WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Clinton Library

Collection: Domestic Policy Council-Reed, Bruce Archivist;: RDS

OA/Box: OA 18344
File Folder: Polls [1]

Date: 4/26/04

+ DOCUMENT - o SUBJECT/TITLE Sy . . DATE |-RESTRICTION
NOETYPE ! . - S I . N
1. poli DNC questionnaire, April 27-28. 1994, 7p ca. April, | PS
1994
RESTRICTIONS

P1 National sceurity classified information [(a)1) of the PRA).
P2 Relating to appointment 10 Federal office [(2)(2) of the PRA|.

P3 Release would violaie a Federal stawute [{a){3) of the PRA).

P4 Release would disclose trade seerets or confidential commercial

or financial information [{a)4) of the PRA],

P& Release would disclose confidential advice between the President and -
his advisors, or between such advisors [{a)(5) of the PRA].

P6 Release would conslitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal
privacy [{a)®) of the PRA).

PRM Persoral records misfile defined in accordance with 44 USC 2201 (3).

B1 National secunity classified information [(b) {1} of the FOIA).

B2 Release could disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
agency [(h)(2) of the FOIA]L '

B3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b){3) of the FOLA).

B+ Release wounld disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial financial information
[(b)(4) of the FOIAL

Bé Release would constitule a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personat privacy [(b)(6} of the FOIA].

B7 Release would disclose information compiled for Jaw enforce-
menl purposes [(0X(T) of the FOIAL

B8 Retease would discluse information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions (b)) of the FOLA]

BY Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOLA).



http:Rcica.le

BRUCE N. REED

ASKISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR BOMESTIC POLICY
WELFARE REFORM FILES (1993-2000)

Box 6 :

NATIONAL SERVICE
NCSL :
NEC {(Nat. Econ. Council) GROUP
NEWSCLIPS
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW HOPE PROJECT
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NEW YORK WAIVER
KEWSLIPS
NGA
1994 BILL
NON-DISPLACEMENT
NORTH CAROLINA
NOTES
QHIO
OKLAHOMA
- OPPONENTS
OREGON
ORPHANAGES
OTHER COUNTRIES
QUTREACH
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
PERFORMANCE BONUS
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT .
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AGREEMENTS
PHASE-IN



' ]

THE PUBLIC AGENDA FOUNDATION

OFFICERS

Cyrus R, Vance
CHAIRMAN

Daniel Yankelovich
PRESIDENT

Maurice Lazarus
CHAIRMAN, EXECUTIVE COMMITTIE

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
William T, Coleman, Jr.
CYMELVENY & MYERS

Sidney Harman
HaaMAN INTERNATIONAL
» INDUSTRILS, INC.

Bebby K. Inman

ADMirat, UG Navy (Renren)

David Mathews
KETTERING FOUNDATION

Ann McLaughlin
FORMER LS. SICRETARY OF LABOR

Judith Davidson Moyers
PUBLKC AFFaiRs TELEVISION, INC.

Peter G. Peterson
THE BIACKSTONF Goup

Lois Dickson Rice
THE BROGRINGS IMST1TUTION

Deborah Wadsworth

PUBLIC AGENDA

MEMBER EMERITUS
Frank Stanton
ForseRr [PREsIDENT, TBS Inec,

April 17, 1996

Mr. Bruce Reed

Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy
The White House

Old Executive Office Building - Room 213
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Reed:

Much has been written and said about welfare reform. To learn more about
Amertcans' views on this issue and to understand the reasoning behind their
thinking, Public Agenda recently undertook a survey on welfare reform. The
result of this research is The Values We Live By: What Americans Want From
Welfare Reform and 1 have enclosed a copy for your review. This study will be
released to the media on April 24th.

The public's views are complex and multi-layered, and neither conservatives nor
liberals will find hearty endorsements of their position. What is unquestionable,
however, is the degree of anger people feel toward a system which in their minds
undermines the very values they most cherish. Even if government could provide
the current system at far less cost and with no fraud whatsoever, people would
continue to be angry. Americans resent being asked to support a system which,
in their view, rewards individuals for not working, while it fosters long-term
idleness and complacency.

Americans believe strongly in the centrality of work, responsibility and self-
discipline in their lives, and want the centerpiece of any reform to reinforce these
values. They exempt practically no one from the requirement to work -- not a
mother with small children nor a mentally or physically handicapped recipient.
Eighty-five percent of Americans say, "If welfare recipients were required to do
something in exchange for their benefits -- even if it was just raking leaves or
cleaning roads -- I would be satisfied."

