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Pre- and post-travel questionnaires mailed to American tfourists visiting the

Soviet Union record attitude change and serve as the basis for this eight-chapter
research project report. Most of the report considers the relation of various factors
to attitude change. including education, level of information. language ability, sex. age.
occupation, and income. Several chapters are devoted to Americans’ perceptions of
the Soviet people. government, discussions of research methodology. research
sample, and sample changes in attitude toward US. forei?n relations. An overview on
tourism in the Soviet Union is included in the introduction. Frequent use of graphs and
tables illustrates the results of the questionnaires in a statistical breakdown of the
pertinent material. Quotations on travel selected from literature and folk literature
are cited at the beginning of each chapter. (AF)
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THE BLIND MEN AND THE ELEPHANT

. Six blind beggars sitting by a roadside as an elephant passed were
told they might touch it so that they would know what an elephant was like.
The first one touched only the elephant's side and said,r"He is like a welllw
The second one felt only his tusk and said, "No, no, he is like a spear."
The third one took hold of his trunk and said, “Surely, he is like a snake,"

UNo such thing," cried the fourth, grasping one of his legs, "he is like a

tree.," The fifth one was a tall man and took hold of his ear and said, "All

of vou are wrong, he is like a fan." The sixth man happened to catch hold of
his teil and cried, "O foolish fellows, he is not like a wall, nor a spear,
nor a snake, nor a tree, not a fan; he is exactly like a rope." So the
elephant passed on while the six blind men stood there quarreling, each

being sure he knew exactly how the elephant looked, and each calling the

others hard names because the rest did not agree with him. W

~» 01ld Indian Fable
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Russia is sublime ~~- 2 universal, ordered chaos.

Dostoevski in 1871

Russia is straddling the centuries ... pounding backward to
Peter the Great and racing to overtake Henry Ford ~=-~ before she has

caught up with Thomas Jefferson.

Anne QO!'Hare McCormick

Russia 1s not a state, but a world,

Czarist Proverb

The United States and the Soviet Unlon are the only two countries
with the present cazpabilities of instantanecusly obliterating each other.
Thus, to state the obvious, it matters more what American images of Russia

are-~and vice versa-—~than what Peruvian images of Finland are (and vice

versa).

-3

As future world stability ~--or the lack of it ~--may well depend
on the relationship of the USA and the USSR, it is vital to know something

about the national images that these countries hold of the others.

Alexander H. Leighton wrote in Human Relations in a Changing

World: "A central question in the matter of national attitude and
beliel is the way the members of any given nation perceive the members
of another. Generally, the people of'one nation---and the United States
is no exception~--harbor stereotyped images of other nations, starkly
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"Tho nature of the various types of wﬁgeamthair carparissn
with roality, and the idsntification of causel factors ave ettackoble
provlens, Until some hoaduay is nads, international ralations wust
slways to in dangor of dacisions basud on fentasy.®  (Alexander H.
Ipighton, g’w‘“@g}ﬁg&%s in 8 Choradno Vorld, Now York, Dubben, 1949,

PPe 102"‘3) .
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The rcesaarch discuszed dn tho following pogsas will eddvess

14o61f to Arericon imnpas of tha Soviot Undon end will enly rofex

tongerntielly to Sovict imeges of us,

Wa will not e consernsd with Yroxldty®, vhatever that myy be,
Wt rather with percapiions of reality. As Remmoath Inulding, Robawt
Korth , Ola HMolstd and othors have pointed out, vhat matbere in deolsion~

mz*&c:!.ng 13 not the objeetive sitvation, b rathsr perecplions of the
cbjective situetion. Vo sct, nob wpon ths "irue facta” tut rather upon

eur Linoe of the true facts,

In the chaptors that follow, ws will nol prosuna to dudg
tha validity or invalidity of Lvorican inmogos of tha Soviet Unlem. Vhat

msbters is that tho respondents think thelr dmoges ave valid.

Mtheurh sarvey ressovchsrs and pollesors have perdodically
charbted Avzrieon publde attitudcs ghont the Soviol Unlon, no publisicd
rozesreh exlets ebout the attitudes of fmeriesns Vho have sctuelly boen
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en urpublished Yale Univerality dostorsl dissortation by Charles Jlelf {now
of the University of Hawald) i collacted 320 bafore-travsl 2nd 235 alftere

travel quostionnaives from tourists travelling to the Sovist Undon 4n 1961,

Vo ¢hzll be reporting in thess pazes the resulis of a rather
inteasive dnqairy into some fuorlesn ideoas about the Soviet Unien. Vs

‘w1l bo inveatigating ettitude chemze of asample of Sh9 Amoricons e~eegll

of whuiz £111e4 out pre-travel eud post~travel questiommaires-e-tZio traveled
in the Sovist Union in 1965 and 15856-G7. How docs this somple pevesive the

8Bovizl povermment, Scvict pecple, znd Soviet soclety befere sand afbor

traval? To what extent--4df ot alle-do tho respendsnis chenge theldr

sttitudss sbout Arorican publie policy? Eore are soms further specific
questions va will bo aslkingt

To what extent, 4f &b all, ¢ Amsricans dichetomize betwenn the

Soviet government and people bafore and aftor travel?

Are abidtudes nrore or less polarised efter traveld In ths USSR,

end, rclated to this, is thore rore or leas storsotyping after trawel?

Pow do positive-nzeative alfoet end stren:th-vesimoss pareondlons
[~} . g ¥ -

chanzs as & result of tha trin?

How do gglf-percsptions of change coparo with objoctivolye

reosared chenco?
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How are diffsremt motivations for going relatod to attitude

" change?

Do?'p' the data support the ¥mirror image" hypothesis?

Bow do the respondents! attitudes change on the action conpogmt

question?

On what aspects of Soviet life does significant group-learning
take place?

Do people react more negatively to political or economic factors

in the Soviet Union?

How does the samplo of 50L persons who completed only the pre~
travel questiomaire compare with those who f1led out both pre~travel and

post~travel questionnaires?

Bow are the following varisbles related to attitude change of
Aperdcan tourists: sex, age, occupation, religion, education, section of
country, income, party‘ affildation, 196l voter preference, and ebility to
speck Russien? |

How are the following aspects of travel experlence itself related
to attitude chenge: previous trips to the USSR} travel in other Comrmnist
countries; length of visit; group travel or indepsndent traveljy amount
of contact with Soviet eitisens~—both official and unofficial; - and number

of politieal discussions?
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¥Yhy the Srhisch is Troortant

¢ Sorpe stuvdies are woeful for theory~tuilding. Othurs are useful
for policy plamming. It is alwsys fortnitcus when one can find a tcpie
that has a potential contribubticn to make in both areas. Alreaefxy s 2
mrber of Amrican and Soviet officlals in the eultursl exchange £ie1d

have expressed a keen intsrest in seelng the results of the research,

end, hopofully, tha data will bo rolevant for dseision-makers: in thab
field.

Farther, it is to bo haped that this research caa make U@
modaat contritution to oa~goling thaory in the area of stbituds choiggew=
speoifically in the ficld of forelgn travzl as a factor in attituds

change, As Herbert Kelman has wrlotons

wExparionse in a foreign country exposss &n individual to &
vardoty of influencos that may challeng? his exlsting shtitudes end

values. He is confronted with new culbural paticrns and solutions to

1ife problens; bhe 1s expected to teke on ned roles end experirent with
new forms of behavicur; ho interscts with different poople and bacences
anvolved in new groaps; he is faced with challences to soma of hig

prec:cmcpﬁi.o::s;' ond ha i35 able to obssrve himsclf in wnfaniliar situations.

oo

These copariconcas oy lead to verylng cosreos of abttitude change, or to 2
confirnaticn of esvlier sititudes ov, perheds, & daefensive rosistance to

.
Q chnngcH,
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If foreign travsl in goneral does tend to have en effect on
people!s attitudos-~-as mmercus studies indicate~-~then one might
speculate that travel in the Soviel Unlon has a corparatively lavgar

irpact for the following reasons, A trip to the USSR 18 for many &

- very intense ermerieance. As one of the respondonts, a student,

ecommented, "Every moraing I woke wp in Russia I knew something
4 S .

{neredibls vas going $0 happoa to me that daye--ond 4t always dide®

- Pravsl to the Soviet Union is aiso, for meny, & highly politiclzed

oricnce. Tourists are constantly aware of teing Americons of the
_ w }

contrast between the Amorican end Soviet politleel systems, ande-10t

infrequently--~they are challenged on thelr most basic political
assumpﬁéons. Further, tourists ganevdlly vieit the Soviet Unlon for
basically different reasons than thoy visit, for exnmpie, Sritezeriend or
the Bohamas. Our deta shows that they go to the Sovist Unioﬁ not so

mach . t0 relax or to enjoy the secenory as to have a learning experience.

 Smith, PBruaner, and White, in thelr depth study of the relations
Shiﬁ batween opinion and porsonality, listed the reasens why they thought g
that thz area of opinlon on the Soviet Unlon was an espsclally fortuitous

focus of rescarche

®(A) The area of opinion showld be one about which peopla ﬁava 120Y @m0 o
1ess crystallized vlsiws. (B) It should bs & conbroverslal avea on walch
there is a substantial division of opinion. (C) It should be relatively
independont of political party and not be a direct reflcetion of class

. PR T, J - k3 o “1,% % . g .t . o LY .8 = x o
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forms of affect. (E) It should be on a socio~political level to parallel
the problems normally met in opinion-polling. (F) It should be a to;:;ic of .

continuing conterporary interest. (G) It should preferably be a topic of

some social and political significance in and of itself."

(Smith, M. Brewster, Bruner, Jerome, and White, Robert,

E Opinions & Personality, John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1956, p.Lg)

Tourism in the Soviet Union

f | 0f the millions of tourists who leave America's borders each yeaf,

Y .
* only a miniscule number visit the Soviet Union. During 196§, for example,

1}, 700,000 Americans departed from the United States, ("The American

Tourist," by Somerset Waters, The Annals of the American Acédemy,

November, 1966, Vol. 368, p.110) but according to State Depariment

Figures, only an estimated 20,000 Americans visited the Soviet Union that
year. That means that the -Soviet Unlion received about 00.13 per cent of
the total flow of American tourism in 1966.

ST e T LTTTRATT T R TR e ST T AT T S @A e TR e e R e T e g K
-

» It is difficult to tell with any precision how many Americans

E . visit the Soviet Union each year. Soviet figures from 1956 (the year in

| which travel to the Soviet Union resumed) to 1960 are the following:

1956, 2,500; 1957, 2,500; 1958, 8,000; 1959, 11,000; and 1960, 20,000.
However,. the U.S. State Department's rough estimate for 1960 is only

10,000-12,000. State Department approximations for the years following

1960 are the following: 1961, 1962 and 1963, 8,000-10,000; 196k, 10,000;

- o . . g
1965, 1.0,C00-12,0770; 19506, 18,000-20,000; and 1947, 20,000-22,000.
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Soviet figures are significantly higher. TFor example, the Soviets list the
1963 figure as 19,500, roughly twice as high as the American figure.
According to Soviet sources, about 30,000 Americans visited the USSR in
1966 and 1967, approximately 10,000 higher than the State Department

estimation.

It may well be that the Soviet figures are the more accurate ones.
State Department officials say that their figures are only rough.approximations,
based on the mumber of tourists who indicate on their passport applications
that they wili be traveling to the USSR. The State Department passport
.division. points out that many tourists who state an intention of visiting
the Soviet Union don't actually go there. On the other hand, many Americans
visit the Soviet Union who didn't have that intention when they filled out
their -passport application forms. The Soviets have the advantag§ of precise -
records of how many visas were issued to Americans, so that one might
apecﬁlate that their figures are more accurate, unless, for some reason,

they have inflated their figures.

The best guess, then, is that between 1956 und the end of 1967,
between 150,000 and 200,000 Americans visited the Soviet Union.

Despite the relatively small number of Americens visiting the Soviet
Union, a persuasive case can be made that they play a significant role in the
formation of American images of Russia, As our data will indicate, American
travelers to the Soviet Union tend to be in the soclo-economic elite, and they

also tend to ba very commnicative about their experience. Vhen asked on the
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questionnaire whether they intended to speak or write about their travel
expericnce in the Soviet Union, a surprisingly-~high 75 per cent of the

respondents answered in the affirmative.

Although relatively few Americans visit the Soviet Union, the
USSR is not neglected by tourists. In 1967; 1,750,000 tourists went to
the Soviet Union, up 250,000 from the previous year. According to a
Time magazine article (Iine, July 28, 1967, p.5h), about half the tourists
come from other Europesan Communist countrieé. Time also estimates that
Intourist, the state-run tourist égency, spends $1,000,000 a year in

advertising abroad. According to Raymond Anderson of the New York Times,

a Soviet economist has estimated that the average spending of one tourist
in the USSR equals the profit of the export of nine tons of coal, fifteen

tons of oil, or two tons of tep-quality wheat.

Although the contingent of Americens annually traveling to the
éoviet Union is relatively smali%,it has the appearance of a vast, endlgss
army compared to the nnmbér of Soviets who visit the United States. In
1965, for example, a total of 11l Soviets visited the United States.

(The Irmlications for Arms Control and Disarmamént of the United States

Exchanges Progrem ¥ith the Soviet Union and Eastern Furope, Prepared for

the U.S, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency by Eric Stevenson, The George
Weshington University, 1967, p.62). |

Fourism in the Soviet Union is quite unlike tourism in Western
soontries. TL sn Auericca westo o o700 Tranoen nnd plonz to opend three
days ‘each in Paris and Tours, he may or may not make hotel reservations,

as he so choosss. If he finds that he especlally likes Paris and wants to

.
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extend his visit there by three days and cancel his plans for Tours, he will
simply do so, normally without ecomplications. However, if the same Amefican
wantes to visit the Soviet Union he must tell his travel agent exactly which
ones of the approximately seventy ﬁopen" cities he wanté to visit and specify
when he'll be there. Then the Intourist office in Moscow must approve of
the itinerary, which it ﬁsually does. When Intourist inexplicably denies a
tourist access to a certain %open" city ar_cities, it never tells him he

can't go there. It simply tells him that the flight he wanted is filled

(sometimes two months ahead of time), or that the'hotel was burned down.

When Intourist does approve the itinerary, then the tourist mst

pay everything in advance before the Soviet Consulate will grant him a

visa (which 11 rarely denies). The visa, which used to take weeks and even

momths in the 1950's, now is usually granted within three to five days.

Once in the Soviet Union, the tourist has no choice over what
hotel he stays in, nor does he know what hotel he will be in until he

arrivés in the city. Intourist simply assigns him an hotel. If a tourist
happens to especially like any city in which he is staying and wants to
extend his stay there, hs will find that adjusting his travel schedule in
the Soviet Union is one of life's more arduous undertakings. |

Although American tourists frequently complain about Intouristi's
bureaucratic inflexibility, they often compliment Intourist for offering
a service usually not found in other countries: transference to hotels

fron alrports and drain statdens i Uan tranzforonce froa hotels
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back to the transportation depots. Intourist also routinely provides oppor=-
tunities which are the exception rather than the rule in other countries:

visits to collective farms, schools, Young Pioneer csmps, factories, etc.

How do Americans generally rate the Soviet Union in terms of tourist
comforts and conveniences? If & perusal of travel articles, open-ended answers

in our questionnaires, and conversations with returning tourists is any indi-

cation, the answer is: not too well. Marvin Kalb, diplomatic correspondent for
CBS News, who formerly reported from the Soviet Union, summed up the attitude of

iany in an article in the Saturday Review (although his prose was perhaps a bit

more graphic and outspoken than most)s

" 'This is & hard climate, and an American finds many things to try his
patience, but few that are capable of wimning his affections.! There are days
when I profoundly agree with Neill S. Brown's observation above, even though it is
11} years old. He was the America;.Minister of the Czarist Court of Saint
Petersburg in 1853. The climate is hard, even now, and the Russians have &

perfectly magical way of trying your patience--in fact, tying it up in knots.
'Bolshéviam only added ideology to an old Russian pastime. Besides, after you
have enjoyed the Bolshoi Ballet, marvelled at the Moscow Art Theater, and
eaten caviar for breakfast four days in a row, what else is there? Comparat~
ively speaking, the food is poor, the service slow, the beds are lumpy, the
language is impossible, the bureaucracy is maddening, and, yes, the system is
dictate#ial.

*Is Russia a tourist country? Definitely not! Yet, there are days

when T diszgres uish Brom and ryoolfs. For even if fnscda is not 8 tourlst

country, it is a country which ocught to be visited by tourists....The Soviet
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Union is one of thes most irportant, most powerful, and most fascinating
countries in the world®, ("Is Russia A Tourist Country?", by Marvin

Kalb, Saturday Review, Jamary 7, 1967, p.5l.)

Baedeker!s guide of 191l had advised travelers to Russia to take

"gsheets, towels, pillows, a small india~rubber bath, and some insect powder,
and warned that hotels in provincial tovms satisfy as a rule only the most

.
e e Ak s

moderate demands, and they often leave much to be desired in boint of

cleanliness". (quoted in America and the Soviet Experiment 1917~1933, by

Peter G. Filene, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1967, p.98)

Clearly, travel conditions have improved vastly since Baedeckex
" wrote his 191} guide to Russia, and, according to travel writers and visitors
who return periodically to the Soviet Union, travel conditions have improved
since the 50's,

However, the consensus of American tourists (who, after all, do

have a reputation as being a pampered lot) is that the Soviet tourist
1ﬁdustry doesn't deserve any trophies for speed, efficiency, modernity,

economy or provision for the latest in tourist convenlences,

ERIC

1 Tox Provided by ERIC

D pp——————s
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METHODOLOGY
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METHODOLOGY

"Everyone is a prisoner of his own experiences. No one can eliminate
prejudices~—~~just recognize them",

~—==Pdward R. Murrow

"Those who never retract their opinions love themselves more than they
love truth®,

mamee] O1 DYt

"For those who do not think, it is best at least to rearrange their
prejudices once in awhile", ' '

~—==Jither Burbank

In addition to the normal problems facing any survey researcher attempting
to gather data by means of the mailed questionnaire, we had one special one~-~how to
locate tourists who were planning‘to visit the Soviet Union.

In order to carry out a proper study of attitude change we had to reach
tourists before and after travel to the USSR. First, we approached the Passport
Division of the Department of State, and asked if we could have the names of those
who declared in their passport applications that they intended to visit the USSR.
An official of the Passport Division replied that there was a standing.fule against

giving out names of passport applicants.,

The only other alternative was to obtain the names through travel agencies.,
Inckily, the majority of American tourists visiting the Soviet Union are handled by
less than a dozen travel agencies which specislize in Eastern Buropean travel, and
four of these agencies generously agreed to include our quest.ionnaires in their |
mailings to persons intending to visit Russia. We also received invaluable asaiste~

ance in questionnaire dinstribution from the Governmental Affairs Institute, which

coaueted a brieling oo ter dn Hew York for tourists planuing to visit the USSR,
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Important hely was also forthcoming fronm several universities vihich adxinistered

surmmer languese programs in the Sovict Union.

The fact that persons planning to visit the Soviet Unlon were goograph=
icelly spread out left us no choice bub 40 use tho mailed questiomnaire technicue.
Even if we did have a cholce, wo wmzld’hav’e sascrificed the greater comprchensivenass
of tho interview for the larger sauple avallable through the mailed questionnalre

(given the limitations of funding and personnsl).

As the literature on survey rescarch usuelly points out, non~-response is

a mgjor problen in survey research via mailed questionnaire. Although we. tried
| t0 maximize response, non-recsponss .was not a erucisl problem in our reserach, for
we were not attempting to obtaln a cross-cection of the American public, or even
a eross-section of those traveling to ths Soviet Union. As different tourlst
agencies cater to somewhat aifferent cliontcles, and as it is. gensrally assumed
that there are som@ demographle differences botwucen those who do and those who
don't respond to mailed questionnsires, we were under no 111usion that our sample
was & perfoct cross~section of Americans visiting the Soviet Union. Hovaver, we
a1d not fesl this problom was crucial, becanse ua wore mainly interested in making
* snternal comparisons, i.6., how Goldwater voters percoived the Soviet Union

compared to Johnson volers, eldorly coxpared to young, etc.

We printed 4,000 pro~travel questiomaires, and a very rough estimate
is that 3,300 to 3,500 actually reached the hands of tourists. Hopinz %o
maximizo responsa, we enclosed with the questionnaire a starped, roturn-

cddroast fwlops el the folloving lettor rdmzorrepha? on Coovze Vashingvon
. — P [+2 &3

Universivy ovabivuosy)s
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Dear Traveler to the Soviet Union:

We are conducting research at The Qeorge Washington University on
various kinds of attitudes hsld by persons visiiting the Soviet Union
in order to understand how American travelers feel about the Soviets
and =soms aspocts of American public policy.

What do American tourisis going to the Soviet Union like and dislike
about the Soviet government and people? HMost would agree that this is a
fascinating question, but, as yet, we don't have any definitive answer,
based on sclentific research. We are asking you to join with well over
1,000 other Americans going to the Soviet Union to help us find the ans-
wer. Your cooperation in £illing out and returning the enclosed ques~
tiomaire will be inwvaluable, '

You are asked to £ill out your mailing address so that we can send
you a follow-up questiommalre when you return. By comparing pre~travel
and post~travel questionnaires, we can study what new insights Americans
have about the Soviet Unlon as a result of thelr travel. If you are in-
terested, we will be glad to send you a summary of the resulis of this
study. :

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. We are interested
in your responses only as part of data of a large national sample. No
person will be identified by name in this study. We repeat~~ﬁzuur ans-
wers will be kept strictly confidential.

Many of those who have already completed the questionnaire have
commented that it was an enjoyable exercise., It should not take you
more than eleven or twelve mimtes to fill out. There are no "right"
or "wrong® answers. There are many honast differences of opinion on
the questions asked.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Enjoy yowr trip!

Sincerely yours,

Peter Grothe
Project Director

We received 1,087 completed pre~travel questionnaires, but of
these, thirty-six had to be volded for various ressons. The most common
cause for voiding was the respondent'!s failure to fill out the pre-travel

crosttonnaire untdl aftor Lo bad v 3 Dremcbis trip.  In short,

spproximately one~thdrd of those who received the mailed questionnaires
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raturmed thom, which was rovghly what tro had entieipated, Soms mziled-
uestiomazire rrojects heve resovass rabes as low as ton per cent, but
g < ’

as tourists to the Soviet Unlon %cnd to bio in the upper soclo~cconornic

brackets (who traditionally have a botier batting average in rosponding

to questionnaires) and have a rolatively high degree of interost in the
éubject of tln éuc;s*aionmire » wo entiecipated a considerably bettor response
rate then ten per cemb. Oas of the factors working against a very high
rasponse rabe of 50 por cont or over was that ti‘ze kind of pazrsoas traveling
to the Sovict Union tond to be bLusler than the averaze nan. Another factor
may bave bazen the scnsitivity on the part of nany to answering ngstions
rolating to the Soviet Union and the Coumunist system, even though our
covoring lotter erphesized that onswors would bo kept sbrictly coaficdzntial,
One can speculate that the Joe MeCarthy perdod is still a painﬁil oy
for nany., Our guess is thet wo i-rc>1i1d hzve reesived a highse response rate
if tourists hed baen able to £111 oug tholr questionnaires anonyuously, btutb,
wnfortunately, this was not possible. We noeded the nemss in order to sond

follouw~up cuestiomnaires after the returan hone,

Ve attempted to maximlize rosponse on the post-travel quostioanairos

by ths following ncanss

Pourdists vore asked to stato the eadicipated date of wetura hom? on
thoir pro-trowvel questiomnaires. Ths scnding of thée-post-atravel qu-’.ssti_onm:'..f:;;
was bired go thad 1t arrived eb the hoso of the respondent two to thrcas doys

after he roturacl homz. Our rensendnz wns that 48 the gquestlonnsire ves

PRI IS S, S £ . BT e g e m™ e - T s .- . el PR R N € rpec o) Y BT TeR P S B Lo b f
TR LG R BEAVEALT L s R LRSS DU 45 020 X S B RN i.-‘u.‘._'-.f}.; o2 LTS €

a larpge stack of mail end might be dlscarded or iraored. On the other hand,
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we did want the toufist to receive the questionnaire while the travel
experience was still reasonably fresh in his mind. Accompanying the
blue printed questionnaire was a return-addressed, stamped envelope

and the following covering letter:

Dear Traveler to the Soviet Union:
Thank you very much for filling out our pre~travel questiomnaire.

