 7 out of 11
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developing nuclear weapons as a very important
goal (asked only in South Korea). But in the United
States, Australia, and India, preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons ranks high relative to other for-
eign policy goals.

Stopping the spread of nuclear weapons to new
countries in Asia is seen as a very important area for
cooperation between the United States, China, and
India by 67% of Americans, 51% of Indians, and 48%
of Chinese. From a list of six such areas for poten-
tial cooperation between these three countries, it
ranks first for the United States, third for Indians,
and fifth for Chinese.

This substantial level of concern for nuclear
proliferation is also reflected in very high levels
of support for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT). Asked whether their country should par-
ticipate in the treaty that would prohibit nuclear
weapon test explosions worldwide, very large
majorities in the United States (86%) South Korea
(86%), and China (73%) say that it should. A major-
ity in India also agree, though the majority is not as
large (57%). Notably, of these four, only South Korea
has signed and ratified the CTBT. The United States
and China have both signed but not ratified it, and
India has not signed it.

A key part of treaty-based efforts to prevent
nuclear proliferation is international inspections
of national facilities—something that some people
find offensive to their sense of national sovereignty.
However, on the question of inspections related to
the biological weapons treaty, very large majori-
ties generally show a readiness to accept such
inspections (see Figure I1I-2). Asked whether their
country should participate in an agreement under
the treaty banning biological weapons that would
allow international inspectors to examine biologi-
cal research laboratories to ensure that countries
are not producing biological weapons, participa-
tion is endorsed by 89% in the United States, 86% in
South Korea, and 65% in China. Once again, Indian
support is somewhat lower, with a plurality of 50%
favoring participation and 32% opposing it. This
may reflect that nation’s very recent experience
in resisting international pressures to inspect its
nuclear facilities.



Figure IlI-2 — Support for Inspections of
Biological Research Laboratories

Percentage in each country who think their country should
participate in an agreement under the treaty banning bio-
logical weapons that would allow international inspectors
to examine biological research laboratories to ensure that
countries are not producing biological weapons.
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Concern about nuclear proliferation is also evi-
dent in the response to a question about the U.S.-
India nuclear deal, in which the United States has
agreed to sell nuclear technology to India despite the
U.S. prohibition of nuclear assistance to any country
that does not accept international monitoring of all
its nuclear facilities. Seventy-one percent of respon-
dents in the United States and 64% in China agree
with the argument that selling India civilian nuclear
technology is a bad idea because it will suggest to
other countries that they can develop nuclear weap-
ons and get away with it. However, Indians them-
selves are divided on the issue. While 39% do not
favor this deal, a plurality of 42% think it is a good
idea because it will strengthen U.S.-India relations
and contribute to peace and stability in Asia. The
39% of Indians who say it is a bad idea likely reflects
opposition to the deal because of concern it would
place limits on India’s military nuclear program.

Similarly, support is strong for the recent
suggestion that certain countries not be allowed
to develop nuclear fuel out of concern they will
use it to develop nuclear weapons. In the past, the
international community has agreed (under the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty) that all countries
have the right to produce nuclear fuel for peaceful
purposes. When asked if this proposal is a good
idea or a bad idea, majorities in the United States
(66%) and China (57%) say it is a good idea, as does
a plurality in India (49% to 36%).

A substantial number of respondents feel
that the prospect of a country acquiring weapons
of mass destruction is a legitimate casus belli. As
mentioned in Part I, 60% of Americans believe that
countries, on their own, should have the right to
go to war with another country they believe may
pose a threat to them if they have strong evidence
that the other country is acquiring weapons of
mass destruction that could be used against them
at some point in the future. A bare majority of
Indians agree (51%). Views are evenly divided in
China, while a majority of South Koreans (62%)
say countries should not have such a right. This
likely reflects South Koreans’ lower overall level of
concern about the problem of proliferation, their
proximity to a country that might be a candidate
for war in this scenario as well as the historically
more pacifist orientation of the public against the
use of force in general.

A slightly greater consensus forms around the
view that the UN Security Council should have the
right to authorize the use of military force to pre-
vent a country that does not have nuclear weapons
from acquiring them (see Figure I1I-3). A majority in
the United States (62%) and India (53%) say the UN
Security Council should have this right. A plurality
of the Chinese (47% to 40%) agree. A smaller major-
ity of South Koreans (55%) oppose the UN Security
Council having this right than oppose countries
having this right on their own. The fact that 53%
of Indians support the UN Security Council having
this power is striking in light of India’s acquisition
of nuclear weapons during a period when most UN
members had signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty that forbids new countries from acquiring
nuclear weapons.

Support for the UN Security Council having
the right to authorize force to prevent a country
from producing nuclear fuel that could be used to
produce nuclear weapons is at similar levels (see
Figure III-3). A majority in the United States (57%)
believe the UN Security Council should have this
right. Pluralities in India (50%) and China (47%)
also believe the Security Council should have this
right. But, again, a majority in South Korea (56%)
opposes this right.
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Figure IlI-3 — UN Security Council
Authorization of Force
Percentage in each country agreeing that the UN Security

Council should have the right to authorize the use of
military force for each of the following two purposes.

To prevent a country that does not have
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Consistent with their desire to limit the prolif-
eration of nuclear weapons, large majorities reject
the idea that nuclear weapons should be used for
any purpose beyond responding to a nuclear attack.
When presented three options on possible uses of
nuclear weapons, only small minorities support
the view that in certain circumstances, their coun-
try should use nuclear weapons even if it has not
suffered a nuclear attack (United States 20%, China
28%, India 19%). The numbers for using nuclear
weapons only in response to a nuclear attack are
58% for the United States, 55% for China, and 42%
for India (a plurality). Only small minorities support
the nuclear pacifist position that nuclear weapons
should never be used under any circumstances
(United States 20%, China 13%, India 22%).
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The Case of Iran

All of the key issues surrounding nuclear prolifera-
tion arise in relation to Iran’s capacity to produce
nuclear fuel through enrichinguranium. Competing
factors, including fears about Iran gaining nuclear
weapons, norms about the right to use force, and
feelings about the United States and Iran, combine
to produce a complex set of responses to a series of
questions on this topic.