Simultaneously, the belief in a safety net for those truly in need remains strong
among Americans with only 4% saying welfare should be eliminated altogether.
But Americans across all demographic categories feel welfare as it now stands is
fundamentally misguided; the values and lifestyle it promotes are unacceptable;
work should be the key goal of reform; and change should be comprehensive, not
piecemeal.

Sincerely,

DWJ_OQM

Deborah Wadsworth
Executive Director

6 East 39th Street, New York, New York 10016-0112 2126866610



A Summary of Findings From

THE VaLues WE Live By:

What Americans Want From Welfare Reform

Finding One: Americans Are Deeply Frustrated and Offended by Welfare, but
Reducing the Cost to Taxpayers Will Not Eliminate Their Resentment

An overwhelming percentage of Americans believe welfare is badly fiawed and urgently in need of averhaul. Even among
Americans from households receiving welfare benefits, only a handful think welfare should be left as it stands. While the cost
of welfare bothers Americans, most say that is not their fundamental concern. Instead, the public worries that welfare
promotes the wrang lifestyle and values.

Finding Two: Americans Are Angry about Welfare Fraud, but Even If Fraud Were
Eliminated, They Would 5till Resent the System

Welfare fraud 13 an immediate and vexing concemn to a substantial majonty of Amernicans, but like the cost issnes, it ts not
what they consider the preeminent problem. Strong majorities 1ake welfare cheating seriously and favor a proposal to pay
surprise visits to welfare recipients to make sure they deserve their benefits. Even respondents from households receiving |
welfare benefits subscribe to these views by sizable majonities. But most Americans do not believe that welfare programs
suffer from more fraud than other government programs. They are more troubled by those who abuse the system by staying
an it too long than by people who cheat. If all welfare reform accomplished were to squeeze fraud out of the system, most
Armnericans say they would still be dissatisfied.

: Americans arc Outraged By Welfare Because They Believe It Fosters an
Addictive and Self-Destructive Lifestyle that Mocks the Values They Live By

Americans are morally indignant thiat while they struggle and work hard, welfaré recipients are spared these pressures. A
large majority of Americans thinks welfare recipicnts stay on the rolls too long and do not try hard enough to get off,
Moreover, they are frustrated with the incentives and results of the welfare system. They believe welfare is addictive and
passed on from generation to gencration, They believe it encourages recipients not to work and undermines their work ethic.
And welfare, according to most Americans, fosters the wrong values. ‘These impressions seem based on more than media
images. Most Americans say they have personally seen someone abusing the welfare system.

Finding Four: Even Though Americans Are Deeply Offended by the Current System,
They Still Want the Government to Help Those in Need

Although Americans are outraged by how welfare works and the values it promotes, very few would eliminate welfare
altogather, In fact, many believe welfare has done seme goed for the poar; and most believe government has a role ta play in
protecting the economic well being of the needy. When the study presanted respondents with nine hypothetical welfare
applicants from different circumstances — ranging from a physically and mentally handicapped man from a poor family, to a
single mother who quit her job because of a lack of health benefits ~— majorities said they would grant cight of them welfare
benefits. But while Americans want a safety net to catch people beaten down by tough tumes, they want it to be a temporary
intervention that allows people ta catch their breath and jump back into the fray. Most think welfare has utterly faided in this

regard.

Finding Five: Americans Want a Welfare System That Requires Work from the Very
Beginning — Community Service for Anyone Receiving Benefits and a Transition to
Paying Jobs as Quickly as Possible

Americans strongly believe that welfare recipients should work and would exempt practically no one from this requirement,
A majority think welfare recipients— even a mentally and physically handicapped recipient— should be required to do
community service in exchange for beneafits. Most Americans hope recipients will become workers who pay taxes, and a large
majority would require job training and education programs to help make this happen. But while a majority would invest
time and money to retrain recent welfare applicants for quality jobs, a majority. would also push long-term welfare recipients

to work as quickly as possible, even in menial jobs, These findings are consistent, with little variation across respondents from
different demographic backgrounds.