Your cooperation in completing and returning the enclosed post-
travel questionnaire will be invaluable, We realize that you probably
have a busy schedule, but for the purposes of this research it is
critically important that all those who filled out the pre-travel
questionnaires also fill out the post-travel questionnaires, so that
we can learn what new insights you have as a result of your travel.

Ve will be glad to send you'a free summary of the findings, when
this study is completed. If you would like the summary, please note
that on the questiomnaire.

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential, No person will
be identified by name in this study. We are interestcd in your re~
sponses only as part of a large national sample.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

feter Grothe
Project Director
We hoped that the promise of a free summary of the results would
sefve as an added inducement to complete both questionnaires. We have |
reason to believe thatiit did, for 100 per cent of the persdns filling 6ut
the post~travel questiohnaires checked the box requesting the summary., If
the porson who filled out the pre~travel questionnaire did not return the |

H
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he was sent the identical questionnaire and covering letter. If we didn't




hear from him in yot cnothor two woeks, ha was seat the followdng posteards
Dsar Mr. Jousss

tiOﬂﬂulLe’ you becsnme part of a

Vhen you gent us your pro-bravel ques
<3 for your initial participation in this
ing
a

unlque rescorch BrOUDe Fany thank
study of abtitudses of Aroviecans travel in the Sovliet Unlon. We hope
that you won't drop out of this group ot this tims. We reslize that the
quastionnzirs may havs baon placed aside in the press of business upon
return homs, but as it is most vital that everyons who filled out the pre-
travel quastiwﬂnair; also cunplete the post-travel questiomnairve, we hopa
you will send it at yc“" rarliest convenlence. As pronmised, we will send
yon e freoe gummary of thz resulis.

Hany thanke,

Potor Grathe

Despite thase efforts to naximize responss, only 5h9'persans or
5l per cont of the 1051 persons vho fillcd out pro-travel quastiomnsires
completed the post-travel questlonnalres. This docsn't include tha
thirty-six pre-travel questionnaircs which were volded. Ve hxd hypothose
ized that a sonmewhat highor percontags of those vho hed Lctp red to corplete

the pre~travel qnéstionnaira vould have filled out the postntraval cuestion-

.3 -2

naires, btut perhaps our éxpectationa vere unduly optimistic. In tha next
chapter, w3 will corpare the demographie characteristies of those who cone
pleted both pre~travel and postetravel questionnaires with those vho filled

out only the pre~travel questlomnalres.

As montioned gbove, we ussd the méiled qaestionnaire bzcause of
the savinzs in tima, monay, end profescional energy thls technique affords
over the intervicw. However, when wo spant five vesks in the Soviebt Union
in theo sumer of 1938, we informally intervicizd sbout fifty Amorieon
4
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Yortunately, £ll of the data was gabhored before the Csoch crisls of
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thirty respondents. As will bo saen by reading the questiomnasires in the
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August 1968, If tre Czech erisis had ocenrred bofore all the questionnaires
had been conplotedes——and especially if it had ocoured botvzon the filling
oub of pre~travel and postetravel questionmalres, we ndght have recsived

distocrted dats,

As to the writing itsclf of tho questloamaires, it was & long,
painstaling process. It took six weeks to write, rowrite, and pre-tost
the pre-travel and post~lravel questionnalres. Ve rourote the question-
nairgs at least tén times and subjectsd thom to the oritdcal serubing of a

dozen very able social scienbists. The questionnslres were pre-tosted on

appendix, abouttwo-thirds of the guestlons on ths pro-travel and post-iravel
questiomnaires are idontieal. Tuose coeutions which are ashed only once
era, for the most part, to obiain dabta oa the denographie varlables (in

the pre~travel questionnaire) and on the travel expsrience dtsell (in the

st-travel aquestionnaire). Dacsuss wo anbicipated a tronendous fnout of
I 3

data, &nd therofore uwtilization of a computer, most of the cuesticns were

closcd. Those tthich werce open wiore, for tle nost pard, easily coded for

corputer use.

As 1s trve in most enterprises of this tjpe, w0 fell far short of
utopia. Our prineipal frustrabion is that thure vore several potential -
rich ores of data which we wore not able to mlng---unless, that 1is,
regpondants would have becn willing to epond rore than an hour completing

questionnaires. Vithout high~poucred induccments this would havs bson

2
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1f wo had asked all the questlons we wanted to, wo had to limit ocursclves to
the naclens of giostions w2 thought to be nost relevant to our gniding

hypothasas.

If this wore the bust of 211 possible research worlds (thut is,
if a lerge poreenteze of respondsnts would happily spend an houar or t"o
filli,xf out questiomairese~~or, if w2 had a staff of profesaicmal intere
vimmrs at our disposa.l) s ve would have triod to obtain nore data on the

persowlity and background of the responlenis,

For cxample, it might havo boen most useinl to ask the ®conservative

personality" battery of questions dovised by Horbort MeClosksy. It would have
been instructive to sce how the Weonservative personaldty? perecives tho
Soviet Union and to lecrn jJust howr open to atbitudo chanze ha is. Another

valucble pioco of data would have besn the respondentts sourccs of information

about the Soviet Unlon. Doos ho roly on tolcvision ncuscasts for most of his
infermation on the Soviet Unden or on the printed word? If the letter, 1o it

The Ner York Tiucs end I‘ore:! ) A:&.m ¥g or 7he New York Dodly Vcws and Trus

magazine? Has ho roed eny books about ths Soviet Union in recont years end,
if so, vhat kinds of books? Related to those cquestlions, it would have bsen
uscful to know Just how woll~inforred atout the Soviet Union tho respoalont
was. (Uowever, 3t would have baon rost difficnlt 4o test the respondent on
his lovel of infermation on o salfesdrdnistered questioanaire., There would |

havs bzan the teptation to losk up the snsisrs.)

Ve had orl wll,y inelvrded in the draft of our pre=travel qucshionm

.

vy,
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toke rore thon 19 minutes to £111 oub, we hud to dolote some qrosticns vhich .

seound $0 ba erpoatoble, omd thot was ong of thilw

Tt alzo would have boen uwseful to goabher wore dota on the travel
exporienco 1vsolf, Did tho tourdsy Lovo eny espreielly msmorcble goed or
bad expericances, ead vhal wore thoey? e veuld have liked 6o ¥mow more abownb
tow ouotl of ¢eseieetien vith Ruccdon oo ureple, how nony, 3T eny, roel
fricndships did the tourdct nsko? Docs Lo plon to correspond regwlerly with
rrz Aassiens? A gep dn our doto vhtlcl ve koordy ropret 4s a pruclty of

inforastdon ehout commmication vithdn the travel grovp. As tho greab mejorlity

of ouy recpondonbs travelced with orgozdned pravpa, M'I as wo noke the assurpt- |

don that the groap pleys e signdficznb vo. 16 v tho forcation of altitudes of

the individesl, it vould have baol mont uoofol to 1ot rore shond the psturs

of tha provps and Inlresprowy comimicluloi. Unfortunsticly, o ovy purponss,

tha jatovvicr 48 & rmeh wove roefined tocimigue for olicitdng thic kiud of date
thon the noiled questicmnaive. To howve &b .7;:1.‘,\ o om.,:*.in this kind of

dnfovsntion o & relled quostlomiyre verld hiave neoud e novked ¢donsation of

tho mestionmalre.

.

As s will abterot to point cut dn o ruboequent chapler, fereipn

trovel corcbirns caun effect tho provelerts avtitvles borards his o combry

mors thon bie obtitvdes toreeds the countyy vislted, Tor this roaron, uo
would hove 1ited to include mare oquesbhblons than we pctvrily did on ebtitodes

tosarde ths Undted Stotes end on Ancrleon pablic poliley.

To rcpent, In order to mashdeo rouponsio, wo had to lold the grestion-

npedra o 8 ponticsble Lon- thes-thicl roond the erelusion of a nuber of grostions
(%] ot
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which might have ylelded important data. We simply had to make value
Judgements on which questions were most central. Perhaps, if in the
future, some social scientist wants to follow up on our research he

can ask the questions which we have put in a deep-freeze unit.

Finally, before turning to the findings of this research, we

want to add a few words on terminology. In the literature on public
opinion, the words "opinions" and "attitudes" have been used either %
interchangeably or with somewhat different meanings. We choose to use
them interchangeably. Also, we will use "the Soviet Union® and "Russia®
interchangeably, although, of coursé, we are sware tﬁat there are

fourteen Soviet republics in addition to the Russian republic.
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THE SAMPLE
#wPublic opinion is a compound of folly, weakness, prejudice,
wrong feeling, right feeling, obstinacy, and newspeper paragraphs.t
~-= Robert Peel

#] know where there is more wisdom than is found in Napoleon,
Voltaire, or all the ministers present and to ccme =-= in public opinion.”

== Talley rand
The SL9 respondents who travelled to the Soviet Union between 1965
and 1967 were hardly a typical group of Americans. They were much betler
educated, much wealthier and older than a random sample of Americans._' Our
sample (we repeat =-- we have no way of verifying to vhat extent our sample
| approximates a random sample of Americans travelling in the Soviet Union)

included less than one per cent non-Caucasians and less than one per cent

blue~collar and white~collar workers. Four groups -~~~ students, profes-

sionals, businessmen, and tcachers ~-- formed over 904 of our sample.

(See Table IT~1A.)

i Perhaps the single most striking fact about our sample is that L2 per
cent did post-graduate work or attended professional school. Only elght

E persons, or 1.48%, did not get past t‘;xe eight grade. Eighty-six per cent.

had at least some college and, according to Census Bureau figures, this is

more than four times the national average. No comparative figures exisi,

of course, but one can speculate that the Soviet Union recelves a more

highly educated group of American tourists than any other country on the
globel (Sce Table TI~2A.)
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Indeed, a glance at Table III-3A suggests that for most respondents a
trip to Russia seems to. be a kind of intellectual endcavor. Tourists
generally do not go to the USSR to marvel at the scenery. When queried.
about their primary motivation for visiting the Soviet Union, the follow=-
ing four reasons were cited -most frequentlys |

(1) To be able to talk with Soviet citizens (27%).

(2) To assess for myself the state of affairs in the USSR (18.L4%).

(3) To make a trip which represents a new kind of ‘travel ex-
perience (18%).

(4) To talk with Soviet counterparts in nmy field (17%).

The primary motivation mentioned by only six per cent of the respondents

«= to Bee the famous sights -~ is quite possibly the reason that most

American tourists would list if they were asked why they were going to
 gountries like, for example, France, Italy or Austriae

In view of the data on education and motivation for going, it is not
sarprising that our sample follows accounts of public affairs significantly
more than a cross-section of Amsricans. We asked a question worded very
sinilarly to a question whicix Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba in The
Civic Culture (Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture, Prince~

ton University Press, Princeton, 1963, p. 89.) asked of & random sample of
970 Americans about the extent to which they followed political and govern-
" mental affairs. We found that 59% of our sample responded "regularly", com-
pared to 27% for the Almond-Verba sample. Thirty-eight per cent sald ®from
time to time¥ and 3% said "very seldom® in our sample, compared to 53%
responding "from time to time" and 19% responding "never® in the Civic
Culture study. (Table II~hA.)
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Probably related to the conmaratively high level of education of our
respondents, to the motivation for travel, and to the degree to which they
follow public affairs is the rather arresting fact (alluded to earlier) that
15 of them said that they intended to communicate about their travel ex-
perience, either in writing for publication or in speaking to organized
groups, upon retura home.

When we asked respondents how well~informed about the Soviet Union they

considered themselves, 13% said, "very well-informed®, T1% said, "somewhat

informedt, and 163 said, "not well~informed". We would have much pre-

ferred, of course, to have some kind of objective neasurement on this

question. Undoubtedly, some who are very weli-informad were modest and

checked "somewhat informed", whereas some who were not well“informed or

somewhat informed were immodést and checked "well~informed". For this
reason, we must bs cautious in interpreting this dnba. Perhaps all it
really reliably tells us is something about self-perceptions of degree of .
knowlodge about the Soviet Union. (Table II-54.) "
Turning again to some. of 'bhg demographic characteristics of our sample,

we find that in some cases they differ significently from what one might

£ind in a national random sample.

Seventy-three per cent of the .reSpondan’os wére men, whereas women
actually form a slight majority of the population. Men were di.spropor-
tionately represented in our sarfgfxle , because we allotted only one question-
naire per housechold, and we requested that, whenever possible, the head of
the household £ill out the questionnaire. (Table II~6A.)
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Only 9% of our sample came from the West, and only 12% came from the
South, compared to L% for the Midwest and 37% .t'or' the East. The West and
South were under-represented in our sample, because the clienteles of the
towrist agencies that cooiaerated with us were mainly in the Midwest and East.
(Table II-7A) In making the sectional designation for each respondent, we
only counted him if he was now living in the same geographic area in which
he was born. For example, somaom. born in New Jgrsey who now lived in I{ew
York was counted as an Easterner, but someons who was born in Alabama and
who now lived in New York was not counted at all. This was because we had
no way of knowing when he moved to New York and in which section of the country
he had his most formative experiences.

A glance at Table II-8A shows ﬁhat 52% of our respondents were forty-one
or older and that only 28% were between the ages of twenty-one to forty.
Mineteen per cent were betwsen eighteen and twenty-one. The relative paucity
of persons in the twenty-one-to-forty age bracket is probably explained by
the fact that many in this age group are raising children to0 small to taks
to the USSR, Further, a trip to the Soviet Union is relatively expensive,
and many in this age group are paying mortgages on houses and expenses for
children.

Sixty-six per cent of our sample said they were Protestant, 12€ Jewish,
and 11¢ Catholic. (Table II-9A.) As Catholics outmumber Jews by mare than

eight~to-one in the United States (The World Almenao 1967, Doubleday, New

York, pp. 148-149), Jews are quite obviously disproporitdonately representod
in owr sample. This is pa.rtlyexplaimdbrﬂ_m fact that Jews tend to fall
in the upper socio-gconomic brackests, compared to other religious growpings.
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Purther, ong of the travel sgencies that cooporated in this study has a
very lerge New York clientole, end New Yovk, as is well-knoim, has a

large Jewish population,
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Our average ross comﬁ.d;m bly weallbhdler thon the average
Ansricans A look 2% Teble 'I.’[‘—lOA shogs that 243 meke $25,000 or more per
year and that alwosl throe-gaarteors of the sample makes §l0,000 or nore.
espondents were ashed ’c’..ro guestions about political persuasion in
the after-travel questionneire. Fifty-ulne per cent voted for Lyndon
Johnson, and 397 volted for Barry Goldiater in ths 196l presidential
election. Those figures gre remarkably closs to the natdonal voting per-
cenbages. When eslied abvout party ai‘filiaﬁion,‘ 158 s218 they were Republie
cans, 38% said they were Denocrate, and 153 checked tha Yother" category.
(The great nmajority in this eategory are Independsnts,.) |

COMPARTSON OF THOSE VWHO COMPLEIED BOTH SiIS OF CUESTIONITAIRES
VITH THOSE ¥010 CVLY ¥ILLED OUT WHE P ~TRLVEL QUESTINTIATERS

In the pages that irmadiately follewr, we have placed tables of data
(mainly demogrephic cata) aboub non-respondents on the after~travel question-
nairve just beloi the corrcsponding tables on those who did respond 1o both
pre~travel and post-travel quastiomnalre. This allows the reader to easily
conpare the characterdstice of the lwo growps of respondents.

The tables asre self-explanatory, end there ile no nesd for exbended
conent,. exnept to obssrve that the data doss not contzin eny stunning.

surprises.
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JRespondsnis on Doth Cuestlonuaires

S PPN ey

Occuvation

wlm  EQs
1. Studsnts 30 15
2. Professions 26 11,0
3¢ Pusinessman 21 113
. Farmer 7 37
5. Other ’ 1 L
6. Teacher - 15 83

Honerogsondeants on Sceoud Questionnzire
Occunation : o
. w%‘_ IIOQ .
1. Students 23 138 3
2. Professions 22 107
3« Businessnan 33 160
e Farmer 1k 63
5 o UCther 3 17
o 0 i

6+ Teacher

TABLE TI~24

"S-

Respondonts on Both Cuestionnaires

SR R T

Education 2z Tos
1. Gramuar school 1l &
2. Scue high school b 21
3. Finished high school 8 h2
L. Sonme college 29 156
5. Finished colleze 16 85

6. Post gratuate work or o
professional school L2 228

TAELY TT=2B
Kon-recnondents oa Second tuastionncire

Fducation g  Yo.
l: Gramiar school L 21
2, Sciio high school 5 26
3+ Finished hich school 16 @
- k. Sonz collezs 23 11
5. Finished collsge 15 Th

6. Post graduste vork or
professional schaol 36 175
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TARLE TY-3A
Pﬁf‘nmd"nu on Roch Queztionnsires

Motlvation for goins L Yoo
1. 7To be able to tolk with Soviet cx.b.tzens 27 149
2. To assess for myself the state of _

affairs in the USSR 16 100
3. To make a trip wiich represents & new

kind of truvel expericnce 18 98
he To telk with Sovie: counterparts in my

field | | 17 9
5. To study the lanmuepe .8 b3

To ses the fa:ous & n‘ltf-' in the USSR 6 3l

70 Other 5 27

’J‘ABLE IT-"B
Jon=resnonidonts on %Po %3 Cuestionnaire

- )

Motivation for g;cing - % - Yo
le To moke & trip which represents a new |
kind of travel exporience 2y 119
2, To talk with Soviet counter verts in rgy -
field 22 110
3¢ To assess for mrsc"*" the state of o
affairs in tho USS: 18 91
e To be sble to talk with Soviet oitlsens 17 85
5. To see the ferous *.whua in the Uqa?. 11 5l
60 Other ‘ I-L 21
T+ To study the language : 2 12

TnBTtW IT"lL‘\
Respondents on Both Ouestionnaires

Follow Accounts of Political Affa"rs

No.
1. PRegularly - 79 2L
2, From time to tine 38 207 .

3. YVery secldom | 3 16
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TABLE TI-LB
Non~respondents on Second Questionnaire

Follow Accounts of Political Affairs

No.
1. Regularly gL 267
2. From time to time L 20l
3., Very seldon 5 2l

TABLE II-5A
Respondents on Both Questionnalres

Self-gvaluation of Being Vell~informed on the Soviet Union

: __:%; Hoe

1. Very well-informed 13 7ML

2. Somevhat informed 71 387

3. Not well-infornmed 16, 87
TABLE II-5B

Non—-ref‘pondenus on Sccond Questiormun.re

Self—cvaluation of Being Woll ~informed on the Soviet Union

, ._:/é NO.
1, Very well-informed 6 29
2. Somewhat informed Th 363
3. Not well~informed 20 101

1 & Tt tew

N . TABLE II-€A |
- Respondents on Both Questionnaires

. o3 <?

Sex % Yoo
1., Male 73 397
2. Female 27 1L9
TABLE IT-6B
Non-respondents on Second Cuestionnaire
Sex £ No.
l. Male 69 338

2. Female 3 153
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TARLY TT~TA
Rpmmdcn 8 on Poth Cuestd oimalres

Area of the counbry Z. Koo
2. Midwest ' 172
3. South 12 50
he Weost -9 39
TABLY YY-7B
Non-rempondents on Smlmd festlomm=ire
Area of tha country £ No.
1. EBast 22 82
2. Midwest 56 21
3. South 16 59
le West 7T 25

TAULE YT-81

PSR rD 0 B T B % R Sl g ot

| gﬁmmdmw e Both (uestionnaires

Age L. Hos

1, 16 - 17 2 10

2 18 -22 19 1c5

5 31 -~ 35 1 37

6, 36 < Lo -' 7 38

To 41 =50 17 91

8. 51~ 60 22 122

9. 61 and over 13, 69
SR TABLE TT~53
Nonsresnondents on G OM Gosgticmnaire

Age g o

10 16 - 17 2 9

30 22 = 25 h 18

e 26 - 30 L 18

5 31 = 35 b 19

6, .36 = }j0 6 30

70 lll - 50 : 23 112

8, 51 - 60 25 124

9. b1 and ovor ol 120
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TABLE II-9A
Respondents on Both Questionnaires
Religion | % No.
1. Protestent 66 357
2. Catholic 11 59
3¢ Orthodox 1 8
he Jewish 12 67
5. None 8 I
6. Other 2 12
TABLE II~9B
Non-recpondents on Second Questionnaire
Religgon ; No.
1. Protestant W 366
2. Catholie 1), 5L
3. Orthodox R
ke Jewish 6 29
50 None 5 .27
60 . Other 3 13
TABLE IT~10A
Respondents on Both (nestionnaires
Approximate income £  No.
1, Under $5,000 l 15
20 $5;000 s $9:999 23 96
3. $10,000 - $1k,999 26 10

T
h. $15,000 - $21,,999 23 ° 95
5. $25,000 end over 2l 98

TABLE I1~-1C3
Bon-respondonts on Sscond Questionnaire
Approximate income £ YNo. |
1., Under $5,000 5 21
2. $5,000 ~ $9,999 23 100

3, $10,000 - $1L,999 26 109
lh '&53000 - &115999 2’4 101
5. $25,000 and ovor 22 96

R Y
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Survey researchers working vith nailed questionnaires have generally
found babter rates of response among the better-cducatedy studemtsy teachors
end professionals; those youngery meng and the better-salaried. |

A glance at our tzbles shows that, indsed, the better-educated had a
somewhzt better record of response than tho less-cducatedy that student,
teachers, and profossiopals were more likely to complels after~travel

. questiomaires than farmers end businessmeny and that 'bhgsa under forty

had & response rate highor than those over forty; and that nen wero more ;
likely (but only s1ightly) to rcspond then wonen. Howsver, we also found 1;
that incoms was not a factor in response rate. | |

Tha tables also show that EaQ"aamers and Westorners responded batber
then Southerners smd Midwesternsrs and that those of the Jewlsh falth f£illed
out the second questicnnaire with & grester rote of frequency than Protestants
and Catholios. |

Kot surprisingly, those who sald that they folloued ascounts of
political affairs regulerly and those vho sald that thoy were very well~
infor:ied on the Soviet Ualon ﬁad a hizher response rate than those who did

nod tollpw ronularly accounts of public affairs and those who said thfay

were less than "vory welle-informed® gbout the Soviet Unlon, respccti‘éély.
Reading Tobles II-34 end IT-3B on motlvation for travel to Ruésia, we

‘£4nd that thosz who look vpon a trip to the Soviet Union a3 an intellectual

endoavor (L.0., those who gave as thelr prinary resson for travel “to talk

with Soviet clilzens®, Wito ecsess for pysclf the .st:a,te of effalirs in the USSRY,

or "to talk to Soviet countorparts in 1y ficlde) had a higher rate of response
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then ihose wno went primarily for vhab might be called tourlst motivations
(1.e.y "to moke a trdp wiich represents a new kind of travel crpericncet, |
or "to see the fomous sightc in the USSAY),

Now that we knov somathing about' the choractoristics of our sanple,

let us move on to the aclual findings, What kinds of attitude chenge

about ths Soviet government, Soviet people, and Soviet sozlcty did omr

gample of Anerleon tourists hiove?