In no country does a majority or plurality
accept Iran’s position that it is producing enriched
uranium strictly for its energy needs. Majorities in
the United States (80%), Australia (59%), and India
(51%) and a plurality in China (45%) believe instead
that Iran is trying to develop nuclear weapons.
Only small minorities believe that Iran is enrich-
ing uranium strictly to fuel its energy needs (India
29%, China 25%, Australia 22%, United States 16%).
Significant numbers are “not sure” in China (30%),
India (20%), and Australia (19%).

On the question of how concerned people
would be if Iran were to develop nuclear weap-
ons, responses are quite diverse (see Figure I1I-4).
Americans and Australians show high levels of con-
cern. Eighty-seven percent of Americans are very
(63%) or somewhat (24%) concerned, as are 82%
of Australians (55% very, 27% somewhat). On the
other hand, the Chinese and Indians are divided.
A plurality (48%) in India is concerned (22% very
much, 26% somewhat), while 44% show little (22%)
or no concern (22%). Chinese are divided, with 46%

Figure lll-4 - Iran Developing Nuclear Weapons

Percentage in each country indicating they would be
very or somewhat concerned if Iran were to develop
nuclear weapons.
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Figure IlI-5 - U.S. Military Strike against Iran’s
Nuclear Facilities

Percentage in each country who choose each of the
following options regarding the possibility of the United
States undertaking a military strike against
Iran’s nuclear energy facilities.
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showing concern about Iran developing nuclear
weapons (14% very much, 32% somewhat), and the
same number showing little (35%) or no concern
(11%).

Asked whether the use of U.S. troops would
be justified to stop Iran from obtaining nuclear
weapons, a majority of Americans (62%) respond
affirmatively, while a clear majority in South Korea
(59%) are opposed. (This question was not asked in
China or India).

However, when asked to choose between three
positions regarding a military strike against Iran’s
nuclear energy facilities, a majority of Americans,
in addition to majorities of Chinese and Indians, are
only ready to support doing so as part of a multilat-
eral operation (see Figure I1I-5). The most popular
view in all three countries is for the United States
to undertake a military strike only if the United
Nations authorizes the strike and other allies par-
ticipate (United States 58%, China 45%, and India
37%). Much smaller numbers of respondents—18%
of Americans, 6% of Chinese, and 20% of Indians—
are ready to support a strike even if the United
States has to act on its own. Of all respondents, one
in three in China, one in four in India, and one in
five in the United States believe the United States

should not undertake a military strike under any
circumstances.

When given a fuller range of options, majorities
in all three countries prefer nonmilitary approaches
to dealing with Iran rather than a military strike
(see Figure II1-6). Asked to choose between four
options on what the UN Security Council should do
if Iran continues to enrich uranium (even though
the Security Council has asked Iran to stop), the
authorization of a military strike is endorsed by
just 18% of Americans, 4% of Chinese, and 11% of
Indians. Imposing economic sanctions is the most
popular American position (41%), endorsed by 16%
of Chinese and 26% of Indians. Simply continuing
diplomatic efforts is the most popular position for
the Chinese (50%) and the Indians (33%), but is also
supported by a notable 35% of Americans. Not pres-
suring Iran at all is quite unpopular with Americans
(3%), Chinese (10%), and Indians (17%).

Figure I1I-6 — UN Security Council Responses to
Iran’s Enrichment of Uranium

Percentage in each country who choose each of the
following options when asked what the UN Security
Council should do if Iran continues to enrich uranium.
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Figure IlI-7 — Global Warming as a Critical Threat

Percentage in each country calling global warming a
critical threat and ranking of this threat among all threats
asked about in that country.

Country Percent critical Rank

Australia 68 3outof 12
South Korea 67 1 out of 16
India 51 6 outof 13
China 47 3outof 11
United States 46 6 outof 13

Environment and Epidemic Disease

The effect of rapid economic growth in China and
India that is being powered by fossils fuels, coupled
with already high levels of emissions in the United
States and other developed countries, is contrib-
uting to increased greenhouse gas emissions and
global warming. Some project that this could lead
to shifts in weather patterns could produce per-
manent shortfalls of precipitation in areas that are
currently fertile, leading to destabilizing migration
flows, political instability, and an increased risk of
war.

As mentioned throughout this report, recog-
nition of and concern about global warming is,
indeed, growing. Global warming ranks high on the
list of threats to vital interests among a large num-
ber of respondents in this study (see Figure I11-7). In
South Korea it tops the list of possible threats to the
country’s vital interests, with 67% regarding it as a
critical threat. In Australia it is third out of twelve
threats, with 68% considering it critical, behind
the possibility of unfriendly countries becoming
nuclear powers and disruption in energy supply.
In China, too, it comes in third, with 47% regarding
it as critical. In India (51%) and the United States
(47%), it comes in about the middle of the list of
possible threats, in sixth out of thirteen in both
cases. Substantial numbers also consider global
warming an “important,” if not critical, threat.

The public in the countries surveyed are appar-
ently quite prepared to take action on environmen-
tal issues. Only small percentages of the publics
in the United States, China, India, and Australia
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believe the evidence for global warming is so weak
that no action with economic costs need be taken
(see Figure III-8). The largest percentage with this
view is in India (24%), followed by the United States
(17%), with the percentages in China and Australia
in single digits. All agree that some action must be
taken, though there is considerable variation in the
respondents’ willingness to consider substantial
economic costs. A strong majority of Australians
and pluralities of Chinese and Americans prefer
to begin taking action now even if this involves
significant costs. Indians prefer to deal with the
problem gradually by taking steps that are low in
cost. In addition, Chinese and Indians favor less-
developed countries making a commitment to
limit their greenhouse gas emissions if developed
countries are willing to provide substantial aid, by
79% to 8% in China, and by 48% to 29% in India.
Relatedly, 64% of Americans think that developed
countries should provide substantial aid to devel-
oping countries if they make a commitment to limit
their greenhouse gas emissions.

In addition, many people are sensitive to the
effect of economic activity on the environment,
with a plurality (49%) in both South Korea and the

Figure IlI-8 — Responses to Global Warming

Percentage who choose each of the following three
statements as closest to their view regarding what
the countries of the world should do about the
problem of global warming.

Global warming is a serious and pressing problem.
. We should begin taking steps now even if this
involves significant costs.

Until we are sure that global warming is really a
. problem, we should not take any steps that
would have economic costs.

The problem of global warming should be
[ addressed, but its effects will be gradual,
so we can deal with the problem gradually

Australia

us.

China

India




United States saying international trade is bad for
the environment. In China and India small majori-
ties (58% and 51%, respectively) think trade is good
for the environment. This could reflect recognition
that environmental improvement can result from
trade in environmentally friendly technologies and
that rising fortunes can make more funds available
for addressing environmental issues.

The strong perception of the threat of global
warming is further reflected in public views of for-
eign policy goals. For Australians, improving the
global environment is the top foreign policy goal,
with 87% considering it very important. In the
other countries “improving the global environ-
ment” ranks about the middle of the list of foreign
policy goals. In each case, however, a majority say
it is very important, with 60% saying so in South
Korea, 54% each in China and the United States,
and 51% in India.

In the two countries surveyed about the Kyoto
agreement to reduce global warming, large majori-
ties favor having their country participate: 70% in
the United States, and 88% in South Korea.

Overwhelming majorities in the United States
(91%) and China (85%) favor incorporating mini-
mum environmental standards into trade agree-
ments. Even in India, a large majority (60%) favors
such standards, with only 28% opposed.

The threat from AIDS, avian flu, and other
potential epidemics is also taken very seriously
across Asia (see Figure II1-9). In China it tops the
list of eleven threats, with 64% of respondents con-
sidering it critical. In India it is the second highest
ranking threat at 60% critical, behind international
terrorism and above India-Pakistan tensions and
the possibility of unfriendly countries becoming
nuclear powers. The high levels of public concern
in both countries is remarkable and may reflect
both countries’ recent experience with avian flu
outbreaks as well as China’s experience with the
severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) out-
break. Epidemics are listed as the third or fifth most
important threats in South Korea (59% critical) and
Australia (58% critical). Only in the United States
is the number considering it critical below half
(49%).

Figure I11-9 — AIDS, Avian Flu, and
Other Epidemics as a Critical Threat

Percentage in each country calling AIDS, avian flu, and
other potential epidemics a critical threat
in the next ten years.

China 65
India 60
South Korea 59
Australia 58
United States 49
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0 10 20 30 40 5 60 70

Energy

The issue of energy is quickly becoming one of the
most critical challenges in the world today. In a lit-
tle over a decade, China has changed from a net oil
exporter to the second largest oil importer, behind
only the United States. The growing demand for oil
from Asian countries, especially China and India,
has been one reason for the spike in oil prices.
These high prices, however, have highlighted the
costs of growth, raised concerns about energy
dependence, and given rise to fears about “energy
nationalism.”

The growing problem of access to energy
resources is clearly being recognized by publics
in Asia and the United States. On the question of
critical threats to vital interests, respondents in all
countries except India put disruption in energy
supply near the top of the list. Fifty-three percent of
Chinese respondents believe disruption in energy
supplyisacritical threat, second behind AIDS, avian
flu, and other potential epidemics. Another 30% see
the energy issue as “important.” For South Koreans,
the energy issue ranks second behind global warm-
ing with even higher percentages (64% critical and
31% important but not critical). Interestingly, a
majority of Australians, whose country is an energy
exporter, see disruption in energy supply as a criti-
cal threat (51%). Indians are less concerned about
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Figure I11-10 - Competition over Oil and Gas as a
Potential Source of Conflict in Asia
Percentage in each country who think that competition

over oil and gas is a very or somewhat likely potential
source of conflict between major powers in Asia.
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the energy issue, placing disruption in energy sup-
ply in the middle of the list of critical threats.

The preferred foreign policy goals reflect the
same thinking. Securing adequate supplies of
energy is considered a very important foreign pol-
icy goal by majorities in all countries surveyed. In
China itis seen as very important by 61% of respon-
dents, third on the list of very important foreign
policy goals behind the two economic goals of pro-
tecting the jobs of Chinese workers and promoting
economic growth. In India, securing adequate sup-
plies of energy is again in the middle of the list of
very important foreign policy goals.

Rising concern about energy security has
prompted national and corporate leaders in Asian
countries to make greater efforts to secure long-

Figure 11I-11- Right to Go to War
to Preserve Energy Resources

Percentage in each country agreeing that countries, on
their own, should have the right to go to war with another
country they believe may pose a threat to them in order to

preserve access to vital resources such as energy.
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term oil deals. Sometimes these efforts have pitted
Asian nations or corporations against each other in
bidding for oil assets or access. Indeed, competition
for access to energy is viewed as a potential source
of conflict between major powers in Asia in the
future (see Figure III-10). When judging a number
of potential sources of conflict between major pow-
ers in Asia, more people in each country surveyed
believe competition over vital energy resources like
oil and gas will be a very or somewhat likely source
of conflict than any other item asked about. Ninety
percent of Americans, 94% of South Koreans, 84%
of Chinese, and 79% of Indians say such competi-
tion is either somewhat or very likely.

Strikingly, majorities of Chinese (63%) and
Indians (54%) think countries, on their own, should
have the right to go to war with another country
they believe may pose a threat to them in order to
preserve access to vital resources such as energy
(see Figure I1I-11). American are split on this issue,
with 47% saying countries should have this right
and 48% saying they should not.

When asked how important it is that the United
States, China, and India work together on reducing
competition over vital energy resources like oil and
gas, 90% of Americans, 83% of Chinese, and 82% of
Indians believe cooperation is either very impor-
tant or somewhat important.

Economic Security, Globalization, and Trade

Not surprisingly, economic issues figure promi-
nently as concerns among the publics of all coun-
tries, though thereis substantial variation in views of
how globalization and trade affect economic secu-
rity at home. Chinese, especially, have embraced
international economic integration and believe
they are benefiting greatly from it. Americans, on
the other hand, who are seeing the effects on jobs of
growing manufacturing and service sectors in other
countries as well as of high U.S. trade imbalances,
especially with China, are substantially less enam-
ored of globalization and trade.

The threat of direct economic competition per
se does not appear to strike a chord among the pub-
lics surveyed in this study, at least when compared



with the many other threats facing nations today.
Economic competition from low-wage countries,
economic competition from Asian countries, and
economic competition from the United States do
not rank high on the list of possible critical threats
for the countries surveyed. Both Chinese and
Indians seem relatively unconcerned about eco-
nomic competition from the United States (29%
and 39% critical, respectively) or from other Asian
countries (25% and 33% critical, respectively), and
Americans are even less concerned about competi-
tion from Asian countries (24% critical).

However, this does not mean that econom-
ics and the effects of global economic trends are
being lost on the general public. The importance of
economic issues can be seen perhaps most clearly
on the list of foreign policy goals considered very
important. As noted in Part I, for Americans, pro-
tecting the jobs of American workers tops the list of
veryimportant foreign policy goals. For the Chinese,
protecting jobs (71%), promoting economic growth
(63%), and securing energy supplies (61%) are the
top three very important foreign policy goals. For
South Koreans, economic growth (79%), protecting
jobs (68%), protecting the interests of South Korean
businesses abroad (65%), and securing energy sup-
plies (63%) are the top four goals considered very
important. While economic-related goals are not in
either of the top two spots for Indians, they are in
the next four spots: protectingjobs (54%), economic
growth (54%), combating world hunger (54%), and
securing energy supplies (52%).

Trade and Development

Such preoccupation with growth and jobs is
reflected in our findings on globalization and inter-
national trade. In spite of the current impasse in
the Doha Round of global trade talks, there is broad
support for globalization (see Figure III-12). In
China there is virtually a full embrace of globaliza-
tion, with 87% believing globalization is “mostly
good.” South Koreans feel the same way, with
86% saying it is mostly good. Sixty-four percent of
Australians agree, as do 60% of Americans. Indians
are perhaps the least sure, although a slight major-

Figure I11-12 - Globalization: Good or Bad
for Countries

Percentage in each country who believe that globalization,
especially the increasing connections of their country’s
economy with others around the world, is mostly good

for their country.
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ity (54%) still agrees that globalization is mostly
good. Interestingly, these findings seem to paral-
lel the degree to which these countries are trade-
dependent. The most trade-dependent countries
(China and South Korea) embrace globalization
almost wholeheartedly. The view is still positive but
more guarded in countries where trade accounts
for a smaller share of GDP (Australia, the United
States, and India).

The broad support for globalization does not
mean that survey respondents think globalization
is an unalloyed benefit. In fact, survey respondents
throughout the region make important distinctions
about the differential impact of international trade.
In China and South Korea there is an overwhelming
sense thatinternational trade is good for their coun-
tries’ economies (88% good in China, 80% good in
South Korea), similar to their views about global-
ization more broadly. They feel almost as strongly
that international trade is good for companies in
their countries (78% good in both countries). On
the question of whether international trade is good
for “consumers like you,” responses are still posi-
tive but somewhat less (69% good in China, 68%
good in South Korea).

In the United States, only 54% say international
trade is good for the U.S. economy, and only 52%
say it is good for U.S. companies, but 73% say it is
good for consumers.
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On the question of whether international trade
is good or bad for one’s own standard of living,
73% of the Chinese, 64% of Americans, and 56% of
South Koreans think it is good. International trade
is viewed quite positively overall in India as well.
Sixty-four percent of Indians say it is good for their
economy, 61% say it is good for consumers, 59% say
it is good for Indian companies, and 54% say it is
good for their standard of living.

Trade and Jobs

Much more dramatic differences show up on views
about the relationship between international trade
and jobs. Chinese have the most favorable assess-
ment, with 73% saying international trade is good
for creating jobs in China. This compares with 60%
in South Korea, and 56% in India. In contrast, 60% of
Americans think international trade is bad for cre-
ating jobs in the United States. On the question of
whether international trade is good or bad for job
security, the numbers are somewhat less among
Asians surveyed, though still positive, and Americans
are even more negative (see Figure III-13). Chinese
are still the most positive, with 65% saying interna-
tional trade is good for job security for its workers.
This compares with a slight majority of 51% in South
Korea and a plurality of 49% in India. Only 30% in
the United States feel the same way, while 67% say
international trade is bad for job security.

The pervasive sense of job insecurity in devel-
oped economies such as the United States, and to
some extent in newly emerging countries such as

Figure 11I-13 - International Trade
and Job Security

Percentage in each country who think international trade
is good for the job security of workers in their country.

China 65
South Korea 51
India 49
u.s. 30
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India, make it more challenging for political leaders
to mobilize public support for further trade liber-
alization. A substantial majority of survey respon-
dents in China, India, and the United States favor
including minimum standards for working condi-
tions as part of international trade agreements.
While it is no surprise that 93% of the Americans
surveyed support such conditions, what is remark-
able is that 84% of the Chinese surveyed agree, as
do 56% of the Indians surveyed.

Trade Practices

Respondents in the study are quite sensitive to
the issue of fairness in trade. While China is the
world’s fast-rising trading power, its trading part-
ners apparently think it is achieving this unfairly.
Indeed, a majority or plurality of the respondents
in every survey country, 58% in the United States,
54% in South Korea, and 36% in India (versus 34%
fair) believe China practices unfair trade.

American and Japanese trading behavior is not
well received in East Asia: 75% of South Koreans and
53% of the Chinese think the United States practices
unfair trade. The South Koreans (71%) and Chinese
(55%) are equally unhappy with Japanese trading
behavior. In both cases, Indians are less critical, with
a plurality considering both Japan and the United
States to be fair traders (45% and 40%, respectively).

In contrast, perceptions of India are more posi-
tive. A majority of Chinese and South Koreans (58%
and 57%, respectively) think India is practicing fair
trade. Perceptions of South Korea are mixed in the
United States and India, though pluralities say its
trade is fair (44% and 40%, respectively). A strong
majority of 64% of Chinese think South Korea is
practicing fair trade.

Among the countries surveyed in the Asia-
Pacific, Australia has the best reputation for practic-
ing fair trade: A majority or plurality of respondents
in every survey country perceives Australia as prac-
ticing fair trade.

Working within the WTO

Although respondents throughout the region see
trade as an important element in their national



lives, they have mixed feelings about using the
World Trade Organization’s dispute settlement
mechanisms (see Figure II1-14). As mentioned in
Part I, when asked whether their country should
comply with a WTO ruling even if it goes against
their country, a robust 73% of Americans say “yes,”
while 22% say “no.” By contrast, public support for
compliance with negative WTO rulings is limited in
South Korea and India. In South Korea a majority
(52%) is against compliance, while only 37% are for
it. In India a plurality (37%) favor compliance, but
29% oppose it, and 21% say it depends.

Even though China only joined the WTO at the
end of 2001 and is still in the process of meeting the
terms of its WTO membership, more Chinese are
ready to accept WTO rulings. Fifty-eight percent of
Chinese would comply with a negative ruling, and
another 16% say it depends, compared with only
19% who do not favor compliance.

Promoting Free Trade Agreements

With talks in the Doha Round of the WTO’s trade
negotiations suspended, many countries are
pursuing trade agreements with other countries
separately. Support is generally strong for such
agreements, except in the United States. The United
States stands out as every other country’s desirable
free trade partner: A majority of the respondents in
each Asian country included in the survey, ranging
from 54% in South Korea and 55% in India to 66% in
China, support signing a free trade agreement with
the United States. Americans, however, think quite
differently. More Americans oppose signing free
trade agreements with China, India, or South Korea
than favor them (see Figure I1I-15). Only in the case
of Japan are more Americans in favor of an agree-
ment, though not a majority. This is hardly surpris-
ing. Although the United States has implemented
free trade agreements with several countries in the
past, the concept of free trade areas has never had
widespread popular support because of the per-
ceived link to job losses.

Support for a free trade agreement with Japan
among other Asian countries is much weaker than
that for the United States. Again, China leads, with

Figure 111-14 — Compliance with WTO Rulings

Percentage in each country who believe their country
should comply with WTO rulings even if the ruling
goes against their country.
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53% in favor, followed by South Korea at 50%. India
is somewhat reluctant, with 48 in favor (though 27%
are not sure). This probably reflects these countries
historical grievances with Japan (see Japan, pages
46-47).

While Americans are reluctant to sign free trade
agreements with any of the countries in the sur-
vey except Japan, the Chinese are in favor of sign-
ing such agreements with every one of them (the
United States, India, South Korea, and Japan). This
study in contrast between American and Chinese
public attitudes toward free trade agreements sug-
gests strong Chinese confidence in their ability to
benefit from trade and points to substantial public
support for China’s leaders to take a proactive role
in promoting free trade. This won't happen eas-
ily, however. Apart from South Korea, where 66%
of respondents would support signing a free trade
agreement with China, only 34% of Americans and
44% of Indians are willing to do the same.

India gets a mixed reception in terms of free
trade agreements. Sixty-five percent of South
Koreans and 59% of Chinese support signing a free
trade agreement with India, but as mentioned,
Americans are against it (54%). A plurality of
Indians (40%) support a free trade agreement with
South Korea, though more than one-third (34%) in
India are unsure (26% are against it).

Interestingly, the Chinese and South Koreans
support region-wide free trade arrangements even
though China and South Korea have lodged com-
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Figure IlI-15 — Free Trade Agreements

Percentage in each country who think their country should have a free trade agreement
that would lower barriers such as tarrifs with each of the following countries.

oo [ Yes

Trade agreement with Japan

Trade agreement with India

us.

China

South Korea

60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

us.

China

India

60 40 20 0 20 40 60 80

Us.

China

India

South Korea

80

plaints against Japanese Prime Minister Koizumi’s
visits to the Yasukuni Shrine. Fully 80% of South
Koreans and 69% of Chinese think there should be
an East Asia free trade area including China, Japan,
and South Korea. China and Japan are already rac-
ing to complete free trade agreements with ASEAN.
In addition, majorities of Chinese (75%) and Indians
(57%) also think thatin the future there will be greater
economic integration among Asian countries.
Support for regional free trade arrangements
is reflected in the thermometer ratings toward
ASEAN and APEC. Chinese have very favorable feel-
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ings toward both (68 degrees toward ASEAN and
73 toward APEC), as does South Korea (61 toward
ASEAN and 64 toward APEC). Feelings in India,
however, are slightly on the cool side (48 toward
ASEAN and 46 toward APEC)—not surprising given
that India wants to join both forums but has not
been invited. Incidentally, feelings toward the World
Trade Organization are in some cases even higher,
especially among Indians. The WTO receives a rat-
ing of 79 from Chinese, 62 from South Koreans, and
67 from Indians. Only Americans are less enthusi-
astic, giving the WTO a neutral 50.



Human Rights

The rising importance of China and India as stake-
holders in the international system may have
ramifications for norms on human rights. It is thus
particularly interesting that our findings indicate
general agreement across survey countries on
human rights goals and approaches to dealing with
human rights violations.

The goal of promoting and defending human
rights ranks in the bottom half of foreign policy
goals for all the countries in which the question was
asked. Twenty-eight percent of Americans (rank-
ing it eleventh out of fourteen goals) say it is a very
important foreign policy goal, though 48% in India
(tenth out of eleven) and 68% in Australia (seventh
out of thirteen) believe this is a very important
goal.

While defending human rights is not seen as
a high priority goal, there is majority support in
these countries for having a multilateral frame-
work for using force to accomplish certain humani-
tarian goals. On the question of whether the UN
Security Council should or should not have the
right to authorize the use of military force in each
of six different cases, the highest level of support
from the American public (83%) goes to prevent-
ing severe human rights violations such as geno-
cide. This is equal to the percentage who support
the UN authorizing force to defend a country that
has been attacked (see Figure III-16). Remarkably,
the Chinese public also strongly believes that
the UN Security Council should have the right to
authorize the use of force to prevent severe human
rights violations—72% say it should, also the high-
est level of support among all six options. In the
other two countries where the question was posed,
India and South Korea, this item ranks second out
of six, receiving strong majority support in both
cases (63% among Indians and 74% among South
Koreans). Since both of these countries face hos-
tilities with their neighbors, it is not surprising that
larger majorities think the UN Security Council
should have the right to authorize force to defend a
country that has been attacked (in India 67% and in
South Korea 76%).

Majorities in the United States, China, and
India also agree that the UN Security Council has
the responsibility to intervene in countries where
severe human rights violations such as genocide
may be occurring, even against the will of those
countries’ governments. When asked whether
they believe the Security Council does or does not
have this responsibility, 72% in the United States,
76% in China, and 51% in India say it does. On this
question, which explicitly states that the authori-
zation of force may occur even against of the will
of a country’s own government (and which differ-
entiates between the right to authorize force and
the responsibility to authorize it), support among
Indians is about 12 percentage points lower than in
the previous scenario, which did not explicitly state
this. It is possible that the issue may resonate with
the Indian public’s fears of a possible UN inter-
vention in Kashmir. Chinese support, on the other
hand, is even higher on this question of the respon-
sibility to authorize force even against the will of a
country’s government.

Support for the use of force through the United
Nations is also high in the case of Darfur, a region
of the Sudan where violence against ethnic groups
is raging. Many human rights groups have criti-
cized the international community for the lack of
effective response to this large-scale crisis. Despite

Figure I11-16 — UN Security Council
and Use of Force

Percentage in each country who believe the UN Security
Council should have the right to authorize the use of
military force in the following situations.
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the minimal actions taken to stop the hostilities,
the majority of respondents in the United States
(83%), China (58%), and India (59%) indicate that
the UN Security Council at least has the right, if
not the responsibility to authorize intervention.
Among Americans, the most people (48%) say the
Security Council has the responsibility, not just the
right (35%). In addition, as discussed in Part I, 65%
of Americans favor the use of U.S. troops to be part
of an international peacekeeping force to stop the
killing in Darfur (asked only in the United States).
Beliefs about human rights were also tested on
a question about changing the rules against torture
in light of the fight against terrorism (see Figure
III-17). Strong majorities in the United States and
China do not believe the rules against torture
should be altered. Only 30% of Americans and 18%
of Chinese say that terrorists pose such an extreme
threat that governments should now be allowed to
use torture if it may gain information that saves
innocent lives. Rather, 67% of Americans and 69%
of Chinese say that rules against torture should be
maintained because torture is morally wrong and
weakening these rules may lead to the torture of its
country’s soldiers who are held prisoners abroad.
In India, though, the opposite is true: 46% say that
governments should now be allowed to use torture
rather than that the rules against torture should be
maintained (38%). The views of the Indian public
on this issue may have been strongly affected by
the recent terrorist attacks on commuter trains in

Figure I11-17 — Torture of Prisoners

Percentage in each country who choose each of the
following arguments regarding the rules against torture.
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Mumbai, India. Polling was already under way in
the country when these events occurred on July 11,
2006. India has suffered a number of similar terror-
ist attacks in its recent past.

Seeing that publics in all countries show wide
supportfor protection of human rights, itisnotatall
unexpected that international human rights groups
hold a favorable place in the public mind. On the
thermometer scale of international organizations,
feelings toward these groups in all countries are
above 50 degrees (neutral), with South Koreans giv-
ing the highest mean rating of 69. Americans give
international human rights groups an average rat-
ing of 56, which places them behind only the World
Health Organization. The average rating given by
Indians is 58.

The high level of support for human rights does
not hold up in the case of spreading democracy to
other nations. Helping to bring a democratic form
of government to other nations ranks the lowest
of all foreign policy goals in all countries where
the question was presented. It is considered a very
important goal by 41% in India, 38% in Australia,
21% in South Korea, and only 17% in the United
States. Among Americans, using U.S. troops to
install democratic governments in states where dic-
tators rule drew the biggest opposition (66%) of the
eleven scenarios presented for using U.S. troops.
Opinion is more mixed on the question of the UN
Security Council having the right to authorize mili-
tary force to restore a democratic government that
has been overthrown. Of the six situations asked
about, this one draws the lowest level of support
in China (37%) and South Korea (32%). Majorities
in the United States (57%) and India (51%) support
the United Nations having this right.°

Multilateral Institutions and the Use of Force

While the end of the Cold War is but a shadow in the
rear-view mirror of international relations, the ram-
ifications of the shift away from a bipolar world are

6. American respondents also give the same level of support
(57%) for the right of the Security Council to authorize military
force to prevent a country that does not have nuclear weapons
from producing nuclear fuel that could be used to produce
nuclear weapons.



still being played out around the globe. With U.S.
efforts in Iraq and in the war against terrorism have
come significant debates about multilateral versus
unilateral action in the international arena. A rising
Asia is at the heart of many of these debates. While
these arguments will continue to be played out at
the highest levels of government, this study of pub-
lic attitudes in Asia and the United States reveals a
major show of support for multilateral efforts.

At the heart of this multilateralism is the ques-
tion of whether people support joint decision mak-
ing within the United Nations (see Figure III-18).
When asked whether their country should be more
willing to make decisions within the United Nations
when dealing with international problems, even if
this means that their country will sometimes have
to go along with a policy that is not its first choice,
most people surveyed agree. Majorities agree in the
United States (60%) and China (78%), while a plu-
rality agrees in India (44%, with 35% disagreeing).
In South Korea opinion is split, with 49% disagree-
ing and 48% agreeing.

Even more striking, majorities in all countries
favor most of the steps to strengthen the United
Nations that figured in our questionnaire. Sixty
percent of Americans, 59% of Chinese, 57% of
Indians, and 75% of South Koreans favor giving the
United Nations the power to regulate the interna-
tional arms trade. The numbers in favor of hav-
ing a standing UN peacekeeping force are similar:
72% of Americans, 62% of Chinese, 58% of Indians,
and 68% of South Koreans. Perhaps most striking
are the numbers in favor of giving the UN author-
ity to go into countries to investigate violations of
human rights (75% of Americans, 57% of Chinese,
54% of Indians, and 74% of South Koreans) and to
create an international marshals service that could
arrest leaders responsible for genocide (75% of
Americans, 57% of Chinese, 57% of Indians, and
77% of South Koreans). Only on the issue of giving
the UN the power to fund its activities by impos-
ing a small tax on such things as the international
sale of arms or oil does some opposition creep into
responses (50% opposed in the United States).

Support for cooperation through interna-
tional institutions is also clear in the thermom-

Figure 111-18 — Decision Making within the UN

Percentage in each country who believe that when dealing
with international problems, their country should be more
willing to make decisions within the United Nations even
if this means that it will sometimes have to go along with a
policy that is not its first choice.
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eter ratings toward these organizations (see Figure
III-19), including the World Trade Organization,
United Nations, World Bank, multinational cor-
porations, International Monetary Fund, inter-
national human rights groups, the World Court,
the World Health Organization, the Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC), and the South Asian
Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC).
Among Asian nations surveyed, feelings are gen-
erally warm in almost all cases. Only in the case of
India’s feelings toward ASEAN and APEC, discussed
previously, are temperatures on the cool side. India

Figure 11-19 - Thermometer Ratings of
International Organizations

Ratings of each country’s feelings toward some
international organizations, with 100 meaning a
very warm, favorable feeling, 0 meaning a very cold,
unfavorable feeling, and 50 meaning not
particularly warm or cold.
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feels neutral toward SAARC (arating of 51). It is per-
haps most interesting, however, to note that U.S.
respondents generally have the most tepid feelings
toward international organizations, showing some-
what cool feelings toward the World Bank, multi-
national corporations, the International Monetary
Fund, and the World Court, and showing neutral
feelings toward the WTO. On the other hand, the
Chinese had the overall warmest feelings toward all
these international organizations.

Support for participation in international trea-
ties and agreements is also strong. Besides the sup-
port already mentioned for participation in the
Kyoto agreement to reduce global warming, the
treaty that would prohibit nuclear weapon test
explosions worldwide, and an agreement oninspec-
tions under the treaty banning biological weapons,
there is tremendous support in South Korea (87%)
and the United States (71%)—the only countries
where this question was asked—for their countries
to participate in the International Criminal Court.

When it comes to expanding the UN Security
Council to include India or Japan, however, views
diverge, reflecting the state of relations between
countries in the region. All countries (the United
States, China, India, and South Korea) favor a seat
for India on the Security Council, but to widely diver-
gent degrees (75% of Indians and a 37% plurality of
Chinese). However, while support for adding Japan
to the Security Council is strong in the United States
and India, the Chinese (75%) and South Koreans
(72%) are strongly opposed. As discussed in other
areas of this report, this opposition is surely tied to
the historical animosity that exists toward Japan as
aresult of World War II and other grievances.

Other countries also clearly supportmultilateral
uses of force. As discussed in other sections of this
report, there are high levels of support for the UN
Security Council having the right to authorize the
use of military force to prevent severe human right
violations such as genocide. Thereis also strong sup-
port for UN action to stop a country from support-
ing terrorist groups (United States 76%, China 67%,
India 60%, and South Korea 61%) and to defend a
country that has been attacked (United States 83%,
China 70%, India 67%, and South Korea 76%). As
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discussed in the Nuclear Proliferation section, lev-
els of support for the UN Security Council having
the right to authorize the use of military force to
prevent a country that does not have nuclear weap-
ons from acquiring them are slightly higher than
for unilateral action in a similar scenario (United
States 62%, China 47%, India 53%, and South Korea
44%). And all but South Korea support UN action to
prevent a country that does not have nuclear weap-
ons from producing nuclear fuel that could be used
to produce nuclear weapons. These are again, strik-
ing findings in support of preventive uses of force.
However, as discussed previously, there is very little
support for a military strike on Iran to stop it from
enriching uranium. Nonmilitary options are greatly
preferred in this case.

The clear support for working cooperatively
through international institutions does not, how-
ever, preclude people from supporting unilat-
eral military operations when deemed necessary.
There is, not surprisingly, strong support among
the various publics for a country’s right to go to
war if another country attacks them first (90% of
Americans, 79% of Chinese, 61% of Indians, and
86% of South Koreans), or to maintain their terri-
torial integrity (58% of Americans, 81% of Chinese,
55% of Indians, and 71% of South Koreans). There is
also generally strong support for a country’s right to
go to war if it has strong evidence that the country
is in imminent danger of being attacked by another
other country: 79% of Americans, 60% of Chinese,
52% of Indians, and 57% of Koreans believe their
countries should have the right to go to war in such
a situation. Support for war to stop a neighboring
country from supporting an insurgency within their
own country ranges from a high of 56% (China) to a
low of 42% (South Korea), with the range support-
ing war to preserve access to vital resources such as
energy goes from 37% to 63% (see Energy section).

There is also support for countries having the
right to go to war if they have strong evidence that
the other country is acquiring weapons of mass
destruction that could be used against them at some
pointin the future (plurality of 45% in China, 51% in
India, and 60% in the United States). In South Korea
62% think countries should not have this right. This



is rather striking support for preventive war, which
has traditionally not been a legitimate reason for
war among nations. On the American side, as dis-
cussed in Part I, there is substantial support for the
implied unilateral use of force in some situations.
Nevertheless, support for the use of force is gen-
erally stronger in multilateral scenarios, together

with other countries and/or through the United
Nations.

Taken together, questions on the use of force
show that while countries are willing to take unilat-
eral action when necessary to defend themselves,
they also support and in many cases require that
actions be taken multilaterally.
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Methodology

United States

The survey of the United States was conducted by
Knowledge Networks, a polling, social science, and
market research firm in Menlo Park, California. The
survey was conducted between June 23 and July 9,
2006, with a sample of 1,227 American adults who
had been randomly selected from KN’s respon-
dent panel and answered questions on screens in
their own homes. The margin of sampling error is
approximately plus or minus 3 percentage points.
The survey was fielded using a randomly
selected sample of KN’s large-scale, nationwide
research panel. This panelisitselfrandomly selected
from the national population of households having
telephones and subsequently provided Internet
access for the completion of surveys (and thus is
not limited to those who already have Internet
access). The distribution of the sample in the Web-
enabled panel closely tracks the distribution of
United States Census counts for the U.S. popula-
tion on age, race, Hispanic ethnicity, geographical
region, employment status, income, education,
etc. The panel is recruited using stratified random-
digit-dial (RDD) telephone sampling. RDD provides
a nonzero probability of selection for every U.S.
household having a telephone. Households that
agree to participate in the panel are provided with
free Web access and an Internet appliance, which
uses a telephone line to connect to the Internet
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and uses the television as a monitor. For more
information about the methodology, please go to
www.knowledgenetworks.com/ganp.

China

The survey of China was conducted by the inter-
national polling firm GlobeScan. The survey was
conducted July 10-21, 2006, with of sample of 2,000
respondents, butwas subsequentlyreduced to 1,964
after screening out respondents who were illiterate
or who had no formal education whatsoever, giving
the results a margin of error of plus or minus 2.3
percentage points. The sample was nationally rep-
resentative of those eighteen years of age or older
and was drawn by a stratified multistage sampling
method. All thirty-one provinces were divided into
three strata according to their geographical loca-
tion and their HDI (Human Development Index).
The sample was weighted to represent the 2005
census that indicated that 43% of people live in city
or towns and 57% of people live in villages.

India

The survey of India was conducted by the inter-
national polling firm GlobeScan. The survey was
conducted July 9-27, 2006. The original sample
included 3,132 respondents, but was subsequently
reduced to 2,458 after screening out respondents



who were illiterate or who had no formal education
whatsoever, giving the results a margin of error of
approximately plus or minus 2 percent points. The
sample was a representative stratified random sam-
ple of all adults, age eighteen years of age or older.
The sample was a nationwide sample drawing from
97% of the population geographically and 98%
demographically across 526 parliamentary areas of
the country. Respondents in the northeastern part
of the country, representing 2% of the population
and 3% of parliamentary areas, were not polled due
to the relatively inaccessible nature of these respon-
dents and other factors.

Australia

The survey of Australia was conducted by Market
Focus International for the Lowy Institute. The
survey was conducted between June 19 and July 6,
2006, with a sample of 1,007 respondents providing
a margin of error of plus or minus 3.1 percentage
points. The sample is a nationally representative
stratified random sample of all adults, age eighteen
years of age or older, drawn using a RDD sampling
method. Quotas were set for each state, age group,

and sex. Interviews were conducted by telephone
using a RDD sampling method until all sample
quotas were filled.

South Korea

The survey of South Korea was conducted by
Hankook Research Company for the East Asian
Institute. The survey was conducted between June
16 and July 7, 2006, with a nationally representa-
tive sample of 1,024 adults nineteen years or older,
providing a margin of error of plus or minus 3.1
percenage points. The interviews were conducted
face-to-face. The sample was a drawn from fifteen of
the sixteen administrative divisions of South Korea
based on a multistage quota sampling method. The
national population was categorized into sixteen
groups by administrative divisions, five groups by
age and two groups by sex. The quota of samples
was then calculated by region, age, and sex based
on the 2005 Korean Census. Households were ran-
domly selected in every region according to the
quota. In the final step, weights were applied to the
dataset in order to match the sampling-quota by
region, sex, age more precisely.
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Appendix A

United States
Great Britain
Japan
China
European Union
Russia
Germany
France

India

United States
China
Russia

European Union
Germany

Great Britain
France
Japan

India

United States
India
Japan
Russia
China

Germany
European Union
Great Britain

France

Perceived Influence of Countries in the World by Ranking

Average rating of the level of influence respondents from the following countries think each country has

in the world today, how much they think it will have in ten years, and how much they want it to have.

Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential and 10 meaning extremely influential.

Today

8.5
6.7
6.4
6.4
6.0
5.6
5.5
4.9
4.8

8.6
7.8
7.4
7.1
6.9
6.9
6.8
6.7
6.1

7.3
6.3
6.2
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.6
5.7
5.3

In ten years
U.S. Public
United States
China
Japan

Great Britain
European Union
Germany
Russia
India
France

Chinese Public
United States
China
Russia
European Union
Germany
France
Great Britain
Japan
India
Indian Public
United States
India
Japan
China
Russia
Germany
European Union
Great Britain

France

8.0
6.8
6.6
6.4
6.1
5.7
5.6
5.4
4.9

8.3
8.3
7.5
7.3
7.1
7.0
7.0
6.7
6.5

7.2
6.6
6.2
6.2
6.1
5.9
5.9
5.8
9.5

Desired influence

United States
Japan
European Union
China

India

China
European Union
United States
India

Japan

India
United States
China
Japan

European Union

8.2
58
5.7
46
44

8.9
7.2
7.1
6.5
5.6

7.0
6.7
6.2
6.2
5.7
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Appendix B

Perceived Influence of Countries in Asia by Ranking

Average rating of the level of influence respondents from the following countries think each country has in Asia.
Ten-point scale, with 0 meaning not at all influential and 10 meaning extremely influential.

Chinese Public Indian Public Australian Public
United States 8.0 United States 7.1 China 7.5
China 8.0 India 6.3 United States 6.6
Russia 71 Japan 6.0 Japan 6.6
Japan 6.8 China 59 India 6.0
European Union 6.7 Russia 59 Australia 5.8
South Korea 6.7 European Union 515 Indonesia 57
India 6.3 South Korea 5.2 South Korea 5.5
Australia 6.2 Australia 5.2 European Union 53
Indonesia 5.8 Indonesia 4.7 Russia 4.9
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