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On October 2, 2000, a drought affected 100,000 people in a developing country. Deaths in the area still remain unknown (OFDA 2001, 84). There was no media to report, domestic or international. No economic safety net existed. No troops were flown in nor food airdropped by the United Nations. By and large, there was absolutely nothing for miles. 
In the same U.S. fiscal year, an earthquake affected the same number of people on March 13, 2001 with deaths also unknown in a different developing country (88). News stories circulated immediately. Images of the community as victims were broadcasted in every Western home. For the earthquake, U.S. aid trickled in to the country with a cap of $25,000. 

Both countries are poor. Both experienced crises beyond human control. So, what makes the outcome of these two developing nations’ scenarios so different? The first country is Djibouti, a small relatively unknown country located in Eastern Africa between Eritrea and Somalia. The second country, located in the Middle East with India on the east and Iran and Afghanistan on the west, is well-known; its name is Pakistan. Regardless of political party ideology or personal beliefs, the Middle East was and remains an area to watch for intelligence analysts; the U.S. took an active role to minimize conflict in the area. Crises there can affect how we live here. Why? It is a high impact country. A crisis in Djibouti, especially without media coverage, does not affect the United States because it is a low impact nation. The difference is simple: In the first example, life goes on for Americans, and in the second example, one is forced to question if life would be the same for Americans if a situation quickly escalated out of control. The difference is $25,000 for Americans, but it is 100,000 shattered lives for Djiboutians. 

If a person had the opportunity to save the same number of lives, which country would he/she choose? How would that person choose? Would he/she choose? These are decisions policymakers make every day in the face of crises. And, these are the questions I asked average American citizens in focus group interviews. The purpose of my research is to better understand what factors have the potential to influence public opinion in a crisis situation. Public opinion has the power to shape public policy. If we can understand how the public interprets types of crises, evaluates and becomes influenced by news stories, and brings preconceived perceptions of countries to the table, we can begin to change how the U.S. responds to crises and start to get to the root of the question- why does the public truly support aid? Is it to protect ourselves or to have the opportunity to save lives? As in the example, that is the $25,000 question.
History of U.S. Foreign Aid

Most would agree that there is a significant unequal distribution of wealth in this world. Even more importantly than monetary value, there is an unequal distribution of access to resources before, during, and after disaster strikes in most parts of the world. Eighty-three percent of the world’s global population lives in developing areas (World Bank, 1). African, Asian, and Latin American regions represent the majority in world population figures, yet possess the least of the world’s essential necessities, such as drinking water, shelter, education, and healthcare (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 5). The five billion who live in developing countries survive off only 20% of the global resources (World Bank, 1). “Assistance [of these necessities and rights] given by one State to another” is the most basic definition of foreign aid (Concise Oxford Dictionary 1984, 383). We typically think of aid in terms of a monetary value or man-power support after an adversity; however, assistance can stretch far more than that and can even be prominent in the preventive stages as well. 
In the United States, four major types of aid programs exist for declared crisis situations: humanitarian assistance, military and security aid, economic stabilization, and development assistance. 

Types of Foreign Aid

The first type of aid is humanitarian assistance, defined by the Choices Curriculum Program of Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University as “Relief after hurricanes or earthquakes and food relief to starving families displaced by war” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 5).
Second, one of the most controversial forms of assistance is the use of military and security aid because “the United States often provides this form to nations whose policies the U.S. wants to support or influence” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 5). National interest is the driving motivator of military assistance. In some cases, like present-day Iraq, the U.S. government has deemed it necessary to send troops as a means of securing the country’s access to bare necessities. In other situations, the U.S. has sent covert as well overt military advisors; this method was extremely popular in Guatemala in the midst and aftermath of the Cold War. American citizens as well as foreign nationals have debated the practicality and magnitude of success with these programs; hence, many begin to think negatively of all forms of foreign aid as military measures rise. In reference to public opinion and the foreign aid crisis in 1995, J. Brian Atwood, previous USAID director, stated, “The Cold War consensus in support of adequate spending for international programs no longer exists” (Fleck and Kilby 2001, 601).

 Third, the most forgotten form of aid is economic stabilization-- “the money provided to help stabilize a country’s economic system in times of crisis; the U.S. often works in conjunction with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and other countries to ensure global financial stability” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 5). 

The fourth type is development assistance, and it “encompasses the widest variety of programs and the biggest share of the U.S. foreign aid budget today” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 5). Democratization, environmental health, nutrition, reproductive health, education, women’s empowerment, HIV/AIDS, population control, and agricultural sustainability represent some of the many categories of international development.

Three Historical Turning Points of Aid

So why do we see many different forms of aid and a continued growth in military aid, despite controversy? To understand why and what type of aid policymakers are most likely to give in a set of circumstances, we must first understand the three historical turning points of foreign aid in contemporary U.S. history and politics. 

The term “first world” (synonymous with “developed and “the North”) included the U.S. and its democratic allies, “second world” consisted of the Soviet bloc, and “third world” (synonymous with “developing/ underdeveloped” and “the South”) comprised most of Africa, Asia, and Latin America because each did not readily align with the first two categories. As a result of the world’s division as capitalist or communist during the Cold War (ca. 1945-1989), these terms and attitudes quickly emerged. The first major aid programs were developed as “a tool for containing the spread of communism; in order to win leaders to its side, the United States was the world’s largest monetary provider of foreign aid to the Third World” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 8). The most popular aid was military arms and personnel; during the 1980s, “the top recipients of American assistance in Africa were Somalia, Zaire, Egypt, Liberia, and Sudan” (8). 

With the collapse of the Berlin wall came the collapse of the Cold War goals and forms of development to the South: “the U.S. began to emphasize the importance of responsible governance over simply rewarding loyal Cold War allies” (8). Economic stabilization became the golden rule to alleviating poverty so that the U.S. could slowly discontinue major foreign aid. Thailand and Malaysia became a success story overnight. Military aid was pushed out as free market principles, investments, and loans came rolling into the South. Then in 1997, Asia experienced a severe financial crisis, forcing the U.S. to reshape its foreign aid policy.

 The September 11th terrorist attacks in 2001 marked the third historical turning point of foreign aid. Policymakers resorted back to the military and security aid tactics in places like Pakistan and Turkey. Today, development aid is the largest because it is used as a tool to “combat some of the underlying causes of terrorism” (Blackadar and Kreckel 2005, 7). 

In 2007, foreign aid is no longer used as a way to reward countries for being democratic or to help bring a country out of poverty so the U.S. can end aid altogether. Instead, the bulk of foreign aid is used for national security interests to add more schools, develop rights of women in places like Afghanistan, and construct a constitution in Iraq so terrorism can be prevented. In theory, most relief aid workers and researchers believe foreign aid in its truest form should be blind to external factors; however, all three turning points of aid have proven one single thing: containment and national interest are at the core of why the U.S. historically gives to the South. The question then becomes what are some of these external factors and which factors are most important to the U.S. and its citizens when deciding to whom and how much aid should be given? 

Factors influencing public opinion

Attribution Theory

Barton (1969) defines a foreign aid situation as when “… many members of a social system fail to receive expected conditions of life from that system” so intervention or prevention from another social system is needed (38). Much debate exists on the response that should be given depending on the type of situation (Wijkman and Timberlake 1988). The most common quarrel is over natural vs. man-made crises. Typically, a natural disaster equates to an earthquake, hurricane, drought, tsunami, etc. Natural disasters are most often humanitarian emergencies. They are unexpected, and, the people are victims of a non-human circumstance. Alternatively, man-made problems include refugee overflow, civil war, and abuse of human rights. The crisis can either be emergent or have a slow onset. There is a vast grey area that exists, too. For instance, where would the public place genocide? People are victims of circumstance but the problem initiated from man. Also, how should the public collectively define famine? Some are natural and others man-made. Should individuals measure aid on how the situation could have been prevented? 

Some believe aid should be awarded based on the number of people needing assistance in any given crisis, and others argue aid should be determined by the type of disaster. The latter is supported by attribution theory. Heider (1958) and Kelley (1967) identified “co-variation of cause and effect as an important determinant on how people make causal inferences… among types or categories of causes” (Folkes 1988, 549). Essentially, attribution is how people attempt to explain behaviors of others by association of causes to events. These causes may be external (created by the environment) or internal (created by man) depending on whom or what is responsible for the event. Kenneth Doka (2003) relates attribution theory to crises in what he calls a natural-to-human made continuum which directly “affects public perception of a tragedy” (3). He theorizes that the public, by assumptions of cause, is more sympathetic to persons who do not play a role in their fate. Despite debate, there has been little to no scientific research on public opinion of the type of disaster if all other elements remain constant. My research seeks to determine if co-variation of cause and effect makes a difference in how and why the public supports aid. 

Media: Influence through Verbal and Visual Hypnosis 

“Media as a group, and particularly television, have grown to be the most powerful force in American political and social life” (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 18). This is because the media has a sphere of influence. It can very powerfully dictate the agenda of public policy by saying a lot on the issue, saying nothing at all, or simply showing images which can often hypnotize more than words: “Television pictures of dying refugees [mobilize] world public opinion” (138). “Prime-time television news coverage of the Kurds, Somalis, Sarajevans, and Rwandans” enabled help to arrive swiftly and more effectively than when little coverage was given to “Azerbaijan, the Sudan, Angola, and Liberia” in the 1990s (120). Because of the critical role media plays, the question still remains: “why do some situations become the object of intense news scrutiny while others of an exact or similar nature remain obscure?” (68). Three contemporary theories help to answer this query: the CNN factor, news attention cycle, and Gatekeeping. 

CNN Factor: The CNN factor is defined as “television creating a constituency for the victims of one group of emergencies that fosters among all of us a feeling of responsibility for their fate, causing world leaders to try to alleviate the horrible scenes of inhumanity that we were seeing every night on out television screens” (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 136). In simple terms, it is nothing more than “heavy media on humanitarian emergencies” (138). As seen with news stories on CNN and MSNBC, heavy media is most apparent on short-term (emergency humanitarian cases) as opposed to long-term (civil war, genocide, infectious diseases, etc.) crises (138). For example the media will have little interest in exploring, a thirty-year war in Guatemala, with no end in sight and relatively little impact on the United States from beginning to end. Therefore, the duration of a crisis is significant to how we are influenced by the media. 
News attention cycle: Because the duration of a disaster affects the level of media coverage, Steven Livingston (1996), author of “Suffering in Silence,” points out, “the world seems to have an appetite for only one crisis at a time” (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 83). This effect is the news attention cycle- “a systematic cycle of heightening public interests and then increasing boredom with major issues” (83). It can be short-range and/or distant issues which do not directly affect the public are “invariably cyclical” (83). Crises become cyclical because long-range methods (i.e. year-round food support) become replaced in media coverage by short-range alternatives (i.e. sending one-time food aid). An example which Livingston presents is the long-term crisis in the Sudan (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 84). As additional short-term crises which directly affected the public emerged, there was a heightened interest in the new disasters. The old crisis, the Sudan, became ignored by the media; hence, the general public then averted its focus to new crises, as well. Kenneth Doka (2003) defends the public’s evaluation, according to duration, by stating that “long-range events may fuel a sense of powerlessness that tax public interest” (4). Sudan was swept under the rug, time and time again. Complex emergencies that are long-term and far removed from public interest receive little publicity, if any, and appear only in cycles of coverage.
Gatekeeping in Communication theory: A third model of media’s role in crises is a communication theory called Gatekeeping-- “the process by which a nearly infinite array of possible news items is narrowed to the relative handfuls; actually transmitted by the media and heard, read, or seen by audiences” (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 68). If we recognize that disasters are cyclical and only a few make mainstream headlines and are entertained under the CNN factor, then how does a crisis make the cut for coverage? Kurt Lewin (1947) formed a theoretical construct that policy is in the hands of news decision makers (see Figure 1 in Appendix A). A channel represents the decision making process with gates symbolizing a decision, and “progress in the channel is controlled by a series of gatekeepers—the journalists, editors…” (Shoemaker 1991, 69). Gatekeepers report based on the following factors: “proximity, uniqueness, and relevance to local or national interest” (70). 
Therefore, the way in which the public, as an audience to the news, gets to analyze and formulate opinions of support are highly dependent on the duration of a crisis, the cyclical nature of the disaster, and its proximity, rareness, and relevance to national interest by the gatekeepers. It is worth noting, “The media [or its gatekeepers] do not change the importance of humanitarian crises, but they significantly affect their impact” (Rotberg and Weiss 1996, 18). 

American Perspectives: National Interests 

Is aid an instrument of U.S. foreign policy? Robert A. Packenham (1966), author of Foreign Aid and the National Interest, conducted elite interviews with 54 USAID officials about the justification of aid. He asked the question, “should aid be a political instrument, that is, an instrument of foreign policy?” Packenham received the following answers:

One official said, for example, ‘You’ve got to remember that aid is always an instrument, never an end in itself.’ Another official said firmly, ‘Anyone who doesn’t believe this shouldn’t be in the aid program and is wasting taxpayer’s money.’ A third observed, ‘It’s a fact of life.’… There was no doubt in their mind that this was a necessary justification. (1996, 217)

While these sentiments are true for officials during the 1960s, the first question that comes to mind is how would officials reply today? A limitation of this research is the ability to duplicate a similar elite interview. Therefore, I attempt to answer a question posed by Steven Kull: Would the general public agree today? Kull (1995), author of What the Public Knows and Washington Doesn’t, asserted, “Americans, it is believed, are asking more regularly, ‘What’s in it for me?’ Even President Bill Clinton has concurred that ‘Americans don’t want us to waste any money overseas; nothing is more unpopular than doing that now’” (102). Kull argues that the U.S. role as the “world policeman” is hurting foreign aid programs and has even resulted in the “104th Congress pursuit of legislation to restrict U.S. involvement in United Nations peacekeeping and to reduce foreign aid” (102). However, at the same time President Clinton and Congress were cutting back funding, the University of Maryland released survey results challenging both Packenham and Kull: “88 percent agreed with the argument that ‘because the world is so interconnected today it is important for the U.S. to participate, together with other countries, in efforts to maintain peace and protect human rights’” (Kull 1995, 103). The poll results almost advocated for the development assistance program in foreign aid and humanitarian relief efforts. 

So what exactly does the public think today? Do Americans believe the U.S. government should focus aid on countries that directly affect us? Do Americans think the U.S. should begin to cut aid and let countries deal with problems by themselves? Or do Americans want the U.S. to have a more generalist view and direct government aid programs in terms of development instead of national interest? There seems to be a strong disconnect with public policy officials and public opinion polls. In 2007, which perspective is winning the battle in the public eye—humanitarianism or nationalism, and, why? “Strategic political and economic interests” are at the forefront of decision making by influential actors (Poe and Meernik 1995, 1). I will be arguing that the public, together with the media and the government, is a key actor in the decision making cycle of foreign aid.  However, past research has not answered to what extent is the public’s role in weighing decisions. The level of perceived impact a country can have on the United States is a crucial component in the thought process of to whom, how, and why the public supports aid. 

Hypotheses

David D. Newsom , Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, acknowledged, 

The allocation of America’s resources to the developing world—as with foreign policy in general—is an intricate process… the process deserves to be studied to a greater extent by those who wonder why we do not have a more substantial response or by those who wish to further such a response. (1973, 15)

Because the public has the greatest power to redirect the process, the main question I will address in my research is what factors have the potential to influence public opinion in crisis situations. I have three hypotheses to prove in an experimental design.

Hypothesis 1: A majority of people make decisions by conscious or unconscious attempts to explain behaviors, motivations, and events by assumption of cause. According to attribution theory, the public feels more concerned and obligated to help based on an extraordinary set of circumstances. Sympathy heightens a drive to participate in charitable donations to events like the tsunami in Pacific Asia and Northern Africa than to events like refugee overflow throughout most parts of the world. I hypothesize that the public is more willing to support an unexpected or natural disaster than a crisis which could be labeled preventable or man-made. 
Hypothesis 2: Is media an important factor influencing public opinion? Like past researchers, I argue that it does impact American citizens. But a greater question is the following: do gatekeepers and the public think the same way? Understanding the thought process of the most important decision makers, the public, and if both match the powers of influence, the media, can explain and redirect why and how we give aid. I hypothesize that the public is not highly influenced or motivated by some of the main factors that influence media which are duration of a crisis, proximity, and rareness. 
Hypothesis 3: If the crisis or disaster has very little impact on the U.S., then the chances of the U.S. government sending an abundance of aid diminishes exponentially. Public opinion interprets crises as high impact when an American’s safety, quality of life, or core value has been destroyed or a threat exists in the short or long run. The further removed the country is in terms of development, access to military weapons, and business influence in the marketplace will shape how an average person perceives the country’s ability to impact the U.S. I hypothesize that public opinion will be more willing to aid a nation which has a higher impact on the U.S. economy, social and/or political structure than a country which is further removed and has little potential to impact the United States’ economy, social and/or political structure.
Method

In an attempt to prove these hypotheses, I conducted an experimental session—a focus group interview—and a post-discussion survey to measure individual and group opinion. Its focus is with “those factors which predispose a person to choose one type of solution over another regardless of the situation” (Back and Gergen 1963, 78). The two situations in discussion were hypothetical and manipulated to introduce new variables to test hypotheses. This methodology allowed me to collect substantive information about decision making in a structured and controlled setting.

Participants

Fourteen Furman University students were asked to participate in this study. Participants were recruited by word of mouth and invitation by e-mail. Each was offered an incentive of dinner and dessert for his participation. A limitation of subject selection is the absence of older individuals. I only tested a young population between the ages of 18 and 22. 
According to Kenneth J. Gergen and Kurt W. Back (1965), the age of an individual is correlated to decision making of foreign aid. This study is specific to Generation X college students. Overall, 4 men and 10 women participated. The sample set included 13 white students and 1 Asian student. Also, 6 sophomores, 1 junior, and 6 seniors represented the year of higher learning education of the participants. Thirteen subjects were Protestant and one was Catholic. One person identified himself/ herself as very conservative, 5 as conservative, 5 as moderate, and 2 as liberal. Lastly, participants were also asked how often they watch news programs on CNN, MSNBC, etc. or read international news stories: 5 rarely, 3 sometimes, and 6 often.  These variables were tested to see if gender, ethnic background, levels of education, faith, political ideology, and attention to news had any effect with my hypotheses and expected results. Other than political ideology and news, the characteristics of the participants tested did not separately or interactively affect the dependent measures and are therefore not discussed further.
Procedure

To examine individual and group perceptions of foreign aid, I conducted a focus group with two hypothetical scenarios (see Appendix B). Subsequent to discussions, I asked the same students to fill out a post-discussion survey to measure general opinion (see Appendix C). “Focus group interviewing is a discussion among a small group of people (typically 6–10, but group size can range from 4 to 12) in a comfortable, nonthreatening environment” (Krueger 2000, 3). The sample size for the study was 14. Each discussion lasted 50 minutes with a 10 minute break in between, and all interviews were videotaped. In addition, notes were taken during the study. The purpose of the focus group interviewing was to study attitudes, behavior, and to see if opinions would change based on manipulation. The focus group discussion was analyzed to detail how and why exposure to different information elicited new responses.
Students were randomly assigned to two sub-groups within the focus group for each discussion. The constant for both discussions was the following information: 

In the following situation… 3,850 people have been affected… Probable death count to date exceeds 300 men and women and over 200 children. Numbers are rapidly increasing. This morning, the country announced a state of emergency.

Each country for discussion was unnamed throughout the study to prevent preconceived notions that might alter results. Sub-groups (n= 7) were asked to come up with their choice of aid programs and a dollar amount that the U.S. should give to the country; zero funding was also an option.  Following initial discussion, a series of questions was asked to the entire focus group as more hypothetical situations were introduced to the participants.

The first hypothetical situation for discussion was a crisis based on real events. It was manipulated by inserting a false farmer statement to add empathy. The first discussion measured opinion on a preventable, man-made disaster. In short, the crisis was an almost dry perennial river with nearby fires burning many homes and crops. The large scale conversion of paddy fields into quick-profit plantations led to the drying of the river in Country X. If it wasn’t for the drought, the fires could have been prevented. The series of questions were related to the rareness of the crisis and distinctiveness to national interest, the timing of the crisis with the war on terror, and financial impact testing national interest. 

The second hypothetical situation for discussion was a crisis based on a Center for Disease Control study (CDC 2006). This situation was an unpreventable, natural disaster without a foreseeable cure. A terrible epidemic, the avian flu, broke out with rural residents unable to pay the medical bills. Additionally, there was a threat to food security because poultry is the primary livestock for Country Y. 

By only providing brief testimonials for victim identification and choosing not to include images in both discussions, I was able to control for any preconceived biases. Every society has assumptions of social value: “This means that in any given society, certain individuals or members of a class may have greater attribution of social worth than other individuals or different groups of people” (Doka 2003, 7). Therefore, I held social value variables such as race, age, and geographic region of victims constant.

Following both discussions, all 14 subjects received the same post-discussion survey with thirteen statements not related to the hypothetical situations; each opinion statement was used to measure general public opinion on crises and aid. Individual perception of foreign aid was assessed by using the results of the questions. And, to measure the responses, there was an 11-point scale ranging from “highly disagree” (anchored with -5) through “neutral” (0) to “highly agree” (anchored with 5). The 11 point scale of -5 to a 5 value was recoded for data entry by the primary investigator into a 0 to 10 value.

Data Analysis

Within this section, I present qualitative research findings from the focus groups. Group interviews were transcribed verbatim from videotapes. I complement this information with quantitative data obtained through the survey (see Appendix A, Figure 2). Because of the small sample size, only crosstabs, mean comparison, and descriptive statistics are presented from the quantitative data gathered through the survey (see Appendix A, Figure 3). Below are the results of both qualitative and quantitative findings, organized according to the hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1

Type of disaster: Natural or Man-made

The participants were able to easily distinguish a natural from a man-made disaster. This was evident in their responses as I opened each discussion with the same questions: “Should the U.S. send aid to the country and if so, how much and what type?” In the first discussion, the drought and fire scenario, one female stated, “It says that the councilmen are the ones responsible. Should we really make the farmers and families suffer due to their government’s indifference? I think not. Let’s reconsider our amount of recommended aid more towards the maximum.” Another participant suggested the setting of goals in man-made crises: “If they’re not making improvements, then withdraw aid in Country X.”  Many agreed. However, interestingly, this same line of reasoning was not as widely accepted in a natural disaster. Goal setting did not need to be a priority. In the second discussion concerning the avian flu epidemic, a male subject stated, “I think more aid should be given to Country Y than Country X because this one is an epidemic, an act of God so to speak…”  At no point were the participants asked to compare the countries; yet, many chose to contrast the dissimilar crises by reverting back to Country X scenario to make their case. The type of disaster did seem to matter to the group during discussion. However, according to the survey results, the participants were relatively neutral about giving more aid to a natural disaster than a man-made disaster (M= 5.2857, SD= 3.09910). When asked if earthquakes should receive more aid than refugee or wartime problems, the respondents did not heavily agree or disagree. Notably, participants wanted to aid natural disasters more than man-made disasters according to the level of their political ideology (very conservative M=3.0, conservative M=4.6, moderate M=5, liberal M=8). The more conservative the individual determined his/her co-variation of cause and effect; conservatives were able to sympathize more with actions caused by the environment than those caused by man.
Preventability: Unexpected or Preventable

When the first situation was introduced, a participant exclaimed, “If they can prevent it, then we should really consider that in our decision making. We should help them find a way to help themselves, and let them solve the issue on their own….” Another person concurred with hesitation, “Twenty-five thousand dollars is not that much money really… but they did refuse to heed warnings, so I’m not sure if we should really give aid to this particular situation.” As participants began to argue if the preventability of the situation mattered, a senior undergraduate suggested alternate sources of aid: 
It seems to me that there are a ton of other agencies, like nongovernmental or nonprofits, which can provide aid and support. It doesn’t have to be the government or from our own tax dollars. Even $800,000 maximum is not much, but I’d feel more comfortable giving a lower amount or none.
All participants came to a consensus that a preventable situation should be funded by external organizations; therefore, most individuals were comfortable with providing zero aid. In the epidemic scenario, an unexpected situation was presented. A male argued, 

I think the U.S. should really give about one million dollars, which is more than the recommended maximum, because we need to learn from this country. This could happen to anyone, anywhere. We need lots of money devoted to research.

The focus group weighed the level of preventability when recommending aid. When asked if aid should be evaluated by preventability in the post-discussion survey, the responses were contrary to the discussion (M= 4.0, SD= 1.61722). The participants slightly disagreed that preventable crises should receive little to no aid by the U.S. government.

Hypothesis 2
News Attention Cycle of Crisis

In the drought and fire discussion, I introduced new hypothetical announcements stating that more money will need to be spent on the war on terror. The country in question is not harboring terrorists; however, our budget and maybe our ability to help other international causes may have changed. Due to the unfortunate timing of the dry river crisis, I asked if the participants still felt comfortable in their decisions to aid given the new information concerning a developing crisis that directly affects Americans. A female passionately objected,

 I understand that the war on terror is important. However, I think the U.S. should help Country X victims regardless whether we are giving more money to anti-terrorism or not. People are currently dying now due to fires and drought, and we need to avoid having more people die because this is happening presently. Our efforts should not be minimized for development due to more money being spent on issues that may or may not happen.

Argumentatively, another person interjected, “But, we need to always take care of number one first-- the United States. The war on terror is something that directly affects us, so if the administration needs more money and troops to be spent on that, then I think other countries’ problems will have to wait. Like it’s been said, there are thousands of worthy causes, so let other organizations and developed countries give aid to Country X while we fight the war on terror.” As the discussion evolved, one male contended, “We should give more aid now because another country who we don’t agree with might help them if we don’t… It’s best to get on Country X’s good side now....” Following the proposition of increasing financial support, a sophomore stated, 

But, look at Somalia, when we gave aid. Food wasn’t going to the people who it was suppose to be going to with warlords and such. I just think aid shouldn’t be in the hands of the government… For problems like this, churches and nonprofits should give aid and not the U.S., especially when fighting a war. I’m not saying we shouldn’t ever help them, but maybe just not now.

The discussion then progressed to who is responsible for giving aid when another crisis equally deserves attention. Here are some of the comments:

· “Sometimes people get more concerned about issues when the government doesn’t take action, like Darfur. If the U.S. doesn’t officially give aid, they will probably get more than if we deliberate if we should. Somebody is always going to give, so let them deal with it as we fight the war.” 

· “Looking back on the Rwanda conflict and after Hotel Rwanda came out on video, people realized that things can be going on in the world without the government doing anything about it. If we don’t give at least the minimum, people ten or twenty years from now will be as shocked and upset as our generation is today. So, I think any crisis is worth giving aid to.”

· “With Darfur, people are only giving a lot of aid because of the high publicity. Without the media attention from private groups, it would be another Rwanda. But who is to say that the media would want to publicize this conflict? I think it’s pretty risky to think others will give aid, especially if the U.S. has decided not to support, and it’s currently not highly publicized. The U.S. should set an example.”

The duration and timing of a crisis generated much debate. After all participants had the opportunity to speak, the group reached a very close decision that the duration and timing would not alter their initial decision. It is worth noting that those who voted against aid were also the same individuals who refused to give aid before the manipulation of the story with the crisis attention cycle variable. According to the survey results, the participants did not place much weight on the duration and timing of a crisis (M= 3.2857, SD= 1.81568). As with discussion, they determined that aid should not be given to Country X.  This shows a weakness in the news media cycle argument, and it supports my argument that the public can, in fact, have an appetite for more than one crisis at a time.

Geographical Location

The epidemic discussion introduced Country Y as being located between two terrorist nations with civil unrest along the borders. Hostage situations and illegal immigration were high areas of concern for Country Y along with its avian flu crisis. The participants did not express any opposition for foreign aid with the new facts. Aid remained the same, and three people suggested increasing aid because of the difficulties: “One thing is for sure… the country is more likely to switch to the terrorist side, if we don’t help.” A senior male asserted, “Geography doesn’t matter to me at all. Now we get to kill the chickens and terrorists next door. But more importantly, all the civil unrest proves how much we really need to be there.” According to the survey results, geography and the problems in entering a country to provide aid was not of immediate concern for nearly all of the participants (M= 2.9286, SD= 2.20015). Only 1 person out of 14 saw geographical location as factor in aid decision making on the survey.

Rareness of the Crisis and Distinctiveness to National Interest
The question was raised, in the drought and fire discussion, if the participants still felt confident in their agreed upon level of assistance after I informed the group that the crisis was a recurrent and familiar man-made problem. In the past, aid has been provided, but some of the money is unaccounted for in Country X. Here are some of the initial responses:

· “I think we should give more aid because maybe the issue isn’t just farming. Those people are forced to that way of farming for a reason because of economic development and not necessarily by choice. They need to learn sustainable development ”

· “Because it’s an ongoing problem, we need better education. Teach people how to help themselves like the old proverb: give a man a fish, feed him for a day, and teach a man to fish, feed him for life. There also needs to be a stronger market presence to help achieve development. The climate is always going to be a problem there, so they need to learn more efficient ways how to deal with it. Immediate relief is no longer a solution, in my opinion—so less or no aid should be given.”

The second response is an example of a Reaganomics approach to the “third world.” In 1981, President Reagan in his address to the nation “focused on the importance of the market in the development process” (Tickner 1990, 59). J. Ann Tickner (1990) points out that the President “declared that the role of the government should be limited to providing the necessary institutional framework with which individuals are free to pursue their own economic activities” (59). With this logic, the crisis in Country X is viewed as an opportunity for the people to build themselves up. 

Discussion livened up when one female reasoned, “Something to realize is that $100,000 dollars is nothing in America, so let’s not be stingy. It could make a huge difference in Country X. We should take a risk.” A male jumped in and exclaimed, 

I disagree. There are a million good causes to give money to… We’re already trillions in debt. And, $100,000 here is nothing, and $100,000 there is nothing. But it all just adds up, and at what point do you say no and walk away from the problem? If it’s a reoccurring problem, then aid shouldn’t be given. If it’s a first time crisis then I support it.

Another participant changed his vote and supported the claim, 

There are some areas of the world that are not meant to be lived in. If drought is something they suffer from chronically, then environmental groups need to do some thorough investigations. Like, we could give $200,000 to ship a lot of heaters to Antarctica so we could make it livable, but that would be ridiculous and so is giving aid to what seems like an area where maybe people shouldn’t live. So, maybe we should give money to helping them move or something.

The last comment made was by a female who called for a reevaluation of the type of aid given in the past and better management by U.S. officials. Many nodded, and no one was in opposition to a reevaluation before abandonment of aid. The rareness of the crisis was not significant to participants, according to the survey results (M=3.3571, SD= 1.73680). Respondents disagreed, although not heavily, when asked if a new or rare crisis should receive more assistance than ongoing or recurrent crises. 

Hypothesis 3

Financial Interest

When participants were told that the U.S. is highly invested in Country X because it keeps our costs low at places like Starbucks and McDonalds, without much discussion or even debate, the focus group subjects agreed to an aid program of some sort. One female affirmed, “Now that it has a definite impact on our society, I’d be fine with giving more aid.” All 14 participants agreed. One unpredictably stated, “These people were looking for a quick profit, and there’s a reason why they needed to stay competitive. There are underlying reasons that need to be addressed here—reasons far bigger than after we give aid.” Overall, the group was more willing to aid a nation which had a higher impact on the U.S. economy than a country which was further removed and had little potential to impact the United States’ economy. Inconsistent with discussion, individual opinion on the survey was fairly neutral about providing assistance based on market economy or the U.S. financial interest (M= 4.2143, SD=2.11873). The respondents did not let aid reflect the country’s market relationship with the U.S. When asked if countries without American financial interest should receive less than those whom the U.S. frequently transacts business with, the subjects were in slight opposition to awarding aid based on this variable. 

Social Interest

The focus group was informed that the avian flu might actually be a bioterrorist incident performed by Country Y’s neighboring countries, and the attacks were primarily because of Country Y’s close relationship with the United States. The participants were not told if the situation socially affects the United States, but they decided that social programs were needed more than economic assistance in Country Y. A sophomore in the group stated, “There’s not much we can really do because there’s no cure for the virus. We can only make sure the people or chickens don’t come to the U.S.” A male concurred, “It’s like AIDS. It’s sad, but does the U.S. really need to help?” Another student nodded and said, “Before aid, we really need containment, so that the U.S. doesn’t get sick, too.” In response to the comments, a female senior argued, “The problem is right now, and people are dying. Immediate relief can be simultaneous to containment.” Then, a student refuted her statement by explaining, “… the chickens have to go. It’s just like spinach in this country. The problem needs to be contained domestically and internationally. Therefore, Country Y will have to find a new way to support them instead of poultry as a primary source of income.” Shocked, a shy sophomore uttered, “We seriously can’t mass murder their main source of income. How will the Country Y people survive?” The original male speaker who opened the dialogue declared,

 Y residents won’t be able to survive unless we kill their main source. It’s sad, but we’re really helping them by making sure we don’t get infected and they don’t either. I mean we can always send some fresh American chicken eggs later.

In brief, all of the aid proposals were based primarily on upon U.S. interest. The line of reasoning to help was to protect ourselves. Very few subjects expressed a desire to aid because of the need in the country. When a similar situation was asked in the survey where the U.S. was socially invested in the crisis, the response was to keep or increase aid (M= 3.7143, SD= 2.72957). The results show a high level of conformity that aid should be given according to U.S. social interest.

Political Interest

In both discussions, the majority of participants believed aid should be reflective of U.S. foreign policy. Strong U.S. political interest was a factor in decision making for development assistance. For the drought and fire scenario, discussion went as follows:

· “No financial amount should be set or a check written to aid Country X because we don’t know how far money or aid could even really go in that country.”

· “We compromised on a small amount of aid, a total of $100,000, mainly because we don’t know who the country is and if it’s one we’d even want to support. What if it is against everything we do? Therefore, I suggested to my group that we let NGOs handle the issue.” 

· “I think policymakers need to do a cost/benefit analysis of who we should be giving money to and when. Who we are allied with is pretty important to them, and I trust my leaders and their decisions. So I don’t disagree with giving more money to countries which directly impact the U.S.”

In the epidemic situation, the conversation was very similar to the drought and fire discussion: 

· “I think this is now a higher return of investment than Country X because they can help us in the war, so I now disagree with killing all the poultry. We need for Country Y to help us in the war, so more aid should be given now.”

· “I think aid should really be used as a measure to ensure national interest and security. That way it becomes a win-win for all parties.”

When asked if participants think foreign aid should be an instrument of foreign policy, the response was in agreement with discussion (M=6.5714, SD=3.00549). Notably, how often a person watched or read the news correlated with their opinions (rarely M= 5.4000, sometimes M= 6.6667, often M= 7.5000). Those that were regularly exposed to a media influence were more likely to agree that aid should be an instrument of U.S. foreign policy. 

Discussion


The Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs listed six attitudes found in the U.S. that inhibit foreign aid success:

 One. We shouldn’t be in the development aid business at all; Two. Africa is not really important to us; Three. Let the Europeans do it; Four. Let multilateral organizations do it; Five. Let private enterprise do it; Six. Africans can’t really use the aid anyways. (Newsom 1973, 13)

By replacing Africa with any other developing nation represented in this study, all six arguments can be heard clearly and subtly by the participants. Figures 2 and 3 are presented as a visualization of approximate and actual mean results (see Appendix A). The dark solid bars indicate results of the first hypothesis; the second hypothesis has polka dot bars, and the third hypothesis is marked by horizontal stripes. 
The expected results for both experiments were levels above 5 for hypotheses one and three and below level 5 for hypothesis two only. The actual results based on the focus groups supported all three of my hypotheses; whereas, the survey only fully supported my second and partially supported my first and third hypotheses.  Therefore, the type of disaster, level of preventability, U.S. financial interest, U.S. social interest, and U.S. political interest are key factors in the general public’s decision making process.

To explain why there were might have been different responses in two experiments, I support Kenneth Doka’s claim:

 Public tragedies, it is clear, are more than simply traumatic events. A traumatic event becomes a public tragedy when there is a collective definition of that event as a significant calamity… it involves some combination of the factors of scope, identification, social value of the victims, consequences, duration, causation, intentionality, predictability, preventability…. (2003, 5)

The discussion reflected my expected results because there was a greater opportunity to understand both crises and become affected through syndication of ideas. Participants could begin to identify with victims and place an imaginary social value on the discussions; whereas, the questionnaire isolated each factor, so it became impersonalized to the respondent. The ability to not identify is shown through the many neutral survey answers, and the more extreme responses moving away from a level of 5 were shown in the discussion. This shows that partisan public opinion is based on evaluation of a multitude of factors. Group discussion allowed for a heated and more passionate decision-making process. It also allowed for the crisis to become a hypothetical public tragedy. Public perception and resolution became a collective action. Doka further points out that,

 The news media play a critical role in defining public tragedy. They report what happened, describe its significance, and suggest social action… By the very allocation of time and space in coverage, the news media help frame the perception of the tragedy. The news media also shape identification. (2003, 7)

Therefore, group discussion served as its own source of media—a powerful influential tool in decision making. These reasons account for the group and individual result discrepancies.
Also, to better study attribution of responsibility in crises, I should have taken into account the degree of intentionality, the degree of expectedness, and the degree of preventability. There were different levels of internal and external responsibility in both the discussion and survey; hence, I received different results. Further study needs to take place to determine public opinion of foreign aid at all degrees.
The Public’s Dual Role as the Influencee & Influencer

Media Influences the Public: If duration and timing of a crisis, geographical location, and rareness affect public opinion the same way, then research and interest should be directed at widening the channels and gates in media. If the public is not influenced or motivated by the same factors as gatekeepers, then removal of the gates and channels might be up for debate. In the focus groups, the subjects debated back and forth if these variables should affect their decision making. Despite some initial reservations, aid remained the same before the manipulation to introduce these variables. This shows that the American public is not highly motivated or deeply influenced by the same factors which motivate and influence the media. The analysis suggests that a division exists between how gatekeepers and the public process and evaluate information. Because the public believes aid is highly driven by the media, my study illustrates greater attention needs to be given towards a reevaluation of how the media chooses and runs with a story.

The Public Influences the Government: My third hypothesis was the most consistent in the focus groups and the surveys. Social interest and aid as an instrument in foreign policy were the highest factors of importance to the participants; interestingly, policymakers find these same issues to be of great importance as the U.S. is in the third historical point of foreign aid.  Containment is still of high concern, as it was in the Cold War; while the second turning point, economic assistance and financial interest, has the lowest level of U.S. interest in hypothesis 3 variables according to public opinion results. This data shows that there is a connection with how policymakers are evaluating crises today and how the public evaluates crises today, as well. To test for reliability, further research needs to have a mixed political representation of participants. With only two subjects identifying themselves as liberal and none as very liberal, it is very difficult to generalize public opinion as a whole. 



The Gap between the Public & Government: The public’s role in foreign aid decision making is often overlooked as an important actor in the decision making process on how the U.S. responds to crises. A cycle exists on how aid is given. The results of hypothesis 2 show that the media and the public have different perceptions; each group is motivated by different factors which affects decision making. Therefore, foreign aid is greatly affected by this disconnect. This study is significant because it highlights a hole in the cycle (see Appendix A, Figure 4). The public is unable to influence the government effectively because news is filtered out by the media through Gatekeeping (see Appendix A, Figure 1). The process to select the news is not the same decision making process that the public undergoes. 
Therefore, the public’s ability to greater influence how the U.S. responds to events like the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami by collective action is hindered. Crises affecting the same number of people become unnoticed by the public so it becomes underfinanced by the government mainly because these events are often underreported by media. Understanding the decision making process not only has the opportunity to save more lives through civic responsibility, but it is also an opportunity for the public to become engaged citizens through collective action for what each American decides is right in the aftermath of an international crisis.

Appendix A

Figures


FIGURE 1. This is a conceptual model of Gatekeeping in media. Source: White (1964)
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FIGURE 3. Visualization of the means
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FIGURE 4. This is a direction of influence flow chart illustrating the gap that exists between the public and government. Source: J. Parker (2007)

Appendix B

Experiment Design

Research Question: What factors have the potential to influence public opinion in crisis situation?

Purpose: to research individual and group perceptions as a means of measuring public opinion

Method: (n=14). Focus Groups (videotaped) and Post-discussion Surveys

Incentive to participate: Pizza & Soda will be provided for free

Total Time: 2 hours

*Layout of Experiment: Step 1: Handout 1(the constant and scenario 1) will be distributed in two random discussion groups. The focus group (n=13) will be randomly split into two breakout groups for discussion. Step 2: They will have ten minutes to discuss and think of aid programs and how much aid should be given. Step 3: Both groups will reconvene and discuss their reasoning. Step 4: With total participation of both groups, I, the principal director of the experiment, will address additional questions, as outlined below. Scenario 1 discussion is not expected to exceed 50 minutes. Step 5: We will then break. During break, the focus group will be divided into two new random groups. Step 6: Handout 2 (the same constant and scenario 2) will be passed out in handout form for the groups to discuss individually and come up with aid once again. Steps 2-4 will be repeated. Finally, a post-discussion survey will be distributed to be completed individually.

*It is not the level of aid the group(s) decides, but the true significance is their thought process to arriving at their answer. This note of information will remain confidential during the 2 hour experiment.

Constant: In the following situation (based on real events), 3,850 people have been affected in Country X. Probable death count to date exceeds 300 men and women and over 200 children. Numbers are rapidly increasing. This morning, the country announced a state of emergency.

Scenario 1. Reports show that the drought could have been prevented and even stopped early on. Councilmen in Country X, a relatively small underdeveloped nation-state, refused to pay heed to international warnings. Environmentalists have been petitioning for better water resource management and landscape planning. 

The east-flowing river, so far a perennial river on the border of Country X, is now almost dry and farmers argue that the wind brought in waves of heat into their coffee and pepper farms as forest fires raged in the border areas. The fires burned many homes and all types of crops for miles and miles. Environmental groups say that the cause is not fire damage but in fact, the business owners and government is to blame because large tracts of forests were destroyed for planting shade/support trees for the coffee, banana, and pepper plantations. The desert-like conditions that have burnt crops are irreversible, and now many houses and schools have been destroyed with many people still burning in them. It is an indication that the arid conditions of the plateau are spreading into nearby regions too. One farmer said, “I have nothing. All my crops, my home, my shed— it’s all gone. The fire took everything. My land and family is all I have. My wife, three daughters, and I were able to escape the fires, but for how much longer? We need food. We need hope. I want my daughters to have a future.”

But according to Dr. Goldman, professor at University of Maryland, the reason why the district is drying up, is the unscientific cultivation patterns, especially the large-scale conversion of paddy fields into quick-profit plantations. "This drought is man-made. And, we have been warning against this quick business solution for months in fact. The drought and rapid fires come to no surprise. It’s a shame the total number of affected and killed, but the government knew the risks. And, they chose to take it anyways, and so did the communities.” The only answer is to reverse the arid conditions that have set in, by reversing the cultivation patterns, by reconverting places like banana and pepper plantations back to paddy fields, by switching to organic farming and by putting a stop to the large-scale use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. The drought could have been easily prevented, but man wanted to play Mother Nature. It’s unfortunate, but a choice was made.

For the past five years, when the U.S. has decided to aid drought situations, the value of assistance has ranged anywhere from $25,000 to $800,000. Some droughts remain unfunded by the U.S. In crises with death counts at or above 500, when the U.S. decides to give aid, the value of assistance also ranges from $25,000 to $800,000. 

Questions: 

I. Testing man-made crisis

· Should the U.S. send foreign aid to Country X?

· If so, what type of aid and for how long? How much? 

· What affected your decision? 

II. Testing Rareness and Distinctiveness to National Interest & Timing of Crisis 

a. “While this may seem this is the first time that Country X, a relatively small underdeveloped nation-state, has experienced a crisis of this magnitude, this is actually not the first drought caused by man and poor planning has hit the nation. However, it is the first complex emergency because of the fire hazard. Three months ago, a district in a higher plateau experienced food security issues affecting more than 600 in the area. Two years before that, the Red Cross and UNICEF provided money to the government to establish agricultural and livestock recovery programs, emergency food recovery to more than 12,000 vulnerable families, and water rehabilitation aid. Currently, reports have not stated where this money has gone, who has been helped, and if the programs are still available for the current victims.” 
· What are your thoughts/ concerns? 
· Do you still feel confident in how much aid you’ve decided to give? Why or why not?
· Do repeated occurrences make a difference, even if the death toll and number affected has significantly risen?
b. Now let’s say this is the first time, in recent years, that Country X has had a drought or received much funding from the U.S. for any type of disaster. However, just yesterday, intelligence analysts released new information the war on terror. It is already speculated that more troops and U.S. money will have to be spent abroad in the upcoming months. While, Country X is not an area which the U.S. has reason to be concerned about their involvement in harboring terrorists, the declared emergency did come at the same time as our revitalized declaration to continue the fight against terrorism. 
· What do you think the U.S. should do in terms of assistance to Country X?
· Should we first watch our own security interests or give the same amount we would have given regardless of timing of the crisis?
III. Testing National Interest (financial impact)

a. Country X, still unnamed, has become a globalization success story overnight. 52% of the United States coffee and pepper comes from the region, currently affected by drought. The low cost goods have helped U.S. financial companies keep their costs low at Starbucks, and the low costs are responsible for the sustainability of value menus at places like McDonalds. The United States is highly invested in Country X. Since the drought, Wall Street has seen the ramifications. While stocks have not downsized completely at any alarming rate, many are worried about the long-term effects of industries and the marketplace, if we don’t implement revitalization programs for the farmers fast.

· Again, has your opinion changed? Should aid remain the same, as discussed, or should it be increased or decreased?

· What are your thoughts on America’s invested interest? 

· When all you knew was that the country was relatively small underdeveloped, what thoughts came to mind? 

· Because the country is important in the marketplace, does that make the lives more significant? The same numbers of people have died and are in danger.

-----------Ten minute Break-----------

Constant: In the following situation (based on a Center for Disease Control study), 3,850 people have been affected in Country Y. Probable death count to date exceeds 300 men and women and over 200 children. Numbers are rapidly increasing. This morning, the country announced a state of emergency.

Scenario 2. Country Y has just experienced a terrible epidemic, the avian flu, and it appears to be an outbreak that is out of control. Many are calling the crisis the silent killer with what starts out as ordinary viral symptoms. 50-year old Country Y native said, “It began as a fever, cough, sore throat, and a bad muscle ache for me; however, I have witnessed family and friends die. This community has already buried so many; I don’t think we can handle one more. You see, it rapidly spiraled to eye infections, pneumonia, severe respiratory diseases, and life threatening complications. We’re scared, and I keep asking myself what did I do wrong? What could we have done differently as poor farmers?” The answer is nothing could have been done differently. There currently is no commercially available vaccine to protect humans against H5N1 virus, otherwise known as Avian Influenza A. Because Country Y has limited access to quality and nearby healthcare for rural residents, many left the infection untreated. Most turned to traditional herbicides which have been healing common infections for the residents for hundreds of years. This morning, the World Health Organization has concluded in its findings that 3850 people have been affected and many more remain at risk. Several biopsies, performed by leading international medical institutes, have confirmed that the deaths are a result of the avian flu. 

In addition to the human risk, many reports are focusing on the threat of food insecurity. Poultry is the primary livestock for Country Y, and further tests need to be administered regarding the safety of food in the area over a stretch of 500 miles. Surrounding nations have immediately employed a bird import ban from Country Y. Surviving rural residents have little source of income with many medical bills. The future does not look bright for Country Y.

For the past five years, when the U.S. has decided to aid epidemic situations, the value of assistance has ranged anywhere from $25,000 to $800,000. Some epidemics remain unfunded by the U.S. In crises with death counts at or above 500, when the U.S. decides to give aid, the value of assistance also ranges from $25,000 to $800,000. 

Questions: 

I. Testing man-made crisis

· Should the U.S. send foreign aid to Country Y?

· If so, what type of aid and for how long? How much? 

II. Testing geographical location & National Interest

a. Country Y is located between two nations believed to be harboring and training terrorists. Civil unrest exists in the two neighboring countries and along the borders of Country Y as many try to illegally migrate and hostage situations remain high. While Country Y has been able to remain nonaligned with terrorism and be fully cooperative with the United States, it is still geographically stuck between two volatile nations. 
· Should the level and type of aid matter because of the difficulties in entering and/or remaining in the country? Why or why not?

b. There have been talks and mainstream rumors for months that Country Y is considering supporting the U.S. in fighting the war on terror against both countries. Top U.S. officials believe that Country Y has experienced such a traumatic event because of its neutrality and geographic location. The rapid spread of the epidemic is believed to be a modern-form of biological terrorism. The fact that the surrounding countries, which import Country Y’s poultry, have not yet cited one case of an outbreak is staggering news. The nearby countries issued bans immediately before WHO issued its reports and before Country Y declared a state of emergency. The whole incident causes many to wonder if the epidemic was an act of God as initially believed. It appears to be plotted and terrorist in nature. 
· What are your thoughts/ concerns?
· Have you changed your initial thoughts on the level and type of aid? Why or why not?
· Should we give aid to persuade the country to remain pro-U.S. and provide assistance against its neighbors? 
· Should aid be used as a measure to ensure national security and foster our national interests?
Appendix C

POST-DISCUSSION SURVEY

Thank you for your participation in this study. Please individually complete the survey and submit before leaving. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the nature of the research in further detail. Please do not hesitate to contact me at neca.parker@furman.edu. 

I. Please circle one response from each bolded section that best describes you or your behavior.

Sex: 
  
Male
             Female

Race: 
  
Black

White

      Hispanic   
   Asian   
Other

Year:
  
Freshman
Sophomore
      Junior             Senior
Other

Politics:      Very Conservative
Conservative
      Moderate
   Liberal
Very Liberal

Religion:
Protestant 
Catholic        Hindu
   Buddhist
  Other 
     Not religious   

How often do you watch news programs on CNN, MSNBC, etc or read international news?



Always

Often 

Sometimes

Rarely    
Never

II. Please circle a numerical response for each statement that best identifies your opinion. 

Too many tax dollars are being spent abroad; foreign aid should be decreased.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

I believe U.S. foreign aid is influenced by level of media attention.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

Countries that are allies with or trade often with the United States should receive more aid than countries with little interest or relationship to the United States.

          Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

Natural disasters, like earthquakes, should receive more aid than man-made calamities, like refugee or war-time problems. 

          Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

The United States should help countries in its hemisphere before those in other parts of the world. 

          Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

Least publicized crises are probably less significant than highly publicized crises. 

          Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

If Americans were affected and/or died overseas in a crisis, I think our foreign aid to the country should be more than if no Americans were harmed or at risk in the same crisis.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

A rare or new crisis in a country should receive more assistance than ongoing or recurrent problems.

Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5 

I think crises in a foreign country which could have been prevented by their social structure should receive little or no aid from the United States.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

A country that does not fully participate in the global marketplace or transact business with the U.S. is further removed than a country who has not embraced globalization; therefore, the amount of aid we give in crises situations should reflect our market relationship type.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

I believe foreign aid should be an instrument of U.S. foreign policy.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

How the U.S. gives assistance in crises should be solely based on the number of lives that could be saved. For example, 100,000 people affected in a crisis deserve more aid than 1,000 people in another crisis, regardless of disaster type or U.S. national interest.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

When a crisis abroad happens when the U.S. is already heavily spending tax dollars on a different crisis, the new country requesting aid needs to understand the U.S. is not a world policeman; therefore, they should not be dependent on American assistance. The country should find help someplace else.

           Highly Disagree


             Neutral


         
      Highly Agree

-5
 -4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
   0 
     1 
     2
     3
   4 
   5

Appendix D

HISTORICAL MAP ANALYSIS of FOREIGN AID to AFRICA (2000-2005)

GIS Author: Jeneca A. Parker
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� “The disaster descriptions cover the period of the USG’s fiscal year, October 1, 2000, through September 30, 2001. During FY 2001, USAID/OFDA responded to 79 declared disasters” (OFDA 2001, 9).





� A crisis becomes declared by “the Chief of the U.S. Mission… in the affected country when it is beyond the ability of the host country’s response capacity and when he or she deter-mines that a disaster exists that warrants a USG response. In the event that a U.S. Mission is not located in the affected country, the appropriate U.S. Assistant Secretary of State may declare a disaster” (OFDA 2001, 12).





� I refer to “uniqueness” as a rare crisis or distinctive in relevance to U.S. national interest. Following the same model as William C. Adams (1986), I define proximity as both its cultural proximity and geographical proximity as the distance from the crisis to New York, NY.


� As an individual ages, there is a greater increase in the likelihood he/ she will oppose foreign aid.  In an “Aging and Preferences for Short Range Solutions to International Problems” study, Gergen and Back (1995) found the following results: those under the age of 40 (n= 547) were 32.9% against foreign aid; those between the ages of 40-59 (n= 507) were 42.6% against foreign aid; and those over the age of 60 (n= 261) were 46.7% against foreign aid. 


� To visually identify with Newsom’s claim, please refer to Appendix D. The results indicate that typically more aid is given to natural than man-made disasters, and aid only increased after September 11, 2001 to non-democratic countries of high national interest. Low impact countries consistently have crises that are not declared as well as declared crises that remain underfinanced. Europeans, multilateral, and private organizations take up the bulk of aid that are unnoticed by the U.S. This GIS research shows that the number affected and dead is not a key factor in government decision making.


� A level above 5 indicates a desire for aid to be given according to the variable, and below a level 5 indicates a desire for aid not to be given according to the measured variable. 


� In an editorial, “Tsunami & US Priorities,” in The Nation, the author writes, “[The U.S.] responded too slowly and with too little aid for the victims” (2005, 3).  Because of domestic criticism, the U.S. was forced to respond with a vow to increase aid from $15 million to $350 million (3). This only became possible through “the public outpouring of sympathy” (3). The tsunami on December 26, 2004 generated public concern through heavy media news sourcing; hence, it was able to rapidly become a public tragedy. The collective action of Americans through charity donations and letters to Congress is an example of how powerful the public’s role can be in decision making.
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