: ¢

P VT
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Chapter III

AMERTCAN TRAVELERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET UNION
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Chapter III

AMERTCAN TRAVELERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET UNTON

*The national image is the last great stronghold of unsophistication
esse.Nations are divided into 'good' and 'bad!=~~the enemy is all bad, one's
own nation is of spotless virtus,"
| ~~-Kenneth Boulding
"Russia is the most interesting place on the planet." |
~~-William Allen White

'~ "There is no such thing as an expert on the Soviet Union. There are
only varying degrees of ignorance."

---Anon;mqus

Did the sample of 549 Americans who traveled to the Soviet Union between
the years 1965 and 1967 come back home with the same set of perceptions it took
to Russia? The simple answer to that simple question is, *no", Much more complex
is the extent to which various post-travel images differed from pre-travel images

and the degree to which different groups within our sample differed from one
another. We shall devote the rest of this dissertation to those questions,

Before looking at the actual findings, it is necessary to return to a
point made earlier --- i.,e., that we made no claim that our sample is a cross~
section of Americans. Indeed, we have no way of knowing to what extent our sample

approximates a random sample of Americans visiting Russia,. Howevar, at the same
time, we do not want to foreclose the possibility that, in fact, the kind of
attitude change our sample experienced might not be representative of the attitude

change that the whole population of American tourists going to Russia underwent.




REECE L e P S T e el
R - " A
ST

..)4]_..

In some of the chap’c;ers that follow, we will attempt to present some data
relevant to this point. For the moment, however, we would like to leave it

an open question.

General Reaction of Tourists

In this chapter, we will treat Americans' perceptions of the Soviet
Union under three headings ---- the people, the government, and the system.
There is some overlapping, to be sure, especlially between the last two categories,
but this is as convenient a method of ordering the data as any.

Like human beings, all survey questions are not born equal, and we
asked two "general reaction" questions to which we attach a disproportionate
amount of weight, becanse they subsume so many other quesiions.

On the post-travel questionnaire tourists were asked, "Would you say
that your overall impression of the USSR has become more favorable or less

favorable as a result of your trip?

TABLE TII-1
Over-all Imprggsion of the Soviet Union

£ No.

1. Huch more favorable 16 88
2. Somewhat more favorable 32 175
3. The same as before 20 107
"o Somewhat less favorable 21 114
5., Much more unfavorable 11 58

Tt should be noted that the above are self-perceptions of attitude change

and may or may not closely correlate with real attitude change. To give a hypo-
thetical example, perhaps Mr, "X" may have sald that bis impression was “much more

unfavorable", even though he may have gone dver with very negative expectations
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and found precisely what he expected. In short, his attitude didn't change at
all., Nevertheless, we submit that data on self-perceptions of attitude change

is no less important than data on objectively-measured attitude change. In the
real world of the foreign policy decislon-maker, for example, 1t may matter more
what tourists think their attitude change is than what their objectively-measured
attitude change is =--- if, indeed, there is any substantial diffefence.

A look at Table ITI~1 shows that more persons feel they experience a
fhxuréble attitude change than an unfavorable one. If we collapse responses 1
and 2, on the one hand, and 4 and 5, on the other, we fiﬁd that 48% say they have
a more favorable impression of the USSR after travel, and 32% say they have a less
favorable impression. Further, if we look at responses 1 and 5, the strongest
possible positive and negative options, respectively, we find that 164 say their
uttitﬁds is "much more favorable", compared to 11% who say their attitude 1s
wpuch more unfavorable", Twenty per cent replied that they experienced no atti-
tude change.

The fact that just one-fifth of our sample says that it returns home with
the same impression it entered the Soviet Union is, in itself, interesting.. Some
of the literature on attitude change suggests that persons who experience atti-
tude change in various experiments don't like to admit the change. The fact that
802 of our sample said that their attitudes did change probably reflects the fact
that most persons made substantial intellecfual, as well as monetary, investments
in this trip --- and to say that they didn't change their attitudes is for many
people the equivalent of saying that they didn't learn anything. It is important
to remember that most of owr respondents looked upon the trip to Russia as

primarily a learning experience. (See the data on motivation for going in Chapter
I1.)
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In a later chapter, we will relate a number of demographic and other
variables to sélf-perceptions of attitude change.

In another "general reaction" type question, we asked respondents in the
pre-travel questionnaire, "What do you think your reception in the Soviet Union
will be like?" On the post-travel questionnaire, the tourists were asked, "What
was your reception in the Soviet Union like?" Table III-2 shows the before and

after responses.

TABLE I1I-2
Reception in the Soviet Union
No,
Before After Before After

1. Very friendly 28 L8
2. Somewhat friendly 63 37 332 197
3. Indifferent 7 13 39 1
i, Somewhat hostile 2 1 8 7
5. Very hostile 0 0 0 1

Before Mean---~ 1.823
After Mean--- 1,690
If we collapse responses 1 and 2, we find that 91% expected s friehdly
reception and that 85%, or a drop of 6%, actually found a friendly reception.
However, the number of those who chose the most positive option possible, "Very
friendly", increased from 28% to L8¥. Further, only 1% found their reception
“somewhat hostile® and zero per cent found their reception %"very hostile®, al-
| though the ”indifferent"‘categony increased from 7% to 13%.
One can make an educated guess that if a random sample of Americans were
asked what kind of a reception they anticipated if they made a voyage to the
Soviet Union, a significantly larger percentage than in our sample would have

answered "somewhat hostile" of ®"very hostile". However, since travel to a given

country is, in a sense, a self-selection process, one wouldn't expsect that those
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who anticipated a hostile reception in Russia would be the ones most likely to

travel there.

Perceptions of the Soviet People

The responses to the two "general reaction" questions indicate that our
- respondents experienced a somewhat favorable overall attitude change to the Soviet
Union., We attribute this to the positive response of the Americans to the people
of the Soviet Union. Although we found the normal number of ambiguities in parfs
of our data, one thing was quite unambiguous: Americans like Russians. (%footnote:
A8 Ukrainians, Georgians, and Lithuanians would be the first to point out, all
persons living in the Soviet Union are not Russians. There are, in fadt, 140
different ethnic groups. As a shorthand device, however, we will often refer to
the peoples of the Soviet Union as Russians, Further, the great majority of
Soviets whom American tourists meet gzg'Russians.)

As one tourist remarked, "I've never met a people that T argued with so

much and loved so much.¥

The positive feeling--- and, indeed, the affectiun.-~- that Americans feel
for Russians was most clearly demonstrated in the section of our questionnaire
where we asked for qpen-ended responses. When respondents were asked what aspects
of the Soviet Union they liked the most, "the people" was mentioned far more fre-
quently than sny other item. We will deal with the open-ended responses at the

end of the chapter. In the meantime, let us examine the results of a semantic

differential, in which thirteen sets of adjectives were given to the touristis,

both before and after travel. They were asked to characterize the people of the

Soviet Union in terms of the following adjectives:
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Friendly
Cultured
Wealthy
Peace~loving
Kind
Strong
Religious
Democratic
Just
Progressive
Sincere
Organized
Honest
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Here are the results:
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Hostile
Uncultured
Poor
Non-peace-loving
Cruel

Weak
Athiestic
Undemocratic
Unjust
Backward
Insincers
Disorganized
Dishonest

Semantic Differential on the Soviet People

TABLE L1i=3
FrienngeHostile
- No.
Before After Before After
1. 18 31 88 151
2. Ly Lo 213 1
3. 25 17 119 80
ho 9 6 L5 31
S. 3 5 1k 23
6. , 1 1 k 6
7. 0 0 0 1
BEFORE MEAN  2.370
AFTER MEAN 2,18
TABLE ITI-h
Cul tured-Uncultured
No.
| Before After Before  After
1. 5 b 23 21
2. 18 18 89 87
3. 26 26 125 127
L. 22 18 106 85
5. 18 16 86 77
Te 1l 3 7 1k
| BEFORD MmAY 3L.EL

vyt cems
Al‘ .{..44 .). PRV W 3'

760
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TABLE ITI-5
PEACE~LOVING ==~NON-PEACE-LOVING
No.
Before After Before After
1. 32 Ll 153 21l
2. 39 39 191 188
3. 20 9 : 98 k5
lio 6 6 29 31
Se 1 1 k b
6. 2 0 8 2
Te 0 0 1 o
BEFORE M=AN 2,107
AFTER MEAN 1.820
TABLE III "5

| KIND - CRUEL :

3 No.

‘: : Before After Before After
1. | 12 16 56 78
3. 22 19 105 92
. ' 18 16 85 78
6. 2 2 9 8
7. 1 0 . 3 1

BEFORE MEAN 2,711
AFTER MEAN 2,640
TABLE III~7
DEMOCRATIC - UNDEMOCRATIC
| Bafore After Before Aftor
. - 1 2 5 8
2. 10 9 L9 R
3. 17 21 | 79 98
k. 34 3 159 s
S5e 15 15 72 72
6. 1 1l 65 66
7- 9 9 ' . lla A ha
BIFORE M7iN k277
AFTER MEAN k.260
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TABLE ITI~8

JUST -~ UNJUST

4 " No,
Before After , Befoz:g After
1. 9 7 L1 33
2, | 32 36 149 169
3. 26 23 120 109 4
k. 25 26 116 123
5 6 L 26 18
6, 2 3 11 13 1
Te 0 0 2 0 |
BEFORE MEAN 2,752
AFTER MEAN  2.920
| TABLE III-9
SINCERE ~ INSINCERE
No,
Before After Before After
| , 1. 15 21 72 98
F » 2. 38 35 182 169
‘ 3. 23 21 109 99
5e h 6 20 28
6. 3 2 16 12
7. 1 1 5 3
BEFORE MEAN 2.696
APTER MEAN  2.595
TABLE ITI-10
HONEST ~DISHONEST
3 No,
Before After Befors ~ After
1. 17 25 82 19
2. - 38 36 183 173
3. 19 19 92 91
k. 19. 13 89 63
5. 2 k 22 20
7. L 1 3 | 5
BEFORE MEAN 2.635
AFTER MEAN  2.456 )
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If we look at the eight semantic differential tables dealing with
affective adjectives, i.e. -=~- friendly-unfriendly, cultured-uncultured,
peace-loving~~-non-peace-loving, cruel-kind, democratic-undemocratic, juste
unjust, sincere-insincere, and honest-~dishonest --- we see that in seven of
the eight the Soviet people are placed on the positive half of the contimaum,.
(Since 1 is the positive extrene and 7 is the negative extreme, any mean
falling betweeh 1 and.h would be in the positive half of the continuum.) The
only exception is the democratic-undemocratic adjective pair, where the after-
travel mean is 4.255, or slightly below the mid-point.

‘o six of the eight affective adjective pairs, the respondents showed a
favorable attitude change, the exceptions bsing cultured-uncultured and democratic-
andemocratic. The biggest positive attitude change is in the perception of the
Rnséiana being peace~loving, followed by the perception of the Soviet people as
being friendly and honest. In fact, the after~travel mean of 1.818 on the
peace-loving-~-non-peace-loving gsemantic differential comes closest to the
positive exireme of 1 of any of the perceptions that Americans had about the
Soviet Union. Another interesting fragment of data which underlines pro=-Soviet
people attitude of American travelers is to be found in Table III-3. Whereas
18% of the respondents thought of Russians as being extremely friendly (category
1) before travel, 31% considered them to be extremely friendly after travel.
only 6% of the respondents thought of the Russians as being hostile in the aftor-
travel questionnaire, and zero par cent put Russians in the 'extremsly‘hostile"
category.

It may seanm surprising that Americans have such a positive mage of the
Bitizenny of a country which, after all, has been Ams?ica'a most powerful antagon-

ist for almost twn«and~a~half decades, Indeed, other attitude surveys suggesi
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that there is a strong correlation between the way respondents view a nation
and its people. For example, when Germany and Japan were enemies of the United
States, Americans had quite ncgative images of the peoples of those countries,
Now that Germany and Japan are considered friendly countriss, Americans have
positive images of Germans and Japanese, To a lesser extent, the same rule
applies to the American image of France. As President DeCaulle has contimied
to antagonize American public opinion, Gallup polls have shown Americans be-

coming more negative about the French people.

It might be more instructive to compare our finéings with two surveys
made of American public opinion about Russians. One was taken in 1942, when j
we were allies, and another was taken in 1918, when we were antagonists. In v
191;2., the‘ ten adjectives most often picked by a sample of 1,200 Americans in
describing Russians were:

Word £
Hardirorking 61
Brave L8
Ordinary 25
Radical 25
L Progressive 2l
: Ignorant 20
Honest 19
Practical 18
Intelligent 16
Undmaginative 1
Warlike 1k

(Hadley Cantril and Mildred Strunk, Public Opinion, 1935 - 19h6, Princeton.

University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1951, p. 502.) - .
In 1948 a 12-word list was given to another sample of Americans, and from
it they 1isted the following words in describing Russians




Word ) 4
Cruel . 50
Hardworking L9
Damineering ' 49
Backward , 40
Brave 28
Conceited 28
Progressive 15
Self-controlled 1L
Practical 13
Intelligent 12
Peace-loving 7
Generous 3

"(William Buchanen and Hadley Cantril, How Nations See Each Other, University

of I1linois Press, Urbana, 1953, p. 47)

Seven of the adjectives were identical in the two surveys, Here is a

comparison of the percentages for the seven adjectives in the two surveys:

Word 3

19l2 — 198
Hardworking 61 L9
Intelligent 16 12
Practical 18 13
Conceited 3 28
Cruel 9 50
Brave ;8 28
Progressive 2L 15

One would be hard-pressed to make a case that the Russian people had
changed that much in six years. (Note the L1¥ jump on *cruel®,) A more plaus-
ible explanation is that American attitudes towards tha Soviet Government
changed perceptively, and this affected American attitudes towards the Soviet

people.




-5 -

A 1966 Gallup poll found these five adjectives' most often used by the
American people to describe the Russian people: 1. hard-working, 2. warlike,
| 3, intelligent, L. progressive, and 5. treacherous. The two affective adjec~
tives in the group ---"warlike" and "treacherous®--- are both negative.

As suggested gbove, foreign travel might be defined as a process of self-
selection: those whog feel quite negative about a country and its people are
usually (but not always) those least iikely to travel there. Although the Gallup
survey is not really parallel to ours, it does give us sone basis for making the
most tentative kind of judgment that our sample felt more positive tmrds the
Soﬁet people ~-~ before the trip, as well as after ~-- than a cross-section
of the American population would. |

As we will ses shor‘ol& , our sample had an overall negative lmage of the
Soviet Government and system. In view of the faot that Americans in the past
have gene.;.'ally not dichot¢mized between a government and its people, we feel it
significant that our sample has tended to make the "people-good, govermment-bad¥
dichotomy. A large part of the explanation, no doubt, lies in the fact that our
sample is in the upper socio-sconomic and education brackets and is, therefore,
more capable of making sophisticated distinctions about foreign objects.

It probably will be no surprise to seasoned observers of the Soviet
scene that our sample returns from the USSR with even more affirmative views
of the Russisn people than before travel. In most instances, tﬁey are probably
responding to the spontaneous warmth that Russians show for Americans. As
George Kemman once wrotes |

#The fact is that throughout all these years of anti-capitalist and
anti-American propaganda in the Soviet Union, the Sovliet peoples have remained
touchingly well-inclined tovard the United States, touchingly unwilling to

*
D
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accept the endless efforts of their govermnment to persuade them that Americans

mean them no harm," (George Kennan, Russia and the West Under Lenin and Stalin.

Bostons Little, Brown, 1960, p. 390,)
Philip Mosely has spoken of a sense of "unrequited love" toward America.
(Philip Mosely, The Soviet Union, 1922-1962, New York, Praeger, 1963, p. hbh.)

Author John Gunther, never one given to under-statement s probably summed

up the views of many travelers when he said of the Russians:
"The Russians are a terrific, a tremendous, a magnificent people. In

some respects they closely resemble Americans -- in good humour, robustness,
curiosity, gregariousness." (John Gunther, Inside Russia Todsy, Harper, New York, . |
1957, p. xx,)

As Table III-16 makes clear, most Americans feel that Americans and

Russians are basically more alike than different.

American and Russian People More Different or Alike?

Table 111-16

£ No,
Before After Before Afte
a
;, 1. They are much more alike than different. 27 30 15 159
: - 2, They are somewhat more alike than different. 32 35 173 185
F 3« They are Just about equally alike and different. 23 17 123 89
. They are somewhat more different than alike. 1l 1] T4 Th
Se¢ - They are much more different than alike. ks 5 20 28

1f one collapses responses 1. and 2., on the one hand, and lj. and 5., on the

Mr, one finds that 597 thought that Americans and Russian were more alike than
different befors travel and that 65% thought that they were more alike after
travel. Only 187 thought that ths peoples of the two countries were more different
than alike before travel, a figure that increased by one per cent after travel.
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Turning away from the affective component for a moment, we focus our
attention on those adjective pairs which can be placed on a strength-wegkness i
b
continuuns wealthy-poor, strong-weak, progressive-backward, and organized~ 3
disorganized. f%
TABLES ITI-11 '
WEALTHY -POOR
No.
Before After . Before After
1, 1 1 } 6 ;é
2, L 5 20 22 |
3. 5 2 26 10
L. 12 6 58 31 !
5e 26 20 123 95
6. 39 L2 185 220 |
Te 13 2l 62 11k
. BEFORE MEAN  -5.257
AFTER MEAN  -5.600
TABLES ITT~12
STRONG-VWEAX
: No.
Before tter Before After |
| 1. 1k 13 67 63 i
| 3. 20 20 96 93 |
L. : 22 18 105 85-
5. 8 T 37 33
: 6. s 10 2l L8
3 Te 3 I 13 17

: ‘ BEFORE MEAN  3.052
: AFTER MEAN  3.218
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TABLE ITT-13
PROGRESSIVE~BACKWARD
No.
Before After Before After

1. 3 1 15 6

2, 12 6 55 29

3. 19 18 -89 83

ke 28 22 131 102

5 22 2l 102 112

6. 15 23 69 107

7. 3 7 13 35

BEFORE MEAN  L.073
AFTER MEAN L.573
TABLE III~1h
ORGANIZED-DISORGANIZED
4 | No.
Before After Before After

| 1. L 5 21 25
2, 19 13 88 60
3. 18 1L 86 68
i ke 25 21 119 100

5. : 17 15 81 71

6. 10 21 18 101

7. 6 10 31 L9

BEFORE MEAN 3.863
AFTER MEAN L.331
Look:i.ns at Tables IIT-11 through ITII-1}4 we find that Americans percelve

the Soviet people as being more poor, more weak, more backward,and more dis-
organized in ths post-travel aurvay.' In fact, our sample evidences a greater
shift towards the weakness pole of the stringth-weakness continm than they do
towards the positive pole of the positive-nogative contimuum examined earlier.
(Ve will have more to say ‘a.bcmt general perceptions of strength-weakness later on.
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Of the 13 semantic differentials on the Soviet people, the biggest
difference between the "before" mean and “"after® mean is on the one onh"reli~
gious~-athiestic", Clearly, our sample had a diminished image of Russians!'

religiosity after travel.

TABLE IIT-15

RELIGIOUS-ATHETLSTIC

g ' No.'

: 4 Before After | Before After
Lo 1 1 7 '3

2, 8 L . - 37 17

i 3. 15 10 / 73 L8
: L. ‘ 25 15 122 Th
: 5. -2y 2L 114 115
6. 20 3L : 93 162

Te - 6 13 30 62

f BEFORE MEAN  L4.482
| AFTER MEAN 5.110

If we collapse responses 1, fhrough 3. and respoﬁses 5. through 7., we
find that the percentage of Americans regarding Soviefs as being religious
dropped from 247 to 15%. The percentage of Américans perceiving Russians as
being athiestic jumped ffomvgé% t6071%.

Another question about the Soviet people revealed that Americans have
a rather 1ow'estimate of Russians' knowledge about the United States., Ve

" received the following responses in reply to the question, "How accurately

informed do you think that Soviet citizens are about conditions in the United

States?n
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TABLE 13T-18 | ;

3 No,
Before After Before After
1. Very accurately inforyged 1l 0 5 2
2. Somewhalt accurately informed 9 15 L8 78
3. Somewhat inaccurately informed Lk 31 239 167
b Very inaccurately informed L6 5l 250 295

BEFORE MPAN  3.35k
AFTER MEAN 3.392
The data i; slightly ambiguous, in that the per cent thinking Russizns
are "somewhat accuraiely informed" increases from 9 to 15% in the after-travel
quéstionnaire; al the same time the per centl regerding Russizns as being "“very
inaccurately informed® increases from L6 to 5h%. What is quite uwnanmbiguous

is that the vast majority of our sample --~ 86% in &ll --- think the Russizns

are less than accurately informed about the USA,

Most of our sample would doubtless agree with Gunther's pithy descrip-
tion of Soviet misinformation about the US:

"First we mugt mention Sovielt ignorances, which are formidable. Russians
by and 1argerthink that onl& rich American boys go téﬁéollege, and that the
United States is totally run by big business., They honestly can't believe it

vhen you tell them that President Eisenhower's father was a railway workerseee

or that the New York Times prints vefbaﬁhn the full texts of speeches by Soviet
leaders, and that the United.States has an advanced comprehenéive social securliy
system, It stuns them to hearvthat Americans do not need peritission to travel | ;
from city to city, or that you do not neced to submit a passport at a hotel. They
cannot believe it that city police have no comnection with the nationsl govern-
ment, or that Yale and Princeton are not operated by the state." (John Gunther,

Inside Russia Todey, op. cit, p. Th.)
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'Wé included cone question in our questionnaire which focused on American
jperceptions of the Soviet image of us:
What Would You Say is the Image iinich the hagor¢tv of the Soviel People xmwﬁkﬂé

Generally hold of the !mg 1cdn Govermaent and Feople?
TABLE L1110

i Yo.
Before After . Before After
t 1. They like the fmerican govermment and people 8 13 42 6L
? 2. They like the government but dislike the people 0 0 2 3
‘ - 3, They like the people but dislike the govermment .8l 81 423 08
L. They don't like either 7 5 37 28

BEFORE MEAN  2.902 |
AFTER MEAN 2,795

: Tn looking ab the responses in the above teble, one is tempted to putl

forward the “mirror image" hypothesis. That is, just as our sample tends to :

make the "people-good, goveriment-~bad" dichotomy (granted thzt this is a gross
over-simplification on our part), so they project Soviet citizens making the

same dichotomy about us, | . 1

o T T S T
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When aéked, uiJould you say that the Soviet government is popular with

the majority of its people?", our respondents answered in the following manners: ;
Popu]arwtx_of Soviet Government, with Tts Own People g
i TABLE 11T1~20 :
| 2 No.
“ Before After Before After |

1. Very popular 1l 16 72 86

2. Somevwhal popular . 40 36 207 187

' 3. MNot particularly popular or unpopular 33 3L 172 177
1 . Somewhat unpopular 12 12 6l 65 i
; . Very unpopular 2 2 ' 8 8 !

BEFORE MzAM 2,181 o
AFTER MEAN 2.161
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We are not going to attempt to make a case for the accuracy of our

|
] sample's assessment of Sovieb government popularitye Indecd, the average

American tourist who spends ten days in the USSR on a group tour and who

speaks no Russian will have much less basis for meking a judgment on the govern-

‘ment's popularity than he will, for example, on a subject like the friendliness

of the Russian people. However, as we have argued before, reality is often

- less important than percepticns of reality.

However accurate or insccurate our respondents may be, they see the

Soviet people as neither wildly enthusiastic nor wildly unenthusiastic about

their government. Indeed, if our sample had been asked to assess Lyndon Jolmson's

popularity with the American people at the same time, the Soviet government would

probably have scored better than the Johnson Administration.

nment popularity

As Table III-20 shows, our sample's opinicns on Soviet gover

é§hift only slightly.

We now turn to perceptions of the Soviet government by our respondents.

Perceptions of the Soviet Governmnent

In order to assess to what extent, if, at all, Americans made distinctions

between the Soviet government and people, our semantic differential on the :

Soviet government was cenposed of the identical. set of thirteen adjective-palrs

are the results: ]

‘found in the semantic differential on the Soviet people. Here
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Semantic Differentisl on the Soviet Government
TABLE IT[-21

FRIENDLY - HOSTILE

3 “ No.
Before After . Before After
1. | 0 2 0 9
2. i 6 ~ 20 26
3. 15 18 72 82
. 19 17 90 79
5. 28 25 129 125
: “6e 26 25 ‘ 123 . 115
% 7. 7 7 - 33 31
BEFORE MEAN  L4.775
AFTER MEAN L.61)
TABLE III-22
CULTURED-UNCULTURZD
No.
i | ‘ ' Before After Before After
1. | 1 5 17 21
2. 17 17 . 18 79
3. ' 2k 22 110 103
k. 29 20 . 13l 91
5. 16 19 76 89
. 6. 10 1L | 46 . 67
[ , 7. 1 3 L 15
BEFORE M@EAN  3.705
: AFTER MEAN 3.879
3
TABLE ITT-23
PEACE-LOVTNG ~-NOH -PEACE~LOVING
& - No,
Before  After Before Aftgr
1. 2 3 | 1 16
2. 11 16 | - g3 Th
3. 18 18 8l 83
k. 25 22 119 103
5. 19 19 89 87
A, 1.6 14 75 83
T 3 7 35 32
‘ BEFORE MRAN L 271

| AFTER MEAN 1106




. TABLE TIT-2k

KIND-CRUEL,
g.
Before  After
1, 1 1
2 ) 7 8
3. 15 13
h . ! 28 26
S. 22 26
6 [ 19 9
T 8 8

BEFORE MEAN L.52L
AFTER MEAN  L.555

TABLE ITT-25

DEMOCRATIC-UNDEMOCRATTC

%
Before  After

1. 2 1
2. 3 2
3. 3 2
L. 3 6
5. 8 9
6. 33 3L
7. L8 47 .
BEFORE MEAN 5.993
AFTER MEAN 6.051
TABLE TTI-26
JUST~UNJUST
A
Before After
1., : 2 13
2. 7 21
3. 15 18
l. : 26 28
6. - 21 T
7o 1.0 o

BEFORE MTAN 572
AFTER MEAN ) 68l

No.
Before  After
11 5
16 - 8
15 10
13 " 30
36 bl
15} 157
223 217
No.
Before  After
8 60
33 97
69 8L
122 132
89 56
98 21,
L7 f
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TABLE IIL~27

i . of the eight affective adjective pairs, only on one ---- cultured -~

uncultured ---- does the government come out on the positive side of the

ledger. The sample views the Russian government as being highly undemocratic,

SRS NI TP T ACE TN, P e T T AN A ars - e

2 _ No,
Before After Before After :
1. 6 l 28 17 :
L. 19 18 90 85 :
5. 17 16 78 76 ]
6. 22 22 105 105 ]
BEFORE MEAY 11,597 i
AFTER MZAN }j.6L0
TABLE TIL-28
HONEST-DISHONEST
2 No. :
Before After : Before After i
1. 2 2 10 11 ;
2, - 7 9 3l Lo
3. 10 ‘,,9 s 36 h6
L. 25 26 117 123 - 1
5, 18 21 85 99 i
6. 2l 18 111 86
BEFORE MEAN 4.783
-AFTER MEAN }4.663
A glance at the preceding eight tables shows that our respondents
| - travel to the Soviet Union with a2 somewhat negative image of the Soviet »
;‘ government and return with a like image. 4

it

Py up—



o o2 SR

cat e A Ar S A
DS ie L RN

.
‘.
{
(
{

T ey e s

I AL ¥ v ~

- 62 -

The after-travel mean of 6.063 comes close to the negative extreme of 7.

The other negative evaluations --~ reading from most negative to least
negative -~- are: wijust, dishonest, insincere, unfriendly, cruel, and
non~psace-loving. It is important to point out, however, that the after-
travel means on these six adjectives range benneel 4468l (unjust) and h;108

non-peace=-loving), Since the mid-point on the scale is li, the overall
P ’

evaluation with respect to these six adjectives is only'm1ld1y negative.

Our travelers showed a positive attltude change on three of the

adjective pair peace~loving--non~peace~1oving, friendly-hostile, and

honest~dishonest. They experienced a negative attitude change on the
other five: cultured-uncultured, Jjust-unjust, democratic-undemocratic,

sincere-insincere, and kind-cruel.

Several observations are in order:

One, interestingly enough, the most negative attitude change is re-
gistered on the one adjective~pair in vhich the sfter-travel mean is in the

positive half of the continuuwm: cultured-uncultured. ?
Two, although a negative attitude change occurred on five of the
eight adjective pairs, the sam of;the positive attitude change on the other
three slightly exceceded the sum of the negative change of the five.
Three, with reSpect to the perception of the Soviet governmpnt as being

highly undemocratic, it is important to bear in mind a point made earlier: 5

Human beings hold different views with differine de rees of conviction,
g g aeg

Travelers enter a foreign country relatively open to attitude change on 3

some questions, relatively closed on others,

- . 2 - " penguye S —
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It is doubtful that tﬁere was any.question on which our respondents
were less open to attitude change than on the subject of the Soviet govern-.
ment being undemocratic. We are not making any judgment on the accuracy or
inaccuracy of their percepltion. We are only pointing out that from an early
age, Americans learn a Yiruism" =--~ that the Soviet government is undemocratid.
We learn this in school, at home, and through the variqus media. This notion
is reinforced in innumerable ways and innumerable nunber of times., Thus,
American travelers to Russia would have to be presented with an overwhelming
amount of evidence that the government is, in fact,‘démocratic in order to

change their views, Apparently, the tourists failed to perceive such evidence.

P.

As Table III-25 shows, the change was a slightly negative one, (This is a
good example of “eongruent attitude change', which we will discuss in the con-
CJJ;SiCH1.)

Four, as a look at Table III-29 shows, there is a definite tendency to
dichotomize between people and government. The respondents gave a positive
rating to the Russian people on seven out of eight adjective pairs and a
negative rating to the government on seven out of eight. ‘Further, as noted

v B>

before, the direction of change was more frequently positive for the people

and negative for the goverhment.
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TABLE YIT-29

]

Positive~l &?{EL"D ive Affect Perce tions
5 %
73 (=]

N
. 4 -
Comparison of “Beforal and WATver" Means for pPeopie and Govermmend

Adjective Pair Before After Total Change
People Friendly-Hostile *p2,369  P2.181 P.188
Govhe Friendly-Hostile ¥h.775  Nh.6Ll P.161
People culitured-Uneultured P3.641  P3.786 N.1L5
Govt. cnltured-Uncultured P3,705  P3.879 N.7h
" people “Peace-loving--Non-peace~loving P.2207  P1.818 P.289
Govt. Peace~loving~-Non-peace~loving Nho271  NL.106 P.165
People  Kind-Cruel P2,712  P2.637 P.075
Govi. Kind~Cruel nh.52h  NL.555 N.031
People Democratic-Undemocratic Nhe277 NL.255 N.022
Govte Democratic-Undemocratic N5.993  N6.COAL N.068
People  Just-Unjust P2,955  P2.919 P.03L
Govt. Just-Unjust NL.572  NL.68L N.112
People Sincere-Insincere p2.696  P2.600 P,096
Govbe sincere-Insincere NL.597  NL.6LO N.OL3
People  Honest-Dishonest p2.,633  P452 P.181
Govb. Honest~Dishonest NL.783  WL.663 P,120
(*ﬂggg; When "p" precedes the before~travel or after-travel mean, it signifies
' that the mean is in the “positive" side of the contimvum, When "i" precedes
f the mean, it signifies that 5t 3.8 in "negative" side of the coatinuume. In
the "Total Change® column, "P" and "N® refer vo the direction of change.)
E Thus, the sample dichotomized more after travel than before, On a conbtinmum
with a range of 6, the after-travel means for “people" averaged 1.7 higher than
the after-travel means for "government". AS noted eariier, previous studies

suggest that the normal pattern is for a population not to di.chotomize

between & foreign government and psople.
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Five, Table III-29 shows that the three adjective pairs on which
there is the most positive attiinde change in the %people!" category are
the same ihree in which thefe is a positive attitude change toward the
goverrment., In each of the three -«- peaceuloving-nnonupeace~lqving,

friendly-~hostile, and honest~dishonest --= the positive attitude change

toward the people is greater than the positive attitude change toward the
governnent.

We will resist the témptation of straying tdo far from the data and
concluding that it is the positive response toward thé pecple that "jacks
up" the government scores on some questions. Yet, we do posit this as a
plausible hypothesis. |
-~ Six, the most positive attitvde change ~--- toward both the people

and the government ~-- was registered on "peace-loving®. This will come as

little surprise to most veteran travelers in the Soviet Union. Most first-
time visitors to the Soviet Union are taken back by the degree of passion ]
with which ordinary Russians speak about the need for peace betweecn the U,.S,
and USSR. Even Intourist guides, most of whom will speak with passion about

nothing else (their cammed oft-repeated excursion speeches resemble the wooden

routines of tourist guides all over the world), will spezk with fervor about

CHEGN S L 0 s s e i i hgt e s s e

the imporiance of peace., Russians will;xﬁjﬂ;out ~~= correctly so ~--- that
the American mainland was untouched during World War II while the Soviets
suffered approximatbely 37,500,000 casualties; including almost 12,000,000

deaths, and that more than 70,000 touwns and villages were destroyed.

ey
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TABLE III-30
WPALTHY ~POOR
%  No.
Before After . Before After
2, 12 13 -~ 55 61
3. 22 20 103 93
b, 24 20 | 11} 92 |
5. 22 18 103 .86 ‘-
6. 15 19 - 71 9
BEFORE MEAN  L.OL9 =
AFTER MEAN 11,189
TABLE III-31
STRONG-WEAK
Before  After Before After 5
1. 32 36 153 171 | | T-
? 2, Il 35 193 167
! 3. 12 11 ‘ 57 51.
: L. 8 9 38 L3 g
:":" 50 . ‘ : ,-l 5 18 25 ;
3 6. 2 2 10 12 |
1 7. 1 1 3 l g
f BEFORE MEAN 2,188
AFTER MEAN 2,227
' TABLE TII-32 1
PROGRESSTVE-BAGKWARD £
2 | . No,
Before After Before  After
| 1. 8 L 3717 é
3 2. 21 1} | 99 66
3 3. 26 26 ' 120 119 1
3 5. 12 18 . 5k 81 3
6. 12 15 57 €8
; BEFORE MEAN  3.190 ]

" AFTER MEAN 3.985
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TABLE, I1I-33

ORGANIZED-DISORGANIZED

4 No,

Before After Before  After
1. . . 26 22 . 123 105
2. 33 29 156 138
- 3. 12 10 56 L6
b . 13 - 10 61 L8
6. 6 8 29 L0
T.- .3 6 113 30

BEFORE MEAN  2.725
- AFTER MEAN = 3.156
| Tables IiI-BO through ITI-33 relate to perceptions of strength-
weakness. The data is quite unaﬁbiguous. In all four tables, we obsérve a
change in the‘”weakness" direction. Our respondents returned from the Soviet
Union feeling that the government was more poor, more weak, more backward,
and more disorganized than they had anticipated. Yet, it is important to
point 6ut that on three of the four adjective pairs, the after-travel mean
was still on the "strength' side of the continuum, Invsum, the respondents
felt the Soviet governmentuﬁas relatively "strong", but not as “strong" as
in their pre-travel image.
The biggest changes in the weakness~-direction were Vprogressive-back-
ward" (.485) and "orgﬁnized-diéorganized" (.431).
Based on éomments of tourists, a plausible explanation for the change
might be the following: American travelers arrivevin'the USSR having read a
gre%t deal about remarkable aChievements in industrialization since the Octobér
Revolution and aboutb ﬁrilliant Soviet space triumphs. They have an image of
the Soviet Union as a place "where things work" and where the standard of
living i5 »elatively high. Thon they sse the relatively shoddy consumer

goods and clothing; they stay in hotels where the elevators are periodically breal-}
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ing down and where there are no stoppers for sinks; and they have brushes
with an Intourist buraaucraéy which can be excruciatingly inefficient. In
short, a couniry which many thought of as being "ten feet tall" was cut down
to size after a visit there,

Purther, it must be remembered that the respondents were specifically
asked in the questiomnaire to look at the Soviet Union "from the vantage point

of American society".

TABLE TII-3L

Strength~Weakness Perceptions
Comparison of "Before'and “After" Means for People and Government

o |
Before After Tota). Change
People  Wealthy-Poor *W5.257  W5.600 W.3L3
Govle Wealthy-roor wh.0h9  wh.189 W.ll0
People Strong-Weak S3.052 53.218 W.166
GOV"‘t . . S'Lrong"l"feak v S2 0188 82 0227 W. 039
People Progressive~Backward Who073  WLl573 W.500
Govt. Progressive~Backward S3.490 83,985 W.Lo5
Péople Orgénized~Disorganized S3.883 Whe331 W.hL8
Govt. Organized-Disorganized S2.725 83.156 W.h31

(ﬁote: When "W precedes the before-travel or after~travel mean, it signifies
that the mean is in the "weakness" side of the continuum., When "S" precedes
the mean, it signifies that it is in the "strength" side of the continuum,

In the "Total Change",column, "W" refers to the direction of change.)

When we looked at'perceptions of positivé~negative affect, we found
that our sample made the "government-bad, people-good" dichotomy. In examining
perceptions of streng%h»weakness on the semantic differential, we find that
our sample had an image of the govefnment'as being moderately "strong" and the
people as being moderately Mweak!", Thalt is, threse out of four of the after-

travel meons for Vgovermment' were oa i Yelrengih' side of the corrvinuum,
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and three out of four of the'after»travei means for "people'" were on the
"weakness" side of the continuum. However, in each of the eight adjective
pairings, the movement was in the "weakness'" direction. The direction of
attitude change was parallel with regard to "government" and "people', bui‘

the intensity of attitude change was somewhat greatef with respect to people. §

Soviet Government Viewed as Atheistic

. As Table III1-35 shows, American travelers perceive the Soviet government
as being extremely atheistic. The figure of 84% which considers the government
tatheistic!" before travel is bloated to 96% after travel. Further, those who
consider the govermment extremely atheistic (7) jump from 59% to 75%. The
~ after-travel msan of 6.565 is the closest to the polar extreme of 7 of any of

the semantic differentisls in the questionnaire.

TABIE I1I1-35

REIIGIOUS--ATHEISTIC

% | No.

Before After Before  After
1. 2 2 10 8
2. 2 1 11 L
3. 3 1 15 6
L. 3 0 1L 2
5. 5 3 25 12
- 6. 25 18 120 85
1. 59 75 279 357

BEFCRE MEAN 6.183
AFTER MEAN 6.565
It may be recalled that the sample also considered the Soviel people
atheistic (Table ILI-15 on page 55), but the after-travel mean of 5.110 for

L T b L5 L)
governmenc',

~ "people! was nob nenrly as exbtrere as the mean of 6,565 for "
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The dlrectlon of attltude change was the same, but the invensity was
greater for "people" --- .628 compared to .382. (Note: We did not 1nc1ude
"religious~-atheistic" in the positive-negative affect category, because

whether being religious is a positive or negative value depends upon the eye

Perceptions of the Soviel System

We turn now to our sample's perceptions of the Soviet system. -We will
give a very broad 1ntcrpretat10n to the word "system" and will include under

this heading psrceptions of various aspects of Soviet society.

,

We asked our respondents: "From the vantage point of American socliety, -
what kind of impression of conditions in the Soviet Union would you say you
had in the following areas?" We then listed ten aspects of Soviet sociely
and instructed the respondents to circle a number between one and five. They ;
]
were told that 1 meant "very favorasble"; 2,"somewhat favorsble"; 3 '"neither 1
favorable nor unfavorable'; L, "somewhat unfavorablc" and 5, '"very unfavorable". i
The results are found in Tables IIT-36 through IIT-L5: ?
TABLE ITI-36 ]
EDUCATION
2 No. |
Before After . Before After ]
1. 30 2l, 12 115 ‘
2, 51 L9 2Ly 233
3. 10 11 50 sl
k. . 8 13 37 6L
5. 1 3 | 5 12

BEFORE MEAN 1.993
AFTER MPEAN 2,215
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TABLE TTII-~37

2 No.
Before After Before After
1. 1l 1 7 6
2, 12 9 56 L1
3. 13 18 60 83
b 47 37 | 220 175
5 27 35 + 127 165
BEFORE MEAN 3.859
AFTER MEAN 3.961
TABLE ITI-38
RATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT
2 No.
Before After Before - After
1. 38 38 172 176
2. 32 31 118 12
3. 22 20 102 92
bo 6 9 29 12
S 2 1 7 6
BEFORE MEAN  2.019
AFTER MEAN 2,039
TABLE TII=~39
HOUSING CONSTRUCTION
2 | ~ No.
Before After Before
1. L 7 17
24 15 21 72
3. 15 7 : 71
k. L1 29 192
S 26 37 121
BEFORE MEAN 3.693
AFTER MEAN 3.665
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TABLE IIT-LO

CULTURAL ACHIEVEMENTS

4 | No.
Before After Before After
1. 21 22 99 101
2. L5 36 212 168
3. 19 20 90 92
b 12 15 _ 58 70
Se 2 7 8 35
BEFORE MEAN 2,280
AFTER MEAN 2,505
TABLE ITIT~41
CONSUMER GOODS
% | Mo,
Before After | Before After
| 1. 0 0 2 2
% 2. . 3 l | 16 17
3. 11 N 54 18
k. Ll 31 207 17
5. Py 61 191 289
BEFORE MEAN  L.215 -
AFTER MEAN ) 488
_§ TABLE III-42
| SOCTAL, WELFARE e o
i 2 No.
Before After Before After ;
1. 18 20 85 ol
2. - 37 39 171 178
; 3, 26 20 119 92
j . 13 15 59 68
_ 5. A 6 6 27 29
BEFORT MTAN - 2,503
ATTER MOA™ 2,47%
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TABLE ITI~hL3

Z

Before  After

10 21

32 29

43 35

12 12

2 3

BEFORE MEAN 2,638
AFTER MEAN 2,46

DOM FOR INDIVIDUAT

TABLE III-hl

1.
24
3

s

Before After
0 0
2 2
6 5
32 3L
59 59
BEFORE MRAN L 79
AFTER MEAN L.490
RELIGTOUS FREWDOM
2
Before After
1 0
2 3
6 6
33 29
58 62
BEFORE MEAN L L6

AFTER MEAN

L1493

<

TABLE ITT~45

No.

Before  After
L6 96
13 129
195 155
55 Sk
9 1L
No.
Before After
2 0
10 11
28 26
152 156
281 280
No.
Before éfEEE
N 1
11 13
28 30
159 139
275 29
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TABLE ITI-L6

unfavorable, as perceived by the tourists after travel.

Before discussing the above data, we want to put forward two
related tabless Table ITI-L6 gives a comparison of the before-travel
and after-travel means on the ten aspects of the Soviet system; and Table

IIT-47 gives a rank order of fﬁgw£en items from most favorable to'most

Comparison of "Before" and "After" Means on Aspects of Soviet System

"Before" Mean npftert Mean Change

Education P1.993 P2.215 H.222

Agriculture N3.859 N3.961 N,102

; Rate of Unemployment P2,019 P2.039 N.020
{ Housing Construction N3.693 N3.665 P.128
Cultural Achievements p2,280 P2.505 N.225

Conéumer Goods Nl.215 ML, 188 N.273

] Social'Welfarei P2.505 P2.1i79 P.026
; Juvenile Delinguency P2.638 P2, Lli6 P.192
/ Freedom for the Individual M. L79 NL . 190 N.OLL
5 Religious Freedom Nh.lih6 Nb.L93 N.OL7

: *(Note: The "Pt preceding the before~travel or after-travel mean signifies
: that the mean is in the positive half of the continuum. When "N" precedes
3 the mean, this signifies that it is on the negative side of the midpoint.
The "P" or "N" preceding the figure in the "Change" column refers to the
direction of change,)
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TABLE ITI=L7

After~Travel Perceplions of Aspects of Sovielt System
Ranked from Most Favorable to Most Unfavorable

After~Travel Mean

1, Unemployment *2.039 A
2 Education 2,215 |
3. Juvenile Delinquency - 2.6 Favorable
e Social Welfare | 2.479 | 1
-5, Culture 2,505 ~
. 6. Housing 3,665 S
Te Agriculture . 3.961
8. Consumer CGoods - L. 188 Unfavorable
9. Freedom for the Individual L. 190 \
10. Freedom of Religion h.193 Y

(Note: The positive pole is 1 and the negative pole is 5.)

Several observations are in order:
As Tables III-Li6 and III~L7 show, our respondents place five of

the items on the "favorable" half of the continuum and five on the "un-

favorable" half, However, as we see in Table III-li6, the travelers
experience a negative attitude change on seven of the ten. The seven
categofies, ranked from the most negative change to the least ﬁégative,
are: consumer goods, cultural aechievements, education, agriculture,
religious freedom, rate of unemployment, and freedom for the individnai.
The changes on the last three, however, were quite minor. The positive
changes, in rank order, were in these categorieé: Jjuvenile delinquency,
housing construction, and social welfare,

A glance at Table III-L7 above shows that the aspects of Soviet
society most favﬁrably perceived generally fall into the broéd tsocialh

category. The two items at the bottom of the list generally fall into a
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wpolitical" category. It should be noted that the after-travel means of
L. for "freedom of religion®, “freedom for the individual", and "consumer
goods" come quite close to the negative extreme of 5.

Probably the most striking of the tables on the ten aspects of
Soviet society is Tabie TITI-h1l on consumer goods. This table shows that the
per cent checking 5, the most negative option, jumps from L1% before travel
to 61% after travel, Only L% have a "somewhat favorable" opinion of con-
sumer goods in the Soviet Union after travel. |

The response to another question underlines how far below the
tourists! expectations the Soviet standard of living was. The respondents
were asked:

"Soviet leaders say that the Soviet Union will catch up with and
'surpass the United States in the standard of living for the people. Do
you think that the USSR will surpass the US within the next 20 years?!

Here are the answers:

TABLE IIT~L8

Will the USSR Catch Up with the US in Standard of Living?

Z | No.
Before After Before After
1. Definitely 0 1l 2 3
. 2. - Probably A TR 23 22
3. Probably not 50 30 276 166
i Definitely not L5 65 2L6 355

BEFORE MEAN 3.1:00
AFTER MEAN 3,598

= T G,
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We see in the above table that the per cent believing that the
Soviet Union will "definitely not" surpass the United.States in the standard
of living in the next twenty years leaps from L5% to 65%. WVhen we examine
the open-ended responses shortly, we.will see the reasons for this signifi-
cant change.

While designing the qugstionnaire, we made an assumption that the
great majority of Amerilcans visiting the Soviet Union wouldn't enjoy living
there. (It's a nice place to visit, but..ss") If our assumption was
correct, we were intrigued to find oﬁt whether the genera11y~negative image
Americans have of the USSR is due to primarily political or economic reasons
-~= or both. We asked the travelers the following question:

WIf you had to live your life in the Soviet Union, do you think that
- you would find it more difficult to live under the political conditions or

" the economic conditions of that country?"

TABLE TII~19

Political or Economic Conditions Most Difficult to Live under in USSR?

4 No.
Before After Before After
1., Political conditions L0 31 218 171
2, Economic conditions 14 12 78 66
3. Both equally L5 55 2li3 303
he Neither would be difficult 1 1 7 6

We observe in the above table a decrease in the percentages of
persons checking "political conditions" and "economic conditions" alcne
and a ten per cent increase for the "both equally" option. Further, only
1%, or 6 people out of 5L6 who answered the question, thought "Neither would

be difficult.”
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More than one interpretation can be made of the 10% increase in
"both equally", but the most sensible explanation, it seems to us, is
" not that Americans found political conditions less onerous then expected,
but that they found economicvconditions (more specifically, the standardb
of living) more onerous than expected. Other data‘on standard of living

and consumer goods presented in this chapter supports this hypothesis.

Open-Ended Responses

As anyone familiar with survéy research knows, a closed question-
naire is a convenient and economical instrument for obtaining a great deal
of data, It does have the disadvantage, however, of ﬁflattening the empire
ical 1andscabeﬁ That is, the real world is not quite as orderly as the neat
categories of a multiple~choice question.

In order to allow the respondents to express what was uppermost in
their ﬁinds, we included in the post-~travel questionnaire some open=-ended
sections. Coding and processing open~ended responses can, of course, be"
difficult and time~-consuming, bu} we found it well worth»the efforts The
open—-ended responses tended to validate ~--~ as well as elaborate on -=-=
our findings in the closed questions, (Ideally, we should have had a .
proper sample of depth-interviews, but the limited resources at hand did
not allow us to hire a team of interviewers,)

Two of the open~ended questions read as follows:

(1) *What aspects of the Soviet Unjon did you like the most2®

(2) "What aspects of the Soviet Union did you dislike the most?™
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The great majority of respondents listed between two and four
positive and negative items each. Only rarely were more than five men~
tioned., The basic units in the tables below are the number of items men-

tioned rather than the number of respondents,

TABLE III~50

Aspects of the Soviet Union Liked Most (A)

£ No.
1. People ‘ 3k 528
2, Cultural - Aesthetic 32 LoL
3¢ Economic 16 2l5
1o Social 12 195
5. Other 3 Ll
6. No response ” 2 32

The data for the above table was gathered from the question about
| aspects of the Soviet Union liked most, plus a request at the end of the
| questionnaire for general comments sbout the Soviet Union. Table ITT-51
gives a more detailed breakdown on the responses to the questiony “ihat

aspects of the Soviet Union did you like the most?w
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Aspects of the Soviet Union Liked Most (B)

No.
1. People 316
2, Culture 257
3¢ Social Welfare/Education 136
L. Transportation 104
5. Cleanliness 8l
6. Economy™ ) 68
7. Creature Comforts " 35
8. Parks 35 -
9 Politics™ 30
10, Housing ' 29
11. Intourist | 25
12. Desire for Peace o 22
13. Little Crime : 20
1L, Emphasis on Youth 15
15. Physical Education 1L
16. Morality 9
17. Vacation Resorts 5
18. Other 1}

P2

(Notes “The categories "economy" or "politics" refer not to respondents!
attachment to the economic or political system as a whole, but usually to
some narrow-gauge aspect of those systems such as "low taxation." ™ {reature
comforts" refers to amenities of living that the tourists themselves ex-
perience in hotels, restaurants, etc., whereas "standard of living" which
appears in the next table, refers to the standard of living of the Soviet
citizens themselves.)

Turning now to the negative, we find that the principal dislikes of

the respondents fall into ‘the following categoriess

TABLE IIT-51

Aspects of the Soviet Union Disliked Most (A)

2 No.
l. Political L2 710
2. Economic 3l 583
3. People ‘ 4 11 181
li. Drabness h 62
5. Other 9 146

Following is a more detailesd breskdowm of negative impressions:
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TABLE T111-52

Aspects of the Soviet Union Disliked Most (B)

Noo
1. Political (various specific complaints) 327
2. Consumer goods/standard of living | 167
3. Lack of freedom 145
. Creature comforis (for tourists) 109
5., Fconomic (various specific complaints) 106
6. ¥%People 105
7. Drabness 17
8., Housing . 68
9. Disorganization/Inefficiency 60
10, Intourist 60
11, State of religion 54
12. Too much crowding : 20
13, Lack of cleanliness | 19
1li. Social Welfare/Education | 18
15. Transportation 16
16, Worship of Lenin 1)
17. Surveillance of btourist 13
18, Cultural | 12
19. Black marketeers | 10
20, No nightlife : 10
2l. Other 20

(*Note: A negative reference to 'people" was usually in the form of a
particular characteristic which the respondent didn't like, i.e., "They're
too darn athiestic.") '

Before setting dowm a number of typical comments from tourists
which "flesh out" the above tables, and before adding our ovm comments,
we want to invite attention to a set of related tables below.

It may be recalled that early in this chepter (Table ITII~l on page
1) we printed the results on a question about respondents' over-all
impression of‘the Soviet Union. Sixteen por cent éaid their impression
was "much more favorable" than expected; 324 said "somewhat more favor- |

able;t 20%, "the same as before;" 21%, "somewhat less favorable;" and 117,

mach nore unfavorable.n
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Immediately after asking respondents whether thei} overall im-
pression was more favorable or less favorable as a result of the trip,
we asked for an open-ended reply to this question: "In whalt specific ways
has it become either more favorable or unfavorable?!

The categories for Tables IIT-53 and III-55 are the same as for
Tables III-L9 and III-51 (aspects of the Soviet Union liked and disliked
most, respectively). The crucial difference is that in the answersre-
flected in the tables below, the respondents were pinpointing the key

factors which led to either positive or negative attitvde change,

Table ITL~53

Factors Which Led to Favorable Attitude Change (A)

2 No.
1. People | 56 - 261
2. Economic 14 6l
3. Cultural 12 57
i, Social 6 28
5. Other 12 55

In Table ITII~5l we present a partial breakdown of the factors

leading to favorable attitude change,

Table ITT~5L

Factors Which Led ‘o Favorable Attitude Change (B)

Mo,
l. People ’ 166
2. Economic | 51
3« Political | L6
h. Desire for Peace 37
5. Social Welfare/Education 36
6. Cultural . 23
7« Housing _ 10
8. Transportaticn 7
9. Creature comforts 7
Ll Intourist 5
11, Other 16
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We now shift attention to the key factors responsible for a

negative attitude change.

TABLE III-5%

Factors Which Led to an Unfavorable Attitude Change (A)

& No.
1. Political L5 216
2, FEconomic : 30 1h7
3. People 1L ' 67
h. Drabness N 21
5. Other -6 27
= Before commenting on thsse tables, we present the final table of

this chapter, Table ITI-56, which is a partial breakdowm of the factors

listed in Table ITI-~56.

TABLE IIL-56

Factors Which Led to an Unfavorable Attitude Change (B)

Ho.
1. Political 109
2. Lack of freedon . .. : © L7
3. Economic L6
i« Consumer goods/standard of living Ll
5. People ‘ “ Lo
6, Drabness 21
7. Housing ‘ 19
8. State of religion 17
9. Disorganization 13
10, Intourist 10
11, Social Welfare/Education 9
12, Creature comforts 9
13, Uncleanliness 5
1lli, Other 16

Especially interesting is a comparison of Tables ITI-L9 (page 77) and

TIT~53 (vree 82). In Table TTi-h9, "ispects of the Soviet Union Liked Most,®
N -, 3 }? 3

.
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close second with 329, However, when our respondents werc asked to isolate
3
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those key factors which led to a favorable attitude change (when, in facv,

there was a self-perception of a favorablk attitude change), "peopls" was

listed in 56% of the responses, with "economic! and neultursl? factors a .

distant second and third, with 113 and 12%, respectively. Table III-53,

then, presents as potent evidence as we have that the most glorious asset
the Soviet Unj.on has ~--= at least from the point of view of the tourist —
is the warmth and friendliness of its people.

Conversely, when ttavelers say they experience negative attitude
change in the Soviet Union, they attribute political factors as being nore

jmportant than economic factors, When respondents were asked to list the

crucial factors which led to unfavorable attitude change (in those cases

where there was unfavorable attitude change) political factors were named

in 45% of the responses and economic factors in 30% of the responses.

This is an interesting finding in view of data previously presented
in thié chapter. It may be'recalled that on most questions about political
factors our respondents tended to shift slightly in a negative direction. ;
That is, they went to the Soviet Union with rather negative attitvdes about
the political system and had their pre-conceptions confirmed. They moved
cconsiderably more in a negative direction on economic aspects of the system.
They found consumer goods shoddy and the standard of living significantly
lower than expected. Nevertheless, although there was a greater negative z
attitude change on economic than on political aspecls of the system, those
tourists who said their overall attitude towards the Soviet Union was
more unfavorable alter travel pinpointed political factors one-and-a-half

times as oftun as economic factors for the chonge. 1

YT R T TG eyt b T T T



-85 -

A possible explenation for this is that political attitudes
which were mainly intellectualized before travel were given emotional
content as a result of the trip. We offer this as an hypothesis worthy
qf further study.

So far, we have presented fifty-two tables in this chapter alone,
The use of tables, as we all know, is an indispensable way pf presenting
a great deal of data in a small amount of space. It is hard to imagine a
piece of survey research without them. Tables, however, have one intrin-
sic weakness: they are skeletons and not flesh. They lack feeling, anima~-
tion, emotion. Novset of tables ever won a Pulitzer Prize for literature.
For the remainder of this chapter, then, we intend to "flesh-out! the
gkeleton. In order to give the reader a better feeling for the data read
in the tables, we present below a rough cross-sample of comments written
by our respondents. We will especially focus on examples of oft~repeated
themes, such as love of the Russian people and dislike for aspects of the

political systen.

Favorébié’bomments About the Soviet Union

Peoglg

A houéewife: vT was impressed by the fantastic friendliness of the
peopleeecs Couldn'tt have‘believéd it without seeing it,.v

A female teacher: "I apprecizted the Soviet people's love of
nature."

A male student:s "I found that the Russians wanted peace more

than anything."
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A female editorial worker:‘ "Russians are generally extraordinaril
" handsomz. The children look as if they are straight out of a Pet Milk ads «ess
Russians were so friendly and helpful. In Moscow, I was 1os£ one rainy
evening, and three Russians (I did not ask them to do this) walked with me
for ait hour-and-a-half looking for the place I was trying to finde seee

The gaiety and spomtaneity of Russians at parties is something Americans

should appreciate and learn themselves."

An enginecer: “I was encouraged by how similar their students were

to our good young people,"

A male_étudent: "personally, I don't like communism, but I love

the people of Russia."

A dentist: "I never met such friendly people in my life."

A lawyer: "I liked the cultural awareness of Soviet people, their :

eagerness to read literature, listen to concerts and lectures, and tb visit
4 art museums."

A male teacher: "There's a lovely transparent quality about the
Russian pesople. When they are happy, they are beautifully happy. When they
i are sad, they don't try to hide it. They can be rude and boorish, but at
their ﬁest they display an incomparable warmth, spontaneity, and generosity lg
of spirit." |

A woman medical workers "I was struck by the Russians' desire for

TR e P LR e PN R R e

peace. This terror of war is not receivad from brain-washing from the

goverment. This comes from the hearts of the people, and one must treat %
it with respect. For they have ezperienced war on their own sSoil and g

Anericans haven'!t since the Civil War.!
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Cultural-Aesthetic

A.business“an: "I was struck by the beauty of onion~domed
cathedrals and the old buildings,"®

A bio-chemist: "The Bolshoi Opera and bzllet were magnificent."

A male teacher: "I liked the fact that the government makes

cultural activities available to all the people at a relatively low price,

'or,.in many instances, for free."
A male student: "I was impressed by the average Russian's know-
ledge of literature and music.... also, the way they enjoyed their parks." |
A male teacher: ",.... the culture, as reflected by the Bolshoi

and the Hermitage lluseun.... Also, the inexpensiveness of books and records."

A female student: "I loved the beanty of the countryside and the

fact that people appreciated nature,

A housewife: "..., the cleanliness of the cities, especially

Moscow,"

A businessman: "It is my feeling that the cultural aspzct over-
shadows all else, ItS'éécébsibility for the people is exceeded only by
its grandeur.

An engineer: "I liked the fact that a large area of Soviet cities
I visited was devoted to parks. Kiev, a beautiful green city, was ;
especlally impressive in‘this respects We Americans can learn something

from the Soviets when it comes to preserving large parts of our cities :

R b e

to parks."
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Other Favorable Comments

A female student: "I was impressed by the important role that
children play in the society."

A businessman: "I had cxpected to visit a very backward, non-
industrialized couvntry, as reported by the American press and instead vas
favorably impressed by the state of the economy."

A female studenht: "I had doubted that there would be as much free
individual expression as I found."

A clergyman: "I liked the extensive and effective medicai care
.program, including preventitive emphasis. .... Also, the attempt to pro-
vide decent housing for all people.”

An industrial engineer: "I was impressed by the opportunitles
pr6vided for the people for participation in sports.”

A businessman¥ ",,. the efficient public transportation systen,
especially the Moscow subway."

A female journalist: VRussia doesn't have juvenile delinguency
and crime like the United States does. I was never afraid to walk in the
cities of Russia after dark. I wovldn't dare do it in my upper-middle
c¢lass neighborhood in Baltimore."

A male (occupation not given): "I was surprised abt the educational
system, which seeus to be set up fo help everyone according to ability."

A vebtinarian: "I felt that the system is in the process of permitting
more freedom and more self-expression,”

A housewife: "I didn't get the feeling that I was in a police state."
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A businessman: W“The Intourist persomnel were quite friendly,
efficicnt and knowledgeable aboutb Russiaﬁ culture, These guides knocked
themselves out trying to make certain that everyone enjoyed themselves."

A banker: “The transportation system was wonderful ==~ the buses,

the trams, the cheap subway fares, the inexpensive air transportation."”

A male teacher: ".,.. the cleanliness of the cities.”

Unfavorable Comments About the Soviet Union

Political

A woman medical technician: "In Russia there is little, if any,
personal privacy. Your business is everyone else's. In other words, the
communlst svstem is complete. This, I hate. On the beach at Sochi there
~is a huge sign saying, "LOVE THE SUN."

A male student: "In America, you're fres to be eccentric or even
unpatriotic, but not in Russia. Also, I resented the lack of Russian
editions of much important western literature.”

A female teacher: "I didn't like their monolithic control of all
media and the one-sided education the children get."
| A female student: "Pictures of Lenin were absolulely everyvwhere.
He was made into some sort of god."

A businessman: "The strong police control over their people is
distasteful to me."

A farmer: MI find depressing the travel restrictions the Soviet

government places on its ovm people c... Also, the government commletely

contrels the press."

203 el
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A professor: "I was disquieted with the-utter disrespect showm
Soviet history and culture before 1917."

A male student: "Top officials do not understand our desire to
talk to individuals.n

A housewifes "I dislike their keeping their citizens ignorant
of what is going on outside the USSR." .

A male student: "The essential difference between America and
the Soviet Union is the intolerance of dissent over there. T can get on
any street corner in America and criticize the President., A Sovieb citizen
publicly criticizing his leadership would be in jail or a mental institu-
tion within minutes,

A secretarys "I found the Soviet propaganda in the form of huge
po O

monuments, signs, etc., oppressive."

A male teacher: "It's a shivery feeling, for a month being in a

4

- country where I can't find cut whait's going on in the world., I can read

e

Russian, but articles in Soviet papers are not only deadly dull (There are

numerous articles aboub hydro~°1pcbrlc projects in Siberia), but they are

ks
- A

also terribly slanted. The Moscow Daily News ( an English language paper)

is even worse than the Russian language papers. Next to Fravda, even the )

d Chicago Tribune looks good.!" 3

ek PR ARG 22

Econonic Factors/Standard of Living /TnefJLCLencv
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g A woman medical worker; "I was disturbed by the generally shoddy f

quality of consumer goods and of building construcltion. I wonder whether

R N

vorkers are really happy in their work or whether thev just turn oub somze-
!

thing 'to vof it donatl For exemple, our hotel in Odessa had besn opensd
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only one month, and it was already a slum! The walls had mildewed and
 the paint.on the walls had cracked., The toilet did not work, Our béth-
tub had great globs of cement hardened into it so that it was impossible
to bathe., Further, there was no'siopper in the sink in any hotel we siayed
in in the country. The Soviet Union has accomplished brilliant achiéve-
ments in space, but they don't know how to put a stopper in the sink."

‘A doctor: “Pity the consumer in Russia. My wife bought a pair
of shoes in Moscow for $20, and in two wecks the soles had come apart.
The merchandise seemed uite standardized and shoddy, and the sales
persomnel were totally uninterested in being of help.®

A businessman: "I think we over-rate Soviet efficiency: Idle
cranes, elevators that don't work, Intourlst scheduleé always snarled up.
The SovietiUnion has all the inefficiency of Mexico, with none of iﬁs
charm,"

A male teacher: "... the atrocious washrooms."

A clergymans "It took me an hour to mail a package in the post
office, and this is just typical of the inefficency of the system."

A male teacher: “Soviet citizens generally look poor, although T
saw no pockets of poverty which compare with the worst American slums."

A femzle student: "Trying to make & simple local telephone call
in Moscow is a major adventure,"

A businessman: "It is difficult to believe that they are as far
behind us as they are. However, I can understand it,.with a system thal
of fers cconomic delusions rather than incentive." |

'A former: "Their farming methods scemed backward end inefficienbte"

e
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A housewifo:s H,,.. slovmess of sarvice, lack of elevator Servics,
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the plumbing troubles,!
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Other Unfavorable Comnments

A funeral director:; ™It seams the favorite word of Intourist is

timpossible! If you want to change even a‘small part of your travel plans,
it's like a major world crisis for Inbourist. With just a little initiative,
they could adjust."

An engineer: "Il was impossible to get an explanation for anything
from Intourist.! |

A housewife: "... the nightmarish monotony of the aparitment

buildings."

A housewife: "Soviel culture is over-rated. The ballet at the

Kremlin Palace was wobbly; plctures at the Pushkin Musewn are high so they

4 cantt be seen, and the state doesn't allow artists to t anvthine new or
3 ’ i o

creative,"

A vetinarian: "There are too many drunks on the sirests."

A housewife: ".... t0 see old women working with shovels in

ditches,."

st g S S e Sl e

A farmer: "I was surprised to find prejudice against Africans
and Middle Easterners. Not only America is cursed with prejudice."
A lawyer: "BEverybhing seemed too drab and standardized.”

A businessmans "The most distasteful part of the Soviet Union

3 to me is their attitude towards religion."

A male student: "They sure take monetary advantage of the tourists."

iy

! | A white collar worker: ".... bthe rudeness and shoving of people
3 in stores.™

A businessman: "Most of the officials do things 'by the bookd
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The slightest deviation creates instant panic.®

A housewife: "... the dreary look on people's

%
L3

The above selection of positive and negative corments is typical
of the more than 3,000 comments we have record of --- although some of the

ones we reprinted tended to be more articulate than the average. The

selection of comments is meant to be suggestive rather than exhsustive, S
&y b

Ye now turn to our sample's perceptions of foreign olicy matters.
£ O
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Chapter IV

THE SAMPLE'S OPTNIONS ON U.S, FOREIGN RELATIONS
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Chapter IV

THE SAMPLE!S OPINIONS ON U,S. FOREIGN RELATIONS

WThere are at the present time two great nations in the world, which
started from different points, but seem to tend towards the same end. I
allude to the Russians and the Americans. Each of them seems marked oun
by the will of heaven to swey the destinies of half the globs," '

==~ Alexis de Tocqueville in 1835

"In no cocuntry is public opinion so powerful as in the United ;
States." ' ‘ ?

~== James Bryce in 1900

When a person travels abroad, does he not only experience attitude - ?
change aboutl the foreign setting visited, but does he also return heme with

altered opinions about some policies of his own country? We hypothesized

that, indeed, Americans returnad home with somewhat different views on
3 3

aspects of Anmerican foreign policy, and we included some questions to

test this hypothesis.,
We make no claim to having originated the notion that foreign travel
can affect attitudes towards one's own country as much as ~~- oY more than =--

it affects attitudes towards the nation(s) being visited. Among other studies,

N AR R e T 3

Lotte Bailyn and Herbert Kelman found this to be true among Scandinavian
studeats studying in the United States, as did John and Ruth Useem about
Indian students studying in Britain and the United States. (Bailyn, Lotte

and Kelman, Herbert, "The Effects of a Year's Experience in America on the

Self-Image of Scand navians," Journal of Social Issues, 1962, Vol. 18, pp.

30-40. Useem, John and Ruth, The Western Educatod Man in Tndia, New York,

x

Holt Rinchart & Winsten, 1955.)
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Perhaps the best~knowm study of attitude change towards a particular
policy of onetfs own country, as a result of foreign travel, is American

Business and Public Policy, by Bauver, Dexter, and Pool. The authors

compared attitudes towards foreign trade policieé of businessmen who had
traveled considerably abroad and of these who hadn't. The policies
advocated by those who had not traveled were largely determined by the

particular business interests of thelr companies. The forelgn trade policies

advocated by businessmen who had traveled considerably, however, were
closer to the lower-tariff policy advocated by the national govermaent. In
brief, the effect of foreign travel was to counter the force of self~

interest. Bauer, Dexter and Pool found that the businessmen who traveled

considerably were periodically placed in the role of playing secretary of

~state. They became more aware of international political problems and

Americals position regarding those problems., Their role identvification as

a representative‘of Company X became somewhal less ilmporiant and their

role identification as an American citizen became somewhat more important.
They bsgan to see trade issues more in national terms and less in the terms é
of their particular industry. (Raymond Bauer, Lewis Dexter, and Tthiel Pool,

American Business and Public Policy, Atherton Press, New York, 196l.)

It was with the Bauwer, Dexter, and Pool study in mind that we asked
-our sample a question on American Vietnam policy using categories which
the Gallup organization had devised. We had hypothesiuzed that if there

were any shift at all, it would be in the direction of support for American

§ Vietnam policy. We asked the respondents the question, "what would you like 4

to see the United States do next in Vietnam? Here are the resvltis:e

\‘l‘ : .
|
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TABLE IV~L

What the United Statas Should do Next in Vietnan

No.
Before _ After  Before After
1. Withdraw completely from Vietnam | 5 2 27 12
2, Start negotiations, stop fighting 26 27 133 138

3, Continue present policy (conbzﬂumnv
military action, but remaining

ready for negotiations) 50 Sl 260 278
L. Step up military action 17 1L 88 Th
5. Go all out, declare war : 2 3 12 18

As the table shows, the shifts were not 1arge-sca1é; but such shifts
as there were were in the expected direction. The shifts which most
immediately hit the eye is the drop from 5% to 2% of the extreme dove

position ~=~= "withdraw completely from Viebtnam!=w- and the increase from

502 to 54% in support of the official US position.

Before we had processed the data, a plausible case had been made 10
us that there would be a significant increase in dovish responses. The line
of argument was thisi  American tourists in the Soviet Union like Russians
and return to the United States with a desive for better understanding
between the two nations. The Russian people, however friendly towards
Americans, constantly stress their conviction that America shouldpull out
of Vietnam and that this act would markedly improve Sov1et-Amerlcan relations,

fany AmPrLcans, being constantly confronted with this theme in conversations

with Russians, will tend to agree and move towards a more dovish posture
on the Vietnam question,

What this line of argument overlooks is the tendency which Bauer,
Dexter, and Pool noted of Americans to "ploy secretary of state" while abroad.

Ml s my - - SR S T - i 9] T . s Lo
Sha motivaticn to play secretory of slata iz oll the sironger when a natlonal

of a country is in a conflicl situation, which is not infrequently the case
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when an American is traveling in the Soviet Union. In short; the American's
primary role identification becomss that of his nationality. As Stewart Perry
has written, "It 1is probably true that in no other role except that of a
national is the person expected, in conflict situations, to give up almost
any other role he may have, together with any associated values." (Stewart

Perry, "Notes on the Role of the National: A Soclal-Psychological Concepb

for the Study of Internationai Relations," Journal of Conflict Resolution,

Vol. 1, 1957, pp. 3L6-63.)
During a five-week trip we made through the Soviet Union in 1968,
we spoke with a number of Americans who did not agree with the government's

Vietnam policy and did not hesitate to say so in conversations with Soviet

citizens. We spoke with others however, whose attitude was surmmed up b3
3 3

this male graduate students

vT wasn't all that enthusiastic for our Vietnam policy when I came
over here, but these people here are So totally misinformed abo&t the real
3 situation in Victnam that I find every time I get into an argument that I é
come closer to becoming a real believing advocate of our Vietnam policy." ”
In short, for some people in our sample, their nationality became
a significant part of their personal jdentity, and the influence of travel
in Russia was not to bring them closer to foreign ideas, but to bring them

closer to the foreign policy of their own counbry.

A question asking about support or opposition to American foreign

policy in general evoked results somewhat similar to the question on Vietnam. 4

We asked respondents, "How do you feel about American foreign policy in

E general?! Here are the resuliss




TABLE TV-2

Feelings About United States Foreign Policy

g No.
Before After Before After
1. Strongly support it 8 9 L5 50
2. Generally support it 50 5L 270 292
3. Support it and oppose it
in about equal measure 32 28 17k 149
L. Generally oppose it 6 7 3 - 37
5. Strongly oppose it 3 2 15 . 10

If we collapse categories one and two we see that there is a 5%
increase in support of American foreign policy. Although US foreign policy,

of course, encompasses much more than policy towards Vietnam, one can make

an educated guess than when an American citizen is asked in the lé%e 1960ts

if ‘he supports or opposes American foreign policy in general, that his

position on Vietnan is 1ikely'to play a determining role in his response,

It is therefores not surprisiﬁg that the increase in support of an American
foreign policy in general roughly parallels the increase in suppori of US

Vietnam policy.

We asked the following Survey Research Center question in order to
get a feeling for the degree of internationalism and/or isolationism among
the respondents and in order to compare our sample with a national cross-
sample: "Following is a statement that some people would agree wiﬁh and
'otheis would disagree with. VWhat would be your position? !This country
would be better off if our government just stayed home and did not con-

cern itself with problems in other parts of the world,tt

I e T e T -
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/ What was interesting about the response was not the attitude chgnge,
for there was virtually none, but how much nmore intgrnational&minded our
sampie was than the SRC national cross-sample. Only 5% of our respondents
agreed with the statement that the US government should not concern itself
with problems in other parts of the world, compared to 284 of the SRC sample,
Seventy-nine per cent of the travelers to Russia disagreed with the state-
ment, compared to 65% of the national sample. Everyone else was undecided.,
The contrast is heightened by the Zact that the SRC study was made in 1956,
well before the onset of a budding neo-isolationist sentiment induced by
the Vietnam war. What we lack data on, of course, is the extent to which
Americans who travel abroad are less isolationist than a national random
sample. Further, it would be instructive to know how a cross-section of
“Americans traveling abroad compare with a cross-section of Americans touring
the Soviet Union, with regard to internationalism/isolationism. Because
of their demographic makeup, we suspect that our sample would tend to be
more internationalist than a random sample of Americans traveling abroad,

but we have no data to prove l1lt..

Views on Voice of America Broadcasts

A great deal has been written in recent years about the propaganda
war, aboub "the‘battle for men's minds,” The major thrust of America's
propaganda campaign in the Soviet Union is provided by the Voice of America,
vwhich broadcasts 119 hours a week to ‘the USSR in Russian, Ukrainian,
Georgian, Armenian, Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian, AS suggested in a

previous chapter, a trip to the Soviet Union is for many persons a highly- pol-

tode

* ... - st e . - v oo g e .l K . T I — R
ticiznd  evperiancs, snd wo had hypothesized thal meny of our respondents
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would return with a more affirmative interest in America's propaganda
efforts, This, in fact, proved to be the case, as a glance at Table IV-3
will show. The travelers were asked: Some péople believe that we should
expand our Voice of America broadcasts in order to offset Soviet propaganda.

What do you fezl?"

TABLE IV-3

Should Voice of America Broadcasts be Expanded or Decreased?

z No,
Before After Before After
1. We should expand greatly our broadcasts 31 Ll 155 225
2. We should expand somewhat our broadcasts 28 26 1L 129
3. Ve should maintain about the same level 3l 2 172 121
L. We should decrease somewhat our broadcasts 3 3 16 17
5. We should decrease greatly our broadcasts N 3 20 15

BEFORE MEAN 2,21l
AFTER MEAN 1,950
We observe in the above table a 13% increase in the number of people

who believe that Voice of America broadcasts should be expanded "greatlyﬁ;
Further, if we collapse categories one and two and categories four and five,
we find in the postmtrévei.data a total of 70% opting for expanded VOA
broadcasts and a total of only 6% for decreased broadcasts. The 139 increase
in the number advocating "grealtly" expanded VOA broadcasts ié'probably less
a reflection of the fact that tourists sampled the product and found it
good (Relatively few tourists have heard VOA broadcasts ;n or understand them,)
than it is a reflection of the frustrations involvéd in political arguments
with Soviet citizens. A dentist we interviewed in Moscow in July of 1968

probably sumned up the feelings of many others when he saidi

K.
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"I like these people, but arguing politics with them is something
like trying to punch wool. Not only do we begin with different sets of
premiscs, but we also argue from different sets of facts, It's frustrating -
as hell., Ifve gotten into lols of political discussions over here, but I
dontt think I've affected anyone'!s opinion on anything., I'lL just have to
tfust the Voice of America to carry on where I leave off,"

A young woman teacher who speaks Russian wrote this about Voice of
America:

T found that many Russian young people 1isten_to the Voice of America
quite regularly, not only to hear American music and to practice English
(authorts note: the USSR receives Ehglish), but also to hear another side of
the news which they realize that their papers and radio don't present. I
think VOA has a tremendous impact on many Russians and that the broadcasting
schedule should be expanded.®

It may be récalled that Table IIT~18 showed that 859 of the respon-
dents thought after travel that Russians were inaccurately informed about
the.United States, In sum, .bourism to the Soviet Union is for many persons
mpolitical tourism", and meny come back with a heightened awareness of
tﬁe propaganda war between the two countries and with stronger feelings that

erica should expand its propaganda efforts.

Resolution of Differences with the USSR

Does a trip to the USSR affect Americans'! opinions about the

possibility of resolution of differences between the two countries? Our data

was somewhat ambiguous on this cquestion: "Do you think it is possible to

]
e
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TABLE IV~

Possible to Reach Peaceful Settlement of Differences with Russia?

g No.
Before  After Before  After
1., Definitely 18 21 99 116
2, Probably 62 55 333 296
3. Probably not 16 21 88 108
i« Definitely not 3 3 16 16

We see in the table that there is a slight increase in the number
answering both "definitely" aﬁdﬁprobably not" and a decrease in the number

checking "probably". There is very little conclusive sbout the data in R

Table IV-h. What is perhaps more instructive is to compare the responses of
our sample and a nation-wide sampling made by Gallup's American Institute

of Public Opinion in June, 1965, Gallup found that 58% of his sample thought

o -

a peaceful settlement of differences with the Soviet Union was possible; |
2lid thought it was "impossible"; and 183 had no opinion. Gallup's response

options are not exactly parallel to ours, but they are close enough to make

that 76% of our sample in the after~travel questionnaire think that peace-

ful settlement of differences is possible, 18% more than Gallup's national
sample. If we translate "defiﬁitely not" in our questionnaire into M“impossible!
then only 3% of our respondents ~-~ both before and after travel ~-- think

a peaceful setlement of differences is'mpossible". However, there is no g
corresponding category in Gallup's research to our "probably not", and if

the 21% who chose that option in our survey were forced into Gallup's ' ;
narrower categories, they would probably divide in some fashion between

"possible! and “impossible”,
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The strange, multifaceted triangular relationship of the Soviev
Union, Red China, and the United States has an important bearing on the
question of the United States and the USSR reaching a peacefvl accommodation
of differences. In retrospect, we regret not including a question on this
subjects. A Lou Harris Poll taken in May, 1969 is perhaps of more than
parenthetical interest. Harris found that on the issue of the growing split
between the Soviet Union and Red China, the American people were either

nentral (Lh?) or on the side of the Soviets (36%). Only 3% took the

Chinese side in the event of a confrontation between the two Cormunist

SUPEYpowers.

Open~ended Responses

When respondents finished completing the after~travel questionnaire,

they read the following paragraphs

nQuestionnaires of this type often 1limit a person in expressing the
thoughts uppermost in his mind, Thus, it would be invaluable for this
research if, on a separate sheet bf paper, you could write some general
comments about how your trip to the USSR may have influenced your thinking
about the Soviet Union and/or about political questions in general. For
‘example, you might have some speclfic foreign po@icy recommendatibns for
the‘U.S. government "

Althongh the post-travel questiomnaire took fifteen to twenty=-five
minuﬁes to complete, forty-seven persons took the time to write additional

- P s

comments. On the average, these persons wrote four to six supplementary
’ y

paragraphs, but the sdditional comments ranged from one paragraph to eight

single-gpaced typewritien pagoes.
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Of the forﬁy-seven respondents who wrote additional comments, forty-one
accepted the invitation to akc foreign policy suggestions. Of the forty-one,
thirty-three wrote on aspects of the theme of exchange of persons. This is
rather striking, for no effort was made to charnneltheir open-ended responses -

on foreign policy matters in any particular direction. Further, exchange of

persons was not mentioned once in the questionnaire -~~ an omission which the

respondents corrected. Here is a sampling of comments on the broad theme of

exchange of persons:

A male teacher: *,... Exchanges, of course, will not solve all the

problems of the cold'war, but they will help to counteract the plethora of

misconceptions held by both peoples. Contrary to what many Americans think,

i . most Americans appear to be loyal to their regime. Contrary to what many

‘é Russians believe, all Americans do not hate the negro, nor do Americans wish
é war. It seems to me that in exchanges of this kind the appeal of the free .

society must be advanced."

A secretary: "I suggeslt that more emphasis be placed on the importance

of good‘manners and good behavior (The underlining is hers.) for those going
to Russia. Our allies can put up with our arrogance and drunken stupidity, but
g the Russians are very sensitive.. If there are many going to Russia, similar
to some I met, soon the Russians will like neither our govermment nor our
peoplel

A retired farmer: "I am sure the people-to-people movement creates

sone goodwill between us, because a friendly handshake and a friendly smile

are not as easily misunderstood as words. I hate to say this but the better-

educated people, whether Russian or American, were more unfriendly and
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created the least goodwill. 1 am sure that if millions of common people
throughout tﬁe wofld could meet as my wife and I met with Russians there
would be a little less chance of another war, because we feel thalt we have
made some friends in Russia."”

A clergymen: “I believe the ultimate peace of the world depends upon
our déveloping better relations with Russia. We need to press for greéter
.'cultural exchange, and we need to step up trade with Cormunist countries.”

A male student: "As a result of a language exchange program I now
have dear personal friends in.Russia, and the thought‘of war with that
country is horrible to me.” |

A male studentﬁ ngecause of the frankness and sincerity of the
majority of studénts, 1 believe the U.S: should devote more attention to
transfer programs between high school and college students of the two countries.
If we could build thé infectious friendship of youth now, perhaps in the
future many of the problems could be solved between the USSR and America.

A woman student: "One of the main causes of hostility between the
United.States and the Soviebt Union is lack of real understending. This
doesn'?t meén that we have to read Marx and they, Jefferson. It means that
we both ﬁave to consider the other as people, not as animated products of
their ideology. Each side needs to know that the other side is mostly made
up of everyday people living day-to-day lives, and more concerned with
domestic problems than with dominatiné other countries. So I think we need
as rmuch mitual contact as possible between us --- Tore cultural exchanges,

student exchanges, pen-pals, etc."
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The exchange theme was the dominant one in the open-ended responses.
No other theme was mént.ioned more than three times. The statement by the
retired farmer on the preceding page is very similar to ones the author has
heard dozens of times while speaking with American tourists in the Soviet -
Union. The theme is a simple one: If only more of the ordinary people of
the Soviet Union and the United States could meet each other and see that we
both want peace and have much in common, then the chances for peace in the
world would be greatly enhanced. |

Many policy makers and social scientists fnay regard this as an overly j
simplistic notion, but there is no denying that it is a deeply-held article |

of faith on the part of great numbers of Americans who have traveled in Russia.
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Chapter V

The Relation of Education, Level of Informstion, and
Related Faclbors to Avbitude Change |

| "Aristotle was asked how much educated men were superior to the un-
educated: 'As much,' said he, 'as the living are to the dead.'"
---Diogenes Laertius (Aristotle, V.i.)

nA learned blockhead is a greater blockhead than an ignorant one."
~~~Benjamin Franklin

W'here is hothinv so stupid as an educated man, if you get off the
thing he was educated in." ‘ ;

---Will Rogers

ks A F -

Up to this point, we have presented data on perceptions of our sample
, , 0, P p : mp

we will be examining perceptions of sub-

P

as a whole. From this pb:’mt on,

groups within the sample. We will be exanrlrﬁ.ng what differences =--~ if any

--- factors such as education, age, occupation, fluency in the Russian language ,k,

~aspects of the travel experience, and other variables make in the ways American

travelers perceive. the Sovieb Union. - o
Social scien"p:}.Sts have found that one's level of education does moke a

difference in the way that people perceive various phenomena., A person with,

say, an eighth-grade education usuzlly does see the world through a somewhat
different set of lenses from the person who has a post-graduate degree.
In research somevhab related to ours on "iationsl Stereotypes and Foreign |

Contacts", Erich Reitgrotski and Nels Anderson reporbed some results of research
on stereotypes of Frenchmen and Germans in relation to the extent of contact
that respondents had with them. They found that neither age nor sex accounted

for variance in response, bub that education did:
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"Persons of higher education tend to be more tolerant of other peoples

as well as more critical in their ratings. By more critical, we mean that

they are more likely to modify a negative rating with a posibtive one or a

positive with a negative." (DErich Reitgrotski. and Nels Anderson, "Nationai

Stereotypes and Foreign Contacts, "Public Opinion Quarterl;'{, Vol. 23, p. 520.)

William A, Scotb, writing about "Psychological and Social Correlates
of International Inmsges," said:.

"Results from a number of studies support a preliminary generalization
that help benign images 63‘.’ the world and a desire ’for cooperative involvement
in it will more i‘requently be found among the well —-:’Lni‘ormedv segments of the
population than among the pdoril.y-informgd. In the United States, it has often
been ,Shbt-m that people who aré well-informed about worlo’. affairs are more
likely than the ignorant to espouse inter.na.tionali,st foreign politics in
general and to support the United Nations iﬁ particular ays a mechanism of
cooperative involvemerrb."' (William A Scott, k"Psychologi‘cal and S‘ocial

Correlates of International Images," Internatione). Behavior, op. cib.)

Scof£ wites about "level of information," and we shall be -examining
that subject _,4‘1ater in this chapter., Although 1evel of education and level
of information are not synonymous, there is, of course, a relationship.
Before examining the relationship between ed.u,ca.tion andﬁ pe:vce:pt_-ions
of the Soviet Union, a wond v'i_s, order on the form in vhich we will present the
data on this variable and the other indepehdent varizbles k"oo{ follow. For each
independent variable we will presént. tables on "Favorable-Unfavorsble Percep=~
tione," "S'brength-Wealmess Perceptions," and "IX#erage Change Regardless of

Direction." As we see in Table V-I(}A) s the tables on pOSitive-'»negative ,ai‘i‘ect.
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t
(g ' - Trapumpny | . . P wysl o
sre broken dowm into "Governmeny," tpeople, ' and nSociety? (ospects of Sovieb
aph the COTPOS ite bex fore-trevel and

. ) ye, . Y PR DU U LY .
socicty). The tables glve in graph fowa s

'wa'c‘wtr vel meons for the elght affective adjectives for ngoveranent' found
. L X

b e:djec*‘&ives for “paoples" and

in the semzabic different 121, the same elgl
the ten "aspects of Soviet c.. society." The “i‘,oi;.si',!. " cfoﬁ w gives the average
of the twenty-six before-trave ol means and the average’ of the twenby-six after-
travel means. This type of arrengement o1llows the reader to visualize the
difference (:’.3’.‘ ang) between the pre-ty avel and post-travel means and also the
exterﬁ; Yo whdeh ";a'""l‘)f\z:*; ents dichobomize botween the people, on the one hand,
anl ihﬂ governmend and the sys tem, on the othor. the positive pele 38 +3,
dmfi the negebive pole 1s -3, with O being the midpoint.

The Figures iox* strengbh-weakness poroe -pi,ioru are teken from the averzige

of the neans for tun eignt strength-wenknsss agdjec ,b'Wv pairs for government ?

o i

and people. (‘I‘a.ble v-2(B)., |

ested nob only in divection of at¥d tude change, bub a'l.uo )
by . i

We were interes Grection

in how much atiitude change, regrdless of directicn, In other words, we

A

wahted to soe what kinds of persons were most suscep tible to attituvde change.

: ‘ : N " ;

, Thus, the third in the series of charts for each independent vo riable will be .
‘: "Avcra ;e Change He gard.lc—:ss of Direclion." The average change wis computed E

from the total of thirty-four i tems on Yhe favoregble-unfaverebls contimmms

and sc.-ro o bheveakness contimmms which wore just re aferred to.

Ve also have data on hou various education, age, occupabion, etc., T

subgroups responded to the various specific questions., To present all thab
data on all "c.h.o. subgrbups for al). the indspendent varis ables uou‘J d mean that

-

the reader (as well as the wrid tor) would be come bogged down in dmmense

s g A AR 7

410 qu cmur of ni‘:i.gu:ces. In oxder to Leep the data n nmvean’l e, we m,ﬂ make
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'
reference only to some of the mure nm. iceahle features of this particuler

part of the data berrain,

[ £

Kbtitede Change

I'\

Ievel of erc.'m,mn n

S §14 SRR ITLL 0, A e Wt T

As we poinbed ocut in Chapter IL, one of the most striling things aboul.

° *

our sample is its overall high edues tional ettaimment. Onl:,r" 13;75 had net gone
past high scﬁoo}. , and 112¢ had either done post-graduate work or hed gone to a
professional school., What dii’fere.nce s AT any, does the level of education
make in percepticns of the Soviel Union? Ve find the answer on the following
three pages of c-.“i'zart-s.

The most significant thing about Table V-..,(A) , it seems to ws; is nol

the difference of favorable-uni favorable perce tion of pc*"sons of diffe:cen-t.

ec.ucc bional ’.Lo els, but “pather the similarity of outlock. We observe :m 1,
2 i

GO P oo d B Lol /-4»
e 5'”&‘-

graph that ’c.ho:_: e who had & high chorﬂ. e\mcgdo.orv or leas, those who had four
years of college and that those who abtended b--r aduate or professional
school a,,.!_ wend to the USSR with pooli..we Jmeges of the people and ceme back
| sorwmcat more. positive; and that all the group,.nc's had rather c.g,atn.vc imsgeS
of the governnent and Soviet socieby and came be nl. s)ightly more negative or |
?remained' 'the Same. |

rJe find the seme general pettorn when we Jook ab Table V-1(B), dealing
‘with 'S'l;:cjengi;hax«rea.}mess pevceptions. AlLL three groups see the govermment 25
strong after travel, bub lenb strong than bvefore travel. Furbther, their
before»-t:bavel and after-travel means on "gove:c*mﬁen'b"’ are resackaebly close,

es.is the case with bhelr perceptions of the Sovie'b people. The three sub-

d-

2
- “.:‘.‘?:"’;“
R

groups rate "people"‘,,)ufs'o below the widpoint of the ste c,n:fth—aueehm" conbinuum

before trevel and somewhal lower after travel,




E

AT NN A R S e o W R e T

ARt

’
'
— x/ / (‘
i // I fot L ;‘
um.—.;*mwv-.)_rsw..—k'mw‘u—w. -
e -y PRI o )
Ak SR MY 1T AT .f." i
.!\‘).! J.}l\/ N '.,.’_ .‘.‘\A, O .{, IR R I TR T

/) o m/’// ) 5 e )
i :

/ftvfc'x_/’va/ parp @, N Oy Y
:1— LA~ 4
F/'wxz PALE f)/’ 78 A

i N Y

t ' 7 55/ £/ 87
| ST PV A T
o e e O RASANNER (, { He
4 f i
: R D
| S
2 N § SR 3*

Lok j ] i

e
.-
H

1

L YT VI f

!
g
Fousd

o '—*7*
/~/\€é//r”'//c./ . /ﬂ,/*/’ Lz /’7 "),/:’: r

‘ 9
Lo rABLE g0 /7 s A
4 2 Sl b2 7l-25

P

£
;
Ny
R
Y
‘1‘\\
e o e,

FRV Y
NS

[
!
L

72}»}%’“‘ " 72*@)/”/&«

o
i

oo,
-
R )
Bmrs e e

LA RTINS e

/)’,.,, k) OF ! (4; L RN ol et Vi

FrrvVeriibie 77 N4 4 /-j 7

i { C

S B

' oL
e (S S N .

'..M/'D - B ’.f.’. T ,://’ e

/, ——— .
- -~ ! f ¢ a5 .
'l','{/er . ///"/ / /‘— /. \,/.7’ [ ‘,_.:,-

) /: w-“?w .
V-

C‘:')f‘_‘? /fﬂw_]- i (i"'{’)/g,"'“-; B

&N
, NN
R

()

\/5{‘3’/ & )7/

o ;
i 4 :
i i :
R
!
d

Qs
@ay,-g;/,

& A0 S

a~

e d F¥§ ’4 . ‘.!I" ;
O B 1
: i ¢
: 4 3
I !
H + [
1 i 3 i
caer > Y ot b

O v -
-

-1 P~ :
b ; ;

} i :
o :
il i

R [ P

PR UV IS S

/“‘(‘ & /'*e A 7 A S

SN
;

G
,\"'

Y |
Ksbatarrn & o pmrbain aries 2¥

C?C\ //,\HLi

2, (2 5"’/) .
o) ,

> ,//._.’/

e e ype an

'\-\5

Q

[ NN P T |

[ SUC,




- {’. e 5 T - LJ«?N i /vf,-%* lerae piiions

' '

TABLL V 1(87 | ; | | |
Hy Gt \DeHoot. O, /f.:;:sf (//) L -

l

Erio s /" yor) O __,m; »::md ??9;»7‘ teople L TSTL-
~ B i ‘g ) ; o
\5//’0,0(, fdj /7? ﬂ AL "/‘

I 4 i

!’-‘ ‘f‘-‘ag— '

tﬂ,

i ‘o
Bt msta ilmen iiaiiinsits

A‘
A ..;,,,w«;;.;-.:

e,

..-—-—\

Frtiey 77[/",0 o / i ﬁ,u?’.?,dr‘ 7}' 9/@ ; ; 7',}3’}774
t6”/"75.0,{)(7 713/ 48 A A

G(JK qu : "(fg-fgur;‘:.m,;é ;" R ADEE ' O -nﬂ ;/ ‘ “ ?3 j,, é:?g// ) -,...___M_,.w__._‘_.______’_» m’

e 7 e e g

'f‘ .66 ; +ilfl. o+ // ’
. een B ‘:*-,!fo_l --,!/Lj ,_- ey r.:’? i 1 B

¥
An s

i
~n
Y '

B e S TS e Y
4
vae st oy o

L3
Biver.
1

v
2

ST
o
|
RTINS S IR PRE R JLIct O

A i o e e ensiond

)”,.? f\ --_':';

V

"[ /‘mr ;.s /4:?,4/;@”._,4_ Cﬂc“ ‘/JcW ( a.a :é" )“

G
.i.»wy

e

v "
: ¥

/a ST f /"ﬁ’/,; cM’ eff -
- o - 7’?/\&'6///2711 a7 L?fue/f»tr);:,cc
X u: ‘ ; \)//é(/{,’q fg\z) .

\

&
C.‘
k

* L

{ REd
&

: LL' //1/ J .

-

vz .. ,
5 T S -.J‘.J

A
3
&

e S are iy it o
C . R

s S e o -
. . . N 2

i
i

i

i
i
{
i
i
i
1

...._.

'1’/ = g/’/“&’/ 2 /'r'i.”L' o
ﬂ‘m // ;~ /7‘ F /e,’.*/\~ /,:'/QS'QE—L o

et sk ..7.._..- .»....4,—-‘ S p—

kW

| L : z 5
N Co A i i
R o e ! ; | ,
: ! ) ! W
l' - i -
e v b e i L | Sk e vrm PR SR - e
H S i Cod )

i e et et e




@/f// // S //0’,,,.
0 Lo o
6,)/(’ S7 .G~ 47.?/.7(17%,7;?:.‘

v e o‘,

e

{
!

PAN LY A
[ 2P S ORAN G 5 oh

WO

L
@’/

,/z

| A—

o Less
,(lf;;ﬂ,,a e G @c//f
o _fxef

!

7/

“ZSE: /{J/J/ L

R
il
!
H
‘

SRV CHENY S

A R e

A,




S G St N S B St R G R D S i S LR e R MR

o | 916

We hed hypothesized that thoese w.:: th less educ: vfion .rcmld e:apcmenc:

greager a.t.ti‘c-uc?‘:.,e chaige than those with more cduc tion. We see in 'J.‘a.o.Le V-1
(c), "&vcz"*gc Change Regardless of Dil'*ect»ion,' that this, in fact, proved to
: ‘ o oee
~ be the case. Those with a hi ,s_,uL school education or less experienced almost
. half-again as mach change as the post-graduates.
| g ' ang > 1 g |
We can only assume that those with co'.U ge education are, in gene ra’,l_,

nore well-read 1\1 better informed on coad_?’rions in the U SR than those with a

high school edu ’.f cn or less, The coll ege-ueducw ted are thus less surprised by ;
R wha*b! ’cyhey find and theref ore e perience less attitude ¢h alagc,;- We offer this, |
at 1ea:t, as a pleusible hypo’c.hesi.s . e
We compared the be:o:c'outw*vol and a.n’ccx'-wavd r..ears' of the high
N ,schooj_'.‘.or..;!;ess group and the pOSt-—gmc"'ma.‘ba gr'oup (_hereafter fo'* shorthand .
plwposés s referred 1’;’0, as m.gh schoolei‘s and pcmt--'grads ) foi‘ 4"c.'»he whole
- spectrun of Ques‘oions coveﬁed in chapters th**ec, and four .‘ Here are ﬁsom of
 the Amore ‘intere bw ng {‘:m i ngs l | . -
On “ohe cm*'%uon relating o internationalism/isolati o‘nisym, we found
" that the pos*u grcfo were mr nli‘iv' antly more inbei ﬁ.a.'bi()nalist' bbea.C ,tra.v'el
tthnU‘lC’ high .choo’.l.cm,. The tra{rel experience- app ,, r had an :n.mpuct on
Mt , | '

’che high SChoc:ler:s. Lmeredu the po.;t»g,rod novnd sllmt]}' more Tox:ard"

t-he :Lntcrnc.tlrn .,.'.., t pole, the lugh choolcru clospa ch of uhe gap bpl;.cccn

‘: themsc and the post«grmu.

The pout»g“ddo ;{ound an, govern**wnb somewt lu‘b 1er:s ft':n.e* d,y and 1e
poacc~1omn~ than’ the b'u:h schoolw . Both: {.froux)s had a ’f’avorable ~overall
i1rm)¥reos.n.on of .'So ;ct euuca.,.v on, al ihox-m bo th e.{pm".n.cmmd 'fsom-c:a ncget:u.ve "

"'atu.‘oudc ch, n"e. Lhc-': POntv""l ads lx.zd 2. somev «nr..i 111;_,1 ’ va'luahonoi‘Sovw.eb

g feducation,tl* m the h:»{;q uchoo'.'.cr'* zm ‘uhe af‘wr»trave’_l que .i".onna:‘v;re,' even

' though;_theyf"experj;enced ln.gnt'! v more ncrra ulm, a’otltu*’f‘ cl angS .

Shob RN R




. The post-grads were slightly more supportive of increa: ec' Voice of
America hrea :deasts and of US forelign policy in general than the high
scmolc"° alth ough both groups vere generelly supportive.

The high scheolers reted Soviet culture as "nel ther favorable nor

unfavorable, ! whereas the post-grads pub cult-:.;’?e ;Ln the "c*or wishalt fe vcrablo "
ca{vegor'y. |
Both groups were 1i<}'ba‘|:>2,3:‘ 1111'3...7.-1131*95 séd by the conswier goods situation,
;kalthohg,h tne hmn qchoo.!m s experienced twice as great a negetive abiitude
In the arca of soci ?] txrelfa.re-, the post~g 01* \ds underwent a sl ight
‘negative change and the high schoolers, a slipgnt positiv"e:' 'chaz:-.ge..k Yevu, in

the post-travel questionnaire, the pes u-bI'SO.u rated soc:ml welfare as

tgomewhat fevorable!" whereas ,'bhe hich schoolers vubt it into the Maeither
, : & & ' A

favorable nor uniavorable" calegory.

Thegc differences notwiths b'*muv' >, we repeal the obé_crva.tion 1‘&&(‘10
earlier that the simil:srit:les of ati i‘tattd.e changc of the 'vé.rim.ls cd.ucatioz:-.a'.l‘.»
~ groupings were more notable fh:m the differences. On the gre'aL majority
oi‘ C‘UL;J'bJ ons the respondents moved ln the sane c’a rec ulon s Do rmmer what
the yl‘e‘v"e,l of cduca’cn om.! attainment. Ho revor 5 &5 pov rted ,outr earlier s the .;
- nthn.)l’o;) of '%.tti.‘oude chemn‘e was gréater anong those with 1e 55 CdUCut ton w=e
probcvvaly a reﬂcctu on of the i‘c.ct hhu.t Ul(,y were less nel] -~1ni‘ormeﬂ on what

- to ‘an't,ic:;pate.

Fol'i-or.n.nfr Pu] i’r ical Affaire cl'ld At 1tude= Chance
* - 3 @ r‘;)

In Chapber II ve obseir'*ired that a 'relativ 1y h.:.g, v per Ocht of our:

"~"samp € —ew 5'9,_, - sa:'L th:;u.t thoy folJ 0‘*00 po’l rl, ical f‘a"'rs "rcoul M
;comm'u'ed to 2{ b ;Ce; a nutJ.oml cross aple' (pa.ga z’&). "ha.r Lj-omg,ht per

Mo

B TR I S S

i
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cént of owr sample responded "froem tmﬂ o time", and only three per cent
said, "wery seldonm®,

Although we have no data on our sample on the relationship bsbusen
level of education and following puwblic affairs, we assumsd that theite was a

d \
relationship. Based on obher studics and on the difta on edueabion and
Antensity of;,a'btitucge change, we hypothesized that those who follow public
" . D , .

affalr s rwula.r* Ly emar:wn ¢ less attitude change than thosé¢ who were less

~constant in keeping up "v]fl."i}h public af.‘fairs;

Be rmro. Berel .sou, survevs.m; a nuiber of e'l.m, on stuiw wrotes

"In nosy ca.mpaigns s whebher political or i.f_':_{‘or':».national, the people

best informed on t‘ne issue are the ones least li ke ely' o change ih\,.u winds,

>

¥uch of this represents attitndinal sbability; some of it ma rep‘n‘csr’nt
| rig,'di'b:[.'i'i (Bernard Berelson, 'Democratic Theory and Public Opn.n'r on, " Pub’LJc

L v e 2t Y

Cpinion Cuar u("ﬂ.} 7, Volo XVI (Fall, 1 C) 2) p. 318)

.'c,ively few signd i ant ,r.?j.fj’.'i'erences

. Our data shm:s that there were coppar

in the d;i.re:‘ction‘ of at-b:lmde change awong the three .:ubq”'o 1p.) « A glance at

3

- are ‘ohe mos-u s’cable in their a."ot:';;b.mas ' ana tha.t vhose who follow public affaiyrs
"‘vc ¥ seldozu" ccpem ance aboui; R zo-snd~a-‘m'lf times as much attitude change

av the f.u: {;vow. Tbosc who i‘ollov political & "raw "i'rom, time to time "

th A tne f:u' st groan.

and attn."udc' change is pz?é.sen sd in Table V-3 “below.: The uab'Le show “the

narbcsr of tmw that each sub TOup avorag»ad nore ﬁbhan W2, 3, and h attl‘r,uw

, chame on a to w" of foru r--nwm, cmcuua.onu.

Table kV-? (C) shows that those who say ‘Ul"J i'011o poI' itical affairs "wregularly® L

.>how more st b.» ity than the "vuy se 'Lcum" group buu .sho,: xrovc, atii bude ch‘mwe

QL. earcut; cv.;.dpncn of the J?e].a‘b:i;ons‘.izlp batueen fol. 1o'r.n ng public affaivrs -
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-  TARLE V-3

s e e M Sl M

Following Political Affairs and Attitude Change

No., of Huwber of tines ,ychanged more than
Follow Pol J.b"'cc*] A '.L.'!’.(‘Es : 5::.,%,’. ' o2 ‘ 3 , Ji
1. Regularly ) 32l 1.0 ' 6 | 2
2. Time to time 205 A 10 1
3. Very seldon 16 32 27 19

-

It would ha e been desirvable, of course, Lo have more 't.han sixbeen -

persons in the "wery qe'Ldor' " group, but even with a s.vm.:.i:maqu..‘,r higher WM

we suspect that we wunld ha.ve :t‘ound the same

1%

%

basic pattern,

In sumnzry, then, there seems to be 2 definite relabionship between

|

following po].l tical affairs end intensity of attitude change. Those who

follow political affajrs re gula,rly experiencs less attitude change uh'm

thoszvho don't. | . - o ‘
- i
Erpectations of Commnieating about. the Tiip
We menbionsd in Chapter II that in response to. L%c, Ques vi.on, "Do you

-

. expect ytc‘: speck to any rgan".ﬁgtion or grovp aboub your Vi sit to the Sov;Lc’u
‘U‘nion and/or yrite articles about the trip?," the ra ther e"’“'*or(‘:u.na.cy total
of 7575 answered in the a.“i'f:‘n.rmati",ve . We. have no i-ray of 'kn01~riner', oi‘, course,

~ how many of thOuG who .s"wd ’oh t they were go.m:f to conmand. oa’cc about the
teip fulfilled the .'LI‘ intentions --< or, for that metber, how nany of thn 25
jkmw .,a..n.d thoy were no.; going Yo conmauni. ca,bo ended up do:.ng_., 50, Nor do we‘
have 8"1] daLa. on um@ uh 21" c.rg;r 5,.\.ve.n c,o;emmmca Lﬂ.ou took the form of a natwml

vm 1ed televisi on interview or a speech bm.orc, an ,,nJll sh cl‘aﬁss on "Ho-.rr JZ[

| Spen+ I - Swmuer Va.cation. "

S S S = dipsi
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¢ Even if ons-half, or one-third, of those who salid they we e golng to

:53

_convmnicate boul their travel experience did, in P'v"u s do so, we would still

find "c.his a striking figure The fact that such a high percentage of our

rc.;oonaenw are Foommmnlenbors ! may, in pant, be ﬂ*{pl vined by uhG'LI' fenovally

high level of educational atbainment; but that, in ;itself s 38 not a suffici em,

e:»:plm_ati'on. One carneb im ~.g“‘-ne. that if the same samo] e Were going to, say,
the Ba}.zr;:;.:w or Syitzerland thet threg-gusrters would expect 4o commmnicate
'bou't tmn imn p in the 'pm‘l te prints or in P public forwi.
Wy, U cn, do so many ”‘»Peé{a to cormmnicate? Our answer is based on
specvla'h' o, ra:h’ner than on hard data: A'J.’ohou.gh Russia may no ‘1onger > -iﬁ
Chwc'ch." 11!s phrase, be "d riddle wrapped 'm aj,,y;[,ery inside an enigma," it is
st: Ll',l. for nany people as* mystericus an enbity now as it was wnder uho Cuars
 Far ther, as one Wil Lher cxnre sed it, it <; percelved as being "uhe enuuy thing. " ' 
One 'meq not have a self-image of \:>eing a Jamss Bond in cro.m to e"t.}”’ <~""*"e a |
certain amount of exci’oe;zz.en‘i". in seaing, hearing, bouching, smll:‘s.ng. that whi c,h.’
is Amerlcs! s v P-:s}a »ful anbagonlist, | |
R ) Add to the -lli{’,ff'edi‘v’,ftﬁ of myste .&"" and. Yohe ensny th:mr-" Uue f'uob thot : 1
“relative ly i‘cu haer' ans v:a.sit the Soviet Uw o1l ammul]y (cmawrud to" the
avalanche of U.S. ".uoux?:‘.sx-s: who descend ol Ew.’ésﬁe’x‘z; Eu.rope)_ and che fact that
~there a:y.é nany 'cuvidus audicneces anxj;ous to hear 'e;bcu'b Russj‘.a s and one finds
 a ready-nede oJ.'Ltl on for communication. ’lhe veterinay i n .l“rom ﬁle s:néll, ~
711id.restcrn tcnm nwy bp thc o~11' 13 on in his tam to nave ever bcen to .L%
‘Sovle'b Umon, and hc .ndy bo on the Rolary b‘LLb s Me ’uhocgi.st Church group s etc;. |
| c:chu.ut Lfor }73'?96}{'- 'boll:u at “307 was "rm'n 1y 1 1_} ey P




quesh::.omlaw re 1'1 order to gpt & *;y ongn fec,ln.n'f as to whe ther tour: otS who

travel experience and have a desire to commicate sbout it. (Paremthelically,
it may well be thal ] 2vid Reismant!s “"inside dopester! thesls is applicable to

I Mn,f imericans returning from the Sovieb Urrion. )

»cozmmz;li;ce,°te. Tt would have been inberes ting o have data on fhe per cenb
’ium.ch actvually d,Ld cozmum.co te and also ou ‘the comzmnication situations them-

: 4selve-s-, but then b‘ns is a subject T’O!"uhv of a whole study by itself. Scholars
| in the field of coma.nic ations have genaral 'l;; ho‘l d that ai'.ti’c-udes of the type
N develéped during travel tend to be somewhat d f’f‘u'se until the actual momend
when the person’is forced to commmicate his i dc'z ei‘ther on paper (iﬁ a

| queStibzmaii‘e or an &ax '-ic e, for exanpl e) oz ""I‘Ddllj. They have further held

‘that the‘ c:.f;.c attitude dﬁvolo ped yis; Of en Ge oem:u.ned in pax by the av en.cc

the psrticular audience., 1o cbviously makes a difference vhether the audience
~ is the Jun or Chayber of Commerce or a local chapter of Students for a Iemocratic
~4SO<:ir-3t:,*, or vurml, a CO-L.J.B.JG'I'}C in the me Ll ca.l profession, Having tailored his

speech to a pa:f:'bicul‘-r aucti,ence 5 and z-m;m;ing to remain p °*“c.*,.a'.! 0gl.ci 'f’*:y‘ conf*".’rt,esz N

of our respo'nd‘erﬁss e@-.djv. ted some o.z, thmr v‘ ews af r having comple uod our posbe

. travel. que ’r:n.nnna Lro in order to conf‘orm to o bain e-qmrwatw ons o{‘ a {r,: von .

‘havo been ‘c.o ’tu" play am role in fornu.ng ‘the imege 'hat;- Amer;l.,cans genorally

‘In short, most Americans vigibing the Soviel W don find it a faucnm ting

é
I B -
As we indi.cated above, we only have data on the pcz* cent expecting to

to be ado'.r’es.fsed. Tha'b is, ‘ahe speaker oy often tend to tailor his remarks for

3

he may well n.noo*:na.L Lne his oun rcmvl.g. Thho y it is altoge uher 1.|.L0'Ly that some

aundience or to coni‘o**m'to sertain ro" e cxpﬂc 2tions in ‘c‘aiscu ssions m’ch ovu,

We origina Jy nr'luded ‘che coszmcaL'Lng-'rLth—»o thers wry .m our
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4

hold of* the Soviet Union. .One 1;“133{7 seeis sure: il the tourists do not play

suc:l'pa role, 1t is ce:."b:-wj.n'j_v not for a lack of wanlting to corrmrnicate.

-y e .nm Mo

Havi ng ine 'Judcd the question, we decided to go

one step furthey and

i
!

f'bt It desire to commmicate as an independent v vori 1; That is, was there a

6

nobeble difference in the wey that commirdcators and non-comramicators  (to

employ & shorthand term) perceived the Soviet Union? e had hypothesized Lnao
there would ba o Oversll, our hypothesis was wrong.

As the following three pages of tables q?lo.. the coz’cm:un:‘;.-c.:d;ors and ndn—-
3

commmicators, for the most part, tended to perceive the Soviet Union E\ll’!:.LlnI'lyo

With one exception, the two greups moved in the same. d;‘Lrec{*,iOn , end Table V-4(C)

e

shows that they ex pe. ienced approximately the sams degree of a oibude change.
The one exception was on po.,u, Lvomefrah ve offcct towards the Russian people.’ §

Table V-I(i) shous i;ha:b the comsnwdcators and nonnco-.-nnmica’co::.‘s were roughly .

et o mpton bt

equal in their poolb.c.vc feclings about the Russian poople before travel. The

commmnicabors experienced a small positive cl 1:3115(: s and the non-coxmunicators

S i e 4

moved slightly in thc, opposite diwvseblion. Since 1,‘.1@ changes sre relatbiv 'l small
& : £ [)

t would be dangerous to attempt to draw any conclusions. The only other minor R

difference is that the non-communicators seec both the govcrmmn’c. and peov)le as

slightly stronger than the commuiicators (2lthough both growps move in the sams | 5

direction). | | | - ,

On the whole, however, a glance at the following thres pages of charts,
plus an examination of the befere-travel and after-travel means on the various ‘ .

specific questions show that the communicators and ’che non-cosmmanicators tend

to see the oov'.wb Union through similar sebls of 1enses.

‘A8 Ve turn now to the relationship belween knowledge of the ussian language

and attitude chanze,
‘ (=]
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Chapter VI
Y

Russian-Language Ability and Attitude Change

"Translation from one language to another is like viewing a piece of
tapestry on the wrong side where, though the figures are distinguishable,
yet there are so many ends and threads that the beauty and exactness of the

work is obscured."
| . ---Cervantes

"Téday the cost of failure to communicate is nolt silence or serenity

but destruction and disullusion.”
' --=Lyndon B. Johnson

"Every language is a temple, in which the soil of those who speak it

is' enshrined." ,
-~-0liver Wendell Holmes

"Language is nu* an abstract construction of the learned, or of
dictionary-makers, bul is somethirg arising oul of the work, needs, ties,

joys, affections, tastes, of long generations of humanity, and has its bases

broad and low, close to the ground."
: ' ~~-Walt Whitman

George Bernard Shaw onge wrobe that “America and Britain are two great
countries . separated by the same language." Shaw, with his characteristic |
rapier thrust, was pointing to a real truth: that regéii ‘commnication is
diffi.cult enough;, be;ven vhen the parties speak the same 1anguaée. It is all

the more difficult when the langvages are different.

Russian is an incredibly rich and complex language and, as any Russian

language student will testify, not easy to master. Compared to most Western

European languages, ihas relatively few cognates for the English-speaking

person to latch on to.

For the Americsn engaging in political discussions, the difficulty of

speaking in a complex Aforeign 1anguage is increased by the fact that a kind '
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of Comrmnist jargon has developsd that attaches quite different meanings to
J g & % (%}

words that we use i‘recﬁen't.ly. For example s the late Hadley Cantril found

4in Soviet dictionaries and encyclopedias the following official meanings

for words: (For contrast, the English-language meanings, as found in sbandard

[

American dictionaries, are given side-by-side with the Soviet definitions.)

Word ‘o - Soviet Meaning American Meaning
: ” Individualism "The individual.-zs-a-nemnber- "The pursuitl of individual
of~a~-collective” rather than cormon or col-

lective interests"

-

Freedom "fhe recognition of "Exenption from necessity,
j necessity" - in choice and action; as, »4
; | | | the freedom of the will"
Charity "Help grented hyprocrit- "An act of feeling of . g
~ eally by representatives . affection or benevolence"
of the dominent class in ~
- societies of exploiters g

to a certein fraction of :
the disinherited sectors :
of the population in | i
order to deceive the -
workers and to divert , |
their attention from the §
class struggleh ‘ |

Ay :

— 8

“Initiative - "Tndependent search for "Self-reliant enterprise; /
the best way to fulfil s sel.f-initiated activity"

cormandh

(Tﬁé above is quoted from David Krech, Richerd Crubchfield, and Egerton

o

Ballachey, Individuel in Society, McGraw-Hill, 1962, p.’ 286.) .‘

Knowing the language is more imnporbtant for an American traveler in the !
& : f

Soviet Unton than it is in the greaot majority of Western European countrlies

s e T e ¥,

where many fluent English-speakers can be found, Although more then half of

R ot A S 06 R e e b e
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the Soviet students now stué.y English for at least five"years s Americans
‘.we have vintcrv:iﬂe:-red generally found that --- hoﬁew}éf 'good Russians may be

at reading and writing English -~ their verbal skills are less than

impressive. The Russians piainly lack practice. Many Americans who have

struck up conve;rsations with Soviets report thal the Russians 'say, You

are the first American (or "English;;peékixlg person") I have met."

Many who do talk with Rus.:sians' have to rely upon their Int-ourist guiaes
as interpreters. This procedure, of cowrse, does not enhance reléxed, in- |

formal conversation.

AT s B e

There are, of course, various levels of communication., As anyone knous -

who has traveled to the Soviet Union, or, indeed, to any other non-English-

speaking country, it is zot. necesSary to know the languege in order to
comaunicate at some elemental level., We have observed outgoing, gregarious

Americans who didn't know more than ten words of Russian'talk" up to & half-

ittt gl e 0 oo 04

hour w:i.th Russians wﬁo knew no more than a snippet of English. They communicated ;
by' means of gestures, smiles, grimaces, and some occasional words which j
penetrated the language barrier., A foreign visitor to the United Stotes who i
l‘cnew 1little Engiish said to his American host: | "Your heart speaks a language =
that my heart understahds. Let it speak.”" We suspect thz_t’o there hés been a ‘~

considerable amount of "commuiication of the heart" among Russians and

Anerican travelers. Although the will to conmunicate is no substitute for
language .fluency, it can provide for communi.cation at the level of "feeling", |
as well as the exchange of some elementsl facts. | ‘ :

We had hypéthesiz.ed thet language would be an important factor in attitude

change, because language facilitates commnication and makes easier informsl £
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g - () <0 * /
" contact, Further, a person who has studied Russizn may have a greater

¥

affinity for the cultvre and may have more realistic expectations about

the country (based on {é;ore reading abogt the USSR than the average- person).
Before assessing'whe‘ohe}* the hypothesis was correct or not, a word is in
order sbout the Russisn-language ability of our sample. |

. We were fortunate in obtaining a relatively large sample of respdnd.ents
vho spoke Russian. As Table V1-1 shows, 2L said that 'Bhey spoke Russien
eithei‘ fluently or moderately ;-reil. We are sure that 'bheRussian-—lé guage

fluency of a random sample of Americans visiting the USSR would be substan-

tially lower. We attribubte the high percentage of Russian-language speakers .

in our sample to special meilings of the questionnaire to persons participating
in intensive Russian~language university st.udy programs. These language j
students studied Russian inbensively in the United S'bates during part of the

summer and then continued their studies for several weeks in the Soviet Union.

M o o i e

TABLE V-l
Ability to Speak Russian Language ” |
h y4 No. | o
1. Fluently | G -5
2. Moderately well 20 11
3. Somevhat ' T 39
L. Poorly ‘ L 2L | 5
5. ot at all 65 353 o o

The above figures reflect not objectively-tested language ebility, bub
rather self-perceptions of language ability, and it may well be that it is
more important to lkmow the 1at°bex:; than the former., In their study ‘of i'oi*eign
students in the United States, Selltiz, Christ, Havel, and Cook found that | ]

uthe student's confidence in his ability to speak English is a more imporiant |
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influence on the development of social relations than in his actual

vy
sl

command of the language as estimated by an American interviewer."
o
(Claire Selltiz, June Christ, Joan Havel, and Stuart Cook, Attitudes . :

and Social Relations of Foreign Students in the United Sfates, University

of Minnesota Press, 1963, p. 249.)

For the purposes of comparison, we collhpsed categories 1 and‘z,
that is, those who said that they spoke Russian "fluently" and "modér-
ately well," and categories 4 and 5, "poorly" and "not at all." Wéﬁv
{Fft out the middle category,i"SOmewhat." - We ended up with a total of

131 Russian-speakers andv377 non-Russian-speakers.

A look at Table V1-2(A) reveals that the two groups entered the
Soviet Union with approximately similar expectations about the government
gpd society, but that the Russian-speakers felt significantly more positive.
affect for the Soviet people. The biggest changes were a favorable one
towards the people by the non-Russian-speakers and a negative shift
towards Soviet society by the Russian-speakers. >The Russiaﬁ-speakers
seemed<to have their very positive expectations about the Soviet people

confirmed.

The mosf interesting aspect of Table V1-2(A), it seems to us, is
that the "people-good, system-bad" dichotomy generally méde by our
resﬁondents iswmade even more strongly by the Russian-speakers. One can
engage in speculation---and it is no more than that---that the studying
of Russian predispdsed persons to more fully-appreciate the Russian
character; and that the ability ta speak the language facilitated com-
munication so that the Russian-speaker was able'to‘ "dig beneath the

s

surface" and find flaws in the system not so readily apparent to the non-

Russian speaker.
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-

As stated before, the Russian speakers experience negative attifﬁé?
change about aspects of Soviét society; but they move slightly in a
positi§e direction about the éovernment. Although this may appéar contra-
dictory, on the surface, it is not at all unusual for various subgroﬁps
to move attitudinally in different direction with respect to government and

society. We shall explain in a later chapter.

The Russian-speakers experjenced three times as much positive attitude
change towards the government on tﬁe‘"peace-loving" item. Possibly, the
Russians' frequently-verbalized passion for peace has affected pérceptions
of the government as well as the people on this issue. That is, there seems

to have been a certain transference effect.

e
-

On the other hand, with respect to aspects of Soviet society, the
Russian-speakers show unambiguous negative changes on '"social welfare"
and "rate of unemployment", whereas the non-Russian-sepakers move slightly

in the positive direction.

Also, Russianespeakers experience four times as much negaﬁive atti;ude
change on "education'" as tﬁe other group. Before travel, the Russian-
speakefs had.a “very favorable' view, and the ndn-Russian-speakers had a
"somewhat favorable" image of Soviet education. After travel, both groups
were in the "somewhat favorable' category. It should be pointed out tﬁat
~the great majority of Russian-speakers had a direct experience with Soviet
educational institutions, as they received intensive Russian-language
instruction in the USSR. They'enrolled in special courses for foreigners.
However, as the great majority of the tourists in our sample were in the

USSR during the summer---a period when Russian schools are closed---they

had little opportunity to see the regular education system in operatiom.
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As Table V1-2(B) shows, language ability-doesn't seem to be a very
important factor in strength-weakness perceptions, although the non-

Russian-speakers saw the government as less strong than those who could

speak the language. .
We see on Table V1-2(C) that there is very little difference between

the two groups with respect to attitude change, regardless of direction.

The Russian speakers'shcw just slightly more changé. Our guess is that

there are contradictory forces at work on the Russian-speakers, with respect

to intensity of attitude change. On the other hand, language'competence

facilitates communication, which one would think would lead to a greater

learning experience than were possible for the average non-Russian-speaker,

On the other hand, it is a fair assumption that the average person who
has studied the language has also made a greater investment of time in

studying about the country. More often than not, a person who studies the

Russian language also takes one or more courses on the Soviet Union and

T T T

reads more in periodicals about Russia. 1In short, the Russian-language-

speakers are more likely to be well-informed about the USSR, to have more

realistic expectations about the country. These two factors---facility of i

communication and realistic pre-travel expectations--—mighf well balance

each other off with respect to intensity of attitude change. | 8

-

There ﬁere some interesting differences in how the Russi#n-speakers
and the non-Russian-speakers respcended to individual questions; Both , !
%v grbups moved attitudinally in the direction of expanded Voice of America
broadcaéts but the Russian-speakers moved half-again as much. This is

1 - probably related to the fact that the Russian-speakeré undoubtedly had more 3

political discussions than the others.
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Both groups saw the government as considerably more disorganized |
éfter travel, compared to before travel, and the change of the Russian-
speakers on this question was twice as iarge as the non-Russian-speakérs,
On the other hand, the unfavorable change of the non-Russian-speakers dn
."consumer goods'" was twice as great as that of the Russian-spegkers.

The latter gfoup probably had more realistic expectatiéns. The biggest
change for the Russian-speakers was on the religious-athiestic semantic
differential on.the Russian people. They perceived the ﬁeople as being
-cdnsiderabl& moxe athiestic affer travel, one-third again as much as the

non-Russian-speakers.

One of our concerns with the data ﬁresented in this chapter is that

we cannot be sure to what extent we have isolated the language variable.

That is, a significant majority of the 131 Russian-speakers were students,

although there were a number of teachers in the Russian-language study

program, as well as some other Russian-speakers who were not in the

language-study program at all. We had wanted to run a control by comparing
§ the perceptions of Russian-speaking students with non-Russian-speaking

students, but, unfortunately, there was not a sufficient number of non-

Ol e TR T I G TS

Russian-speaking students in our sample. Thus, we can't be sure to what

extent there has been a blurring of the lines between the language variable 4

; . and the occupation and age variables.

Perhaps more light will be shed on this matter when we examine the 4

age and occupation factors later.
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Chapter VII

Sex and Age Related to Attitude Change
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Chapter VII

Sex and Age Related to Attitude Change

"Time and circumstance, which enlarge the views of most men,

narrow the views of women almost invariably."
---Thomas Hardy (Jude the Obscure)

"Women are wiser than men, because they know less and understand

more."
~ ---James Stephens (The Crock of Gold)

"The older I grow the more I distrust the familar doctrine that

age brings wisdom."
---H.L. Mencken (Prejudices)

"My old age judges more charitably and thinks better of mankind
‘than my youth ever did."

---George Santayana (Persons and Places)

In this chapter we will look at two of the demographic variables

traditionally examined in survey fesearch---sex and age.

Social scientists have generally agreed that whep men and women do
hold divergent views on foreign affairs, women tend to be more idealistic”
and 1nternatipnqlist in their attitudes. This was one of the findings
of Gabriel Almond in his survey of attitudé research in the field of

foreign policy in The American People and Foreign Policy. He also found

that more women than men wanted a conciliatory policy with Russia, as

GCabriel Almond, The American People and

opposed to a "get tough" policy.

Foreign Policy, Harcourt & Brace, 1960).

e

T T T O
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'

Pavid Krech, Richard Crutchfield and Egerton Ballachey wrote:

Many investigators have observed significant sex differences in
persuasibility....Females are found to be more persuasible than males." .

(Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey, op. cit., p. 221.)
William Scott, reviewing some of the survey research literature,

wrote:
nSex-role differentiation within Western society has traditionally
tended to foster interpersonal aggressiveness in the male and passivity

in the female. Such a tendency toward contrast in interpersonal roles

appears to be reflected in the sex differences in international attitudes
found in Australia, Canada, and Great Britain....Women are less likely
to advocate aggressive international relatiomns." (William Scott,

"Psychologicai and Social Correlates of International Images," . g

International Behavior, op. cit., p. 97.)

ey Y P08 g A

Having read statements like those quoted above on the difference of o
some foreign policy views held by males and females, we had anticipated

finding a number of nofable‘differences in responses of the two sexes.

ey

In point of fact, the responses of the males and females were remarkably

The favorable-unfavorable perceptions of males and females

similar.

Pt e

1  charted on Table VII-1(A) are almost identical and the average change,

S Moc i

regardless of direction, shown in Table VII-1(C) is identical.
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In Table VII-1(B) we see that the degree of attitude change on
strength-weakness perceptions is virtually the same but that women
perceive the government as somewhat stronger than men, both before and ‘

after travel.

In comparing the before-travel means and after-travel means of the
individual questions we paid particular attention to those questions on
which previous survey research indicated there might be a divergence of
views., On the question, "Do you think it is possible to reach a peaéeful
settlement of differences with the Soviet Union?", the mean answer of
both sexes was "probably", and the positi?e attitude change of males and
females on this question was barely measu;able. Further, on the questions
on stepping up our Voice of America broadcasts and on the theme of

internationalism/isolationism, the changes of attitude were virtually

parallel.

Only on a handful of questions were there visible differemnces.

Women found their reception in the Soviet Union somewhat friendlier than they

had expected, whereas men's attitudes remained about the same on this

queétion. However, men had higher pre-travel expectations of friendliness.

Men perceived the Soviet government as being somewhat more peace-

loving after travel, but women experienced three times as much positive

attitude change on this question. The biggest difference of all between

the sexes was on the theme of Soviet cultural achievements. The women
showed a very slight positive change, but the men a significant negative

change. = Whether the women, who are often assumed to be more culturally-

oriented than men, spent more time frequenting the cultural monuments of
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the Soviet Union is a subject on which we have no data.

As mentioned in an nglier chapter, there were 397 men and 149

women in our sample. The disparity is explained by the fact that we
asked that, whenevervpossible, the head of the family fill out the
questionnairé; The great majority of our respondents.traveled eithér

with theif spouses and/or in travel groups in which there were members

of the opposite sex. The fact that we found fewer differences than expected
in the attitudes of men and women may, in part, be explained by the pos-
sibiiity that conversations with the opposite sex (whether a spouse and/

or members of theutravel group) was a modifying influence.

Age

S——cams

How important is the age factor in perceptions of the Soviet Union?

Young people tend to be less afflicted with hardened psychic structures

and old images aud; presumably, should be morc open to attitude change. é

Almond wrote that there is "substantial homogeneity in the foreign

e 2R e o

policy attitudes of the various age groups in the United States."

s

(Gabriel Almond, op. cit., p. 117.) He was writing two decades ago, B

however, and his statement may be less true today. He went on to write:

1 "The comparatively small deviation in the foreign policy attitudes
of the younger age groups, as one might expect, lies in the direction of

a greater foreign policy idealism and optimism." (Gabriel Almond, op.

cit., p. 117.) i
A. look at the charts on the following pages is quite interesting,

although sometimes a bit confusing. Table VII-2(A) shows us that those

under the age of thirty are the least negative about the government,




- 1({,9-:

and the most positive about the people, both before and after travel.

(It must be remembered, however, that the great majority of Ruséian-
speakers fall in the under-thirty bracket, and so we have a blurring of the
lines of the age and language factors.) However, those under twenty-

one experience a negative attitude change on aspectg of Soviet society,

second only to those in the forty-one-to fifty age group.

We admit to being fascinated by the attitude change of the oldest
group, those over sixty-one. »They entered the Soviet Union with the
least positive image of the Soviet people and experienced the greatest
positive attitude change of any group. In.fact, their positive attitude

c hange was three times as great as the group with the second-most

positive attitude change, those between the ages of sixteen and twenty-

one. Further, the most elderly group entered the Soviet Union with the

most negative attitude towards Soviet society and emerged the least
negative. If we skip to Table VILI-2(C), we observe that those sixty-one

or over showed the greatest intensity of attitude change.

of all the findings on the various groups covered so far in these
chapters, this is the most surprising one. The group which one would E
expect would Show the least ‘attitude change, is, in fact, the group
which shows the most attitude change. How can one explain this? We

can offer one partial explanation, not with full certitude that it is

vy

correct, but at least as a working hypothesis: In research of the type

we did, it is important not only to know the age of the respondent, but,

Famins s

4 ' concommitant with this, to know the period during which he reached
p political awareness. Those in the oldest age group became aware of the

. political world around them during the Bolshevik Revolution and turbu-

lent years which immediately followed. Although their views may have
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become modified over the years, the traumatic events of 1917 and
the years just after may have been a strong formative influence upon
their thinking about Russia. Our conversations with tourists, inclu-

! | ding many elderly tourists, during our trips to the Soviet Union

LA po ks it et e A A e

convince us that many persons (especially among the less-educated) who
&; go to the Soviet Union with quite negative expectations are pleasantly
4 : surprised and show a marked positive change. This may be the case

with the elderly, who, in all probability, have less formal school

; ’ than those in the younger age groups.

Turning to the strength-weakness perceptions (Table VII-2(B) ),
we find that the perceptions on people are very roughly similar, and,
with two exceptions, the perceptions of government are in the same

general range. Those in the sixteen-to-twenty-one group enter the

%~ : Soviet Union with an image of greater perceptions of strength of the
government than any other group, and also shows the greatest shift in
the weakness direction. Those in the twenty-two-to-thirty group show

the least change, perhaps because the majority of them are language

students and had more realistic expectation of strength factors. 1

R I

In Table VII-2(C), we see that, with one notable exception, those
under forty changed more than those over forty. This was to be expected. f

The notable exception, of course, is the aforementioned elderly group. i

The biggest changes on individual question that the elderly
. group shoved were positive changes on just-unjust, peace-loving-non-
$ peace-loving, kind-cruel, and honest-dishonest on the semantic dif- | 4

ferential on people. No other age group showed guéh positive changes

1 | on these particular adjective pairs.

p
5
4
}
3

3
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In summary, we can say that, with the already-noted exception,

the intensity of attitude change followed the expected pattern.

Although we have drawn attention to the differences of attitude

change among the various groups in these chapters, it is worth

emphasizing again, that overall, the similarities of attitude change

are perhaps more striking than the differences.
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Chapter VIII

Occupation and Income, Related to Attitude Change

"Traveling makes more fools than wise men."
---Russian proverb

"I have never managed to lose my old conviction that travel narrows
the mind."
-=--G.K. Chesterton
"I had read and frequently heard repeated, that of all methods of

adorning the mind, and forming the judgment, traveling is the most
efficacious." '

-~--Comte de Volney
The elite naturé of our sample is never more evident than when we

look at the occupation»and income composition of our respondents. No less
than 73% of the sample makes $10,000 or more, and 247 are in the $25,000-
or-over income bracket. Forty-seven per cent are businessmen (21%) or profes-
sional people (26%) and another 15% are teachers. Only the thinnest
scattering of white coliar workers and blue collar workers filled out our
questionnaires---not enough to make separate categories. Many skilled workers
earn enough to afford a trip to the'USSR, but of the 549 respondents, only

three fell in this category.

Clearly, our sample is heavily weighted with members of the socio-

economic elite.

An analytical difficulty in isolating the occupation and income variables

is that they are closely intertwined. High occupational status and high income

tend to go together.

Almond found this to be the case in his survey of the research on American

foreign policy attitudes. He wrote:
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"Profeésioqal perscns and executives have the same attitudes as
the upper-income groups. They are the most informed sector of the American
population, the most interested in foreign affairs, the least pessimistic
“about the prospects for peace, and the most optimistic with regard to the

capacity of the United States to develop policies which might prevent war.

"At the other end of the scale, unskilled and semi-skilled labor,
domestic servants, and farmers are the least informed group in foreigh policy
matters, the least interested in international issues, the most pessimistic
about efforts to maintain peace,‘and the most inclined toward nationalist

and isolationist attitudes." (Almond, op. cit., p. 124.)

Occupation

Our data show that, in very general terms, the‘attitudes of business-~
men and professional people bear a closer resemblance to each other than
they do to any other group. The same can be said about students (30% of the
sample) and teachers. The farmers, which comprise 7% of the sample, deviéte

t he most from the norm.

In overall terms, businessmen rated the Soviet Union lower on the
positive-negative affect scale and on the strength-wéakness scale than any
other occupational group. It might be somewhat instructive to quote

Peter Filene, writing about American business attitudes towards the Soviet

Union during the early 1920's:

"American business leaders strenously opposed the Soviet regime, for
the Communist hostility to private property and profit challenged the
foundation of American civilization .... To American businessmen, who tested

an idea by application to reality, theoretical dispute was less conclusive

than the argument of hard fact. And the fact was that, in dramatic contrast
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to the apparently limitless prosperity of the United States, Russia presented

‘the biggest business failure in history.'

Thus, all the moral objections which business leaders raised against
the Soviet regime in the early 1920's were ultimately subsidiary to the -
practical and, in their opinion, crucial objection that the Communist economic

system clearly did not work." (Petei Filene, Americans and the Soviet

Experiment, 1917-1933, Harvard University Press, 1967, pp. 103-105.)

Actually, in the overall total, businessmen were very slightly more

positive about the Soviet Union after travel; yet, they still had the most
negative total score. Businessmen responded least warmly to the Russian
people, even though, on balance they were favorable. On the individual

questions, businessmen perceived the Soviet government as considerably more

backward after travel. This was true of all five occupational groups, but it

was especially true of professional people and businessmen.

The students---most of whom were Russian-language students---were the
more ppsitive about the people before and after travel, the least negative about
the government, and showed the greatest negative change towards Sovict society.
The likély reasons are the same ones that were discussed for the Russian-
language speakers in Chapter VI.. The students saw the government as stronger

S than any other group except the teachers.

One aspect of the teachers' attitude change was unusual? they showed o

less positive affect for the people after travel than before. The change was

a very slight one, to be sure, but it clearly was a departure from the norm.

On the issue of social welfare, teachers and students showed definite

negative changes, while the other three groups showed clear positive changes.
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However, all five groups had an over-all positive evaluation of social

" welfare. The businessman and the professionals showed very slight negative

changes on education, but teachers and students showed moderate negative
changes.

The greatest change of any group on any question was the heightened

perception of athiesm of the Soviet people on the part of the teachers.

Politicians who stand for elective office are often heard to exclaim

that farmers are less predictable than any other societal group. Whether this

is generally true or not, it certainly was true of our sample of farmers.

The farmers became more favorably disposed to Soviet society and
thought the Soviet government was stronger after travel. These changes were
veryvslight, to be sure, but the farmefs were the only group to change in those
directions. |
Most surprising éf éll-waé the farmers' attitudes towards agriculture
in the USSR. Most Experts on the Soviet Union would agree that the Soviet
Union has achieved some rather remarkable successes since the Bolshevik
Revolution, but they would.further agree that thoée successes have not been
in the field of aé;iculture. Their consensus on this matter is simply under-
lined by frequent critical articles in the}Soviet press on the lagging statc
of agriculture. Four of the fiveoccupational groups in our sample showed an
unfavorable chénge on Soviet agriculture. The oﬁe group with real expertise
in this area---the farmers---experienced a definite positive attitude change.

Although their overall evaluation was negative, they had entered the Soviet

Union the most negative of all the groups about agriculture and came out

the least negative.
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Unfortunately, there were oniy thirty-seven farmers in our sample, and
80 we can not be as sure of the data onAthat group as on the other larger
0 ccupational groups. Further, almost all the farmers traveled in three
"people-to-people" groups, and we have no way of knowing what thg group

experience was. It is highly likely that they were shown some model farms.

The farmers, incidentally, showed the biggest Positive change on people.
They also were the only one of the groups to perceive the Soviet people as

belnb more religious than had been anticipated before travel. The other groups

saw the Russians as being considerably more athiestic after travel.

As Table VII-1(C) shows, farmers experienced somewhat more attitude

change, regardless of direction, than the other occupational groups.

Income
s ome

The data on attitudes of the various income groups is most interesting,
If we look at the "total" column on Favorable-Unfavorable perceptions, we see 5

that there is a gradual pProgression from positive to negative. That is, each

succeeding wealthier income group perceives the Soviet Union a bit more

negatively,

The same pattern holds true for strength-weakness perceptions. That is,
starting with least wealthy and moving up to the $25,000-or-over group, we

observe that each income group perceives the Soviet government and people as

IV R A L AR,

being slightly less strong than the previous group. 1

In sum, the more wealthy one is, the less likely one is to react favorably %

to the Sovief Union, and the less likely one is going to be impressed by its

. » strength. This is not altogether surprising. One might expect that those who

; s et A .
DANLEARA S s s S A S o
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"are accustomed to the better things in life" might be more struck by the
contrast between their own affluent surroundings and conditions in the Soviet
Union.

Compared to the other groups, the highest income group showed especially
large changes in the weakness direction on the progressive-backward and

organized-disorganized semantic differentials.
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