© 1996, Public Agenda



.. Pindiog Six: Americans Believe That Mothers on Welfare Should Work — Just Like
< Other Recipients and Mothers in Most Working Families

' The value Americans phige on work carries aver to mothers on welfore. A strong majorhy do not think welfare mothers
should be allowed o stay home and care for thewr children, While the public weuld grant benetiis to mothers applying for
welfuyy — 1m:iud1ng those who have children out of wedlock — srong majorities would also requive them to perform

.¢ community service s exchuange for their benefits and 1o enroll in job tramning and cducation programs, To make all of this

o feaable, the pubiic would add child care benefits, These findings consistently hold true for afl respondernis, regardiess of

. demographic differsnces.

* »

: Americans Support Reforms — Including Time Limits — Which They
- Believe Will Get Recipients Working, They Are Far Less lnterested in Reforms That
" Seem Tangential to That Goal

. o the public’s view, work shoulit be the centerpieae of welfiare reform. Thus, Americans rally in degisive numbers (o the
cange uf reforins they think will direct reqigenis toward work, Most Araenicans are not interested i simply punishing welfare
reciprerits ~ for exarmple, few think cutting benefits is key. But ncuther do they want o enddle recipients. People are largely

» anconcerned that geding welfare may be a hamiliating sxperience ar thar henefis ave (oo low,

E‘lndmg.ﬁxght Many Americans Have Not Fully Wrestled with the Possible
. Consequences of the Reforms They Support

- Amezivans are certain that welfare is fundamemally misguided; they have a clear sense about what bothers them; and they
< Jare attracted to reforme which focus on getting recipients to work. But their support for different vefarm planks is pragratic
. and ammdcgzi«:}g« ai = they suppor: reforms they think will work, If such measures as time limits or job training programs
- bring unforsssen conseguences — Hke mhmm&y more homeless or expansion of the weifare roils — rnany would
recansider their suppurt. Focus groups alse indicate that in discussions, many Americans develop an increased recognition
that reforming welfare is more complex than they had thought. But rather than giving ap, they ofien redouble thesr offorss
© . and attempt 1o work through these complexities,

Emdmgjium Economic Insecurity Spurs Sympathy Toward Welfare, But Most
Americans Continue to Prize Individual Effort

. Amencans who art sconomucally insecure ~ who worry about Josing their jobs and not keeping ugp with their bills — are
“- ofien meors symputhetic toward the welfare systern, But although many Americans acknowledge the unpact of an adverss
soanomy, mox il feel their country offers enough svonomic epportunity so that those wha make the effort can succeed.

. Findiag Ten: Although African-Americans Are More Sympathetic Toward Welfare than
*. Whites, They Also Have Deep Misgivings About the Systemn and Support the Same
- Reforms

" While African-Americans and whits Americans somuetitnes see welfare through different lonses, thelr views on the core

© questions = what is wrong with welfare and how o fix # — are strikingly similar. Both groups share common ground in
their concern that welfare encourages the wrong valoes and fosers 2 dependent Hibstyle. Both groups strongly agren that
work should be the centerptece of reform = even for modiers an welfare. They also agree i thair support of tme Bmits and

- other reforms,

"Special Focus: Florida, New York, and Illinois

In all three states, residents are in generad agreement with the gation ag a whole on the prineipal fadings i this report; The
" weifare systemn s badly Sawed: o traps recipients in o blestyle of dependency; and its most urgent pricrity should be to move
... tecipients into the working world. This section highlights areas whers the three staiss vary from the rest of the country, As
. with African-Asnericans, these are mosly differences offiagree not of knd, Overadl, it is the underdying con‘ununahtlcs
among these very differant state popuistions that are most siriding.

1996, Public Agenda

-+ Publie Agenda ix a nanproefit, nenpartisan erganization that sezks to raise the leved of public discussion about critical policy

.- choices faang the nation. Copics of The Values We Live Br: What Americans War Fram Welfme Rgorm are available from Public

© e Agenda, 6 Bast 39th Street, New York, NY 10018, f‘t:i 219/686-8610, Fax 212/888-3461 1816 each, or 33 for 10 or maore
© eopies. Please add $2.50 for shipping s:mcl handling on one book, $5 for 2.5 baoks, or $10 for 8-25 books )
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THE POLLS—TRENDS
WELFARE

R KENT WEAVER
ROBERT Y, SHAPIRO
LAWRENCE RJACOBS

The Republican victories in the 1994 congressional elections have jed
to a shift in government attention {rom the highly controversial issue
of health care reform, which failed to win enactment in the 103d Con-
gress, 1o welfare reform, another of President Bill Clinton’s legislative
priorities. In his 1992 presidential campaign, Clinten promised to “end
© welfare as we know it and to move people from income assistance
to work. In the abstracl, there has long been a bipartisan consensus
favoring work over cash welfare payments, and favoring significant
weliare reform. The current controversy is over how to reform the
welfare system, with Republicans pushing for reforms thal will turn
over increased responsibility to the states, increase disincentives to
out-of-wedlock births, and reduce federal expenditures, while Demo-

. crats have stressed the need to provide additional child care and job

guarantees while proteciing poor children.

The available trend data show continuities as well as changes that
have occurred since public opinion toward welfare and related issugs
was fast reported in this section of PO {Shapiro ¢t al. 19872, 19870).
One of the most stable elements of American public opinion in the
United Siates is the unpopularity of “‘welfare,” the general label for
public assistance programs in the United States that is most commonly

applied to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) pro-

$. KENT WEAVER is & wanior f2H0w in the Govermmoental Studies Program at 1he Brook-
s Institntion: RORERY ¥. saamin 3s professor of political science and assooiate direotor
of the Cenrer for the Social Sciences at Columbia Unsiversity! LAWRENUE R. 140088 i3
assosiate professor of politival sgience at the University of Minnesota. The authers'
research, which s parst of o larger collabomtive project on the Clianton administration
and socal poficy. has been supperted by the Rusuell Sage Foundation. Weawer's work
hus also beess supported by the Assic . Casey Fogndation. and Jacobs's and Bhapire's
oy the Robert Wood Johpson Foundation, They thank Theo MNoels Grog Shaw, Mayg
Stevens, and Cindy Térrels for their assistance, a5 well as dben Y. Steiner for com-
cments and Jennifer Baggrtte, Carnl Bowrman, snd Lois Timms-Ferrsra for -help with
data cotiection. The authoes are sesponsible for the analysis and imgrpretation,

Puliic Opinion Quarterdy Volume 39606637 € 1995 by the American Associaion for Pt Opinias Ruescsrch
A vights reserved. w&mummlm.s_a
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gram. An increasing majority of the public befieves that the public
assistance system does nol work well {sec question { below}, Welfare
has come 10 connote dependencew—~and eveh fraud-and the welfare
system is perceived 10 have greater negative than posilive effects’
{guestions 2 and 33 Majorites of the public are converaed that weifare
benefits may be too high and that welfare gncourages long-teym depen-
dence, amd that many welfare recipients do nof want 1o work {Ques-
tions 6125 © Welfare," in short, is perceived as being at ocdds with the
widely shared American values of individualiser and the work ethic.

In vontrast to this resentment of welfare, there is also strong support
for helping peopie in genuine need, although this has eroded in recent
years (guestions 13-15), The public clearly values both maintenance
of incentives for individual initiative and helping the truly needy, and
it has not reached a consensus on which value is more important {gues-
tions 16 and 17). Nor has it reached a consensus on whether govern-
ment should try vigorously to reduce income differentials or guarantes
a job to everyane {questions 1820},

This ambivalence toward providing income assistance (see Feldman
and Zaller 1992} expliains why measures of public opinion on public
assistance issues are affected strikingly by the conpotations of words
used to describe the polivies (see Cook and Barrett 1992: Rasinski
1989 Smith 1987). Most natably, a plurality {and recently apparently
a majority) of the public thinks that government spesis too much on
welfure, but suppors for government spending increases dramatically
when the phrasing is changed 10 “assistance to the poor” or similar
more specific phrases conneting especially deserving or sympathetic
recipients such a5 “poor children™ and “the homeless.” or for job
{raining and employment programs (o get recipionts off welfare (ques-
lions 21-33) Simitarly, supporl is much sieonger for spendiig on
“foud programs for low-income families” than for the Foud Stamp
program (guestions 34-37). Public support for spending to assist “the
poae” s fairly strong and stable, although not Quite as strong as sup-
nort for medical care and social security {¢f. Baggette. Shapire, and
Jacobs 1995: Cook and Barrets 1992: Jacobs, Shapire, and Schulmun
1993}, This public support for socisl welfure policies, however, has
(nearly across the board, with the exception of education) remained
less than tha! in Canada gad European wellare siates (see Shapiro and
Young 1989}, )

The changes in pablic opinion that have occurred are nteresting and

. politically smportani, The kst report in POQ reviewed the “nght fum””

in public opinion that ovcurred before Ronald Reagan's presidency,
foilowed by a liberal rebound as the country went through a deep
recesston (see Ferguson and Rogers 1988; Mayer 1992 Page and Sha-
piro 1992 Shapiro et al. 1987b. Stmson 1991} During President
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George Bush's ore term and #is recession, public support increased
further for governiment activism on welfare and health care issues (see,
e.g.. Jacobs, Shapiro, sad Schulman 1993},

The Clinton administration and the Democratic Party both continued
to have a strong edge over their Républican rivals in public confidence
Jon deafing with welfare reform isstes in 1993, but this advantage strik-
ingly reversed by the end of 1994 (questions 39-4%; though Clinton
and the Democrats are stifl better trusted to **help the poor™ or disad-
vantaged: other data not shown). The survey data show that during
Chinton's first 2 years in office, the public moved back in a conservative
direction (see Bowman 1994, Shapiro, Jacobs, and Harvey 1995; Times
Mirror Center for the People and the Press 1904). These trends are
shown in the data below across a wide amay of opinions and attitudes:
toward government spending (with apparent public sensitivity Begin.
_ ning in the Reagan years lo the federal budget deficif), toward the
perceived responsibility and other behavior of the poor {10 be sure,
with some likely racial connotations}. roward economic redistrabution.
and toward some speeific proposed welfare reforms. These changes
have occurred in reaction 10 partisan politics {support for spending on
the poor tends to be higher when Republicans are in the White House).
the perceived performance of the Clinton administration. 2nd o ime
proving econamy {se¢ Weaver, Shapiro, and Jacobs 1995). But there
is alse remarkable opinion stability in many cases, despite a vehement
public debate and very bold policy changes passed by the House of
Representatives in mid-1995 {some of which have been challenged by
the Senate bili (v September 1995, so that the House-Senate ¢ifferences
renwin (0 be resolved at this writing). Given the cyclical nature of
putlic opinion on spending on the poor, # is nor ¢lear that the recent
conservative shift in bpinton on welfare issues will fast,

Examining trends in public opinion toward particular proposed wel-
fare reform proposals {guestions 43--33) currently being debated is
hampered by the paucity thus far of identically warded survey ques-
tions repeated over time. According 1o bolh the available trend data
and single survey items (not presented), several approaches to welfare
reform--some seemingly liberal. athers clearly conservative—enjoy
broad public support. Employment, job training, and subsidies for
child care enjoy especially broad approval, at the 86-90 percent level
and higher (see also Shapiro et al, 1987a). Paying transportation costs
and providing public: sector jobs are fess whiversally but still quite
broadly supported by the public tabout two-thirds of respondents). The
public is particularly supportive of work requirements for noncusiodial

parenis wha are not paying child support and is most willing to exempt

the mothers of very young children from such requirements. But the
data show that public support for applying work requirements even to

Poil Trends: Weifare 09

mothers of young chi!dreﬁ increased substantially from 1994 to ‘1?95,
This strong preference for work is apparently matched by some willing-

* ness to pay more taxes in order to provide job training and public

service employment. | A _ )
eri:imenfivgs approaches to reforming welfare enjoy mixed support.
Denying an increase in welfare benefits to mothers who bear chzidrien
while on welfare, kaown as family vaps.”” appears 1a he most papular
compared, for example, with denying uamn:wd een moti}em access
to welfare, another element of the welfare reform ?ag;kage mcludw‘m _
the House bill but rejected by the Senate. Time hmits on the receips
of welfare benefits, such as the 2-yvear limit currently beiny deb_azcgi.
have evoked substantial support, most stﬁkingly wh::n the deadline is
a cormmunity service or job requirgment.
fo%;;\:es‘i?v);y gata mpurfcd here wers c'c_mpiled from scg;ches‘nf S4
vey archives and published and unpublished BOUTCES. mc:_l:.:dmg ;tgc
Roper Center for Public Opinion Research's cm:ime Public Opinion
Location Library {POLLY, The Public- Perspective: A‘Roptw Ce{::gr
Review of Public Opinion and Polling, the lnt«;s:r«unvnvez'sziyx(;”qnsenmm
-for Political and Social Research (IUPSR, University of .Mzch:gan}, the
Harris survey and other data holdings of the ing.mum for Beseargh ;zz
Social Science {IRSS, University of North Cami‘ma}, and Times Mimor
Center for the People and the Press (1994), Earlier data and ret__‘grengs
can be found in Shapiro of al. (1987a, |987h). I:‘unher information |
abaut these data and other related data can he obzam?d f rom the Roper .
Center. [CPSR, IRSS, and the specific survey organizations and refer-
ences Hsted betow. . .

Appensix
Abbreviations

ABCIWP: American Broadcasting Companj!Was?zir:gmnﬂ?wr

AP Associaled Press

AP/MG: Associated Press/Medin General _

CBS/NYT: Columbia Broadcasting System/New York Times

GALLUP; Gallup Qrganization .

Faiser/Harvard: Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation/Harvard Schod! of Pub-

+ lic Haalth, sirvey by KRC/Comaninications Resesrch

LAT: Los Angeles Times ‘ o o

Marist: Marist [nstilute for Public Opmmﬁ: Marist L«oliege

NBCTAP: National Broadeasting Corporation/Associated Press

NBC/BW: Blom and Weprin for NBC News _

NBC/WS): Nationsd Broadeasting Corparation/Weall Street :!aumm’, survEys
conducied by Peter Hart, Bregio Research, and Robert Teeter Companies
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NES: American National Election Studies, Center for Political Studies/Sur-
vey Research Center, University of Michigan

MNORO-GSS: Nationad Opirion Researgh Center, General Sociad Surveys

NYT: New York Times

Potomag Asson.: Potomac Associastes, surveys by Galhup

TarefML: Tareance Group and Meliman and Lazaros

TIME/CNN/YCS: Time magazine, Cable News Network, surveys by Yan-
kelovich, Ulancy, and Shulamn and Yankelovich Partners

TM: Times Mirror Center for the Peapie and the Press, surveys by the Gal-
fup Organization {19897 and Princeton’ Survey Research Associates (19963

USAICNN: U/SA Today and Cable News Network, surveys by Gallup

USNWR: 1.5, Mews & Weorld Report,_surveys by Printeton Survey Re’
search Associses and by Tarrance Group and Meliman, Lazarus, and
Lake

WP Washingron Pose

YOCS: Yanketovich, Clancy, and ‘ihuiman
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Attitudes toward the Weilfare System

1. ABCIWE: As you may kasow, the government gives poor people money
through weltfure and public assistance programs, incladiag food stamps and
aid to dependent children. Overall would you say the system of public assis-
1ance works well in this countey, or not?

F21835 HH

{7} {5}
Yes 3% - 25 .
o b1 1
Ng opinion & 3
N R 145

2. ABCIWP: Do you think the present system of public assistance dicourages

people from working. or do you think it helps them until they begin e skand
on their own?

12485 1495

) 52} (%)
Discourages workiog 33 73

Helps people B 20

Both tvolunteered) g 4

Mo opinion 7 3

3. NBCIWSS: 1 would like (0 tead vou two statements about the welfare syy.
tern. Please tedl me which of these statements about his issue onmes clpser
10 your point of view,

Statemen! A: The welare system does more good than harm, because i provides
assistance amd training for those who sre without jobs aad lHve in poventy.
Or '

Seatement B: The welfare sysiem does more harm than good, bepause it en.
coarages the breakup of the family and disconrages the work ethic,

1194 3195
. €53 %%}
Statement A: more good than harm - % 23
Siatemers Br more hirm than good i1 49
Some of both (volunteered} 6 3
Meither (volunteered: z 2
Maos sire pA |
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The Poor and Dependence

NES: ¥4 like to get your feelings townrds some of our politicsd Isaders and
other people who are in the news these days. 'l read the name of a person

aéz;i} I‘;d tike you Y rute that peeson using the feeling thermometer | | | #3100
LRI -

4. Peapie on welfare.

978 1980 I9Be 1986 FURR  FO90  199) 1994
(95} T} %) (% (%) 198} {9%) (%3

Anti rating )
(0-48} 33 34 bid 38 i 37 32 . d)
MNeutmi )
L1 P % 22 12 2 33 2 26 21
Pro rating i
{68 103 43 44 40 46 34 43 42 k1!
N 106 1,305 1,845 2,056 1,782 RSO 2072 1,380
5. Poor puple,
) 1972 1974 197 1980 1954 1986
‘ (%) {55} (%) %} {%) %}
Aunti rating 4 3 & 4 4 4
Meutral g 8 {4 8 it} 14
Pro rating 86 90 8S 88 75 81
N 2,092 £,312 856 1,329 1,877 2,072
1988 o) 1992 1954
(%) %} (%) {%n}
Anti rating 4 b 4 3
Neoutral . . 25 13 i% i8
Pro rating 71 83 ) -5
N 1,704 1,963 2,186 - M8

Nors.—Data from the 1952.92 NES Cumulative File and the 199 NES.

4. TM: . . . Poor people have become oo dependent on governmend assistance
PrOgrAms.

5% 5i93 b
(%1 {5 %}
A6

Completely agree a5 3

Mosthy agree : 44 4% 39
Mostly disagree 4 15 i
Complelely disagree 4 3 3.
Don't know 3 -3 -2
N 357 1,597 3.800

il

R A

Poll Trends: Walfare . K 613

1. CBSINYT, N¥T: What do you consider a more serious probiem in America
roday—families not getuing enough wetfare 10 gt hy, OR familics gcmng fre

- welfare benefits than they need?

CBIINYT  CBEINYT  NYT CHENYT

L7 7,74 192 Hi

%63 9%} 195} (%6}
Mot enough bt S 25 EH 2t
More thon they need 49 58 51 58
Both {vofunteered) 3 ¢ 7 1
Heither (volunteered} 3 3 2 2
Do’y know/ng answer 10 9 G . g

8. CASINYT, NBCIAP, NBUIWSTE, NYT, KaizeriHarvard: In your opinion. do
you think that most people who receive money from welfare could gt aloag
without it i they tded, or do you think most of them readly need this heip?

(Vorers }‘ Yarers) {VYoters)
CHYINYT  CRSINYT  .CBSINYT  CBSINYT
876 Enriv 10i76  Later 10176 777

(%} . (%) %o} - . i
Get along without 52 3t 3 - . 54
Really need help .. 38 36 . 4. 3|
Half and haif
Pos't knowfae answer 19 13 o i4
: . {Vorers:
CRSINYT  NBCIAFP  CBSINYT  NBC/WSY
80 7. H 1186 Sh2
1%} (Fei £9%5) %)
Get along without 1 55 48 . 4%
Really aged help 39 2 o 48
Half and half 0
D't know/e answer 1D 15 4 Hr
) NYT  {BSINYT  RaeiserlHarvard
S92 " Hod 1204
. %) {95 . ; (%}
Cret along without T2 48 44
Really nesd help 30 35 44
Malf and hadf - 6 L3} .
Dor't kaowino answer 4 4 0

9. CHRSINYT, N¥T: Do you think that mos! people on welfare are buing welfare
for @ short perisd of time and will get off it eventually, or do you think meost
peopie on welfare are so dependent on welfare that tlmg will never get off of
it?

-

CASINYT N}’T CBSINYY

17/4'] B 15174 o4

. %3 (%) - %)
Off eventoally " ii 17 it
Dependent 80 74 B2

Don’t know/no answer 9 . 4 ¢
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10. NYT. CRSINYT. KaiseriHarvard: Do you think there are jobs available
for.most welfare recipients who really want to work. or not? )

NYT CBSINYT KaiseriHarvard

-

5192 194 . 1294

(%} (%) . (%)
Yes, jobs available 64 " 65 72
Not available L 31 24
Don't know/no answer 4 4 4

IF YES, ASK: Do you think most of these jobs pay enough 1o support a famity
(or not}?

[

NYT CBSINYT KaiserlHarvard

5192 194 12194
(6} {%o) T (%)
Yes 20 18 32
No 3R 41 52
Depends on family size |
{volunteered) . e e 13
Don't know/no answer 6 6 4

Causes of Poverty

\t. GALLUP, CBSINYT, LAT: In your opinton, which is more often to blame
if a person is poor—lack of effort on his own part, or circumstances beyond
his control? -

CBSINYT  GALLUP GALLUP GALLUP

3/824 12184 7188 . 8i89
(%) (%) (Fe} (%)
Lack of effon 37 EX) 40 38
Circumstances 39 34 Y 42
Both (volunteered) . 17 k]| 17 17
MNo opinion 7 L2 6 3
- N - 1,545 1,505 1,000 1,250
GALLUP CBSINYT LAT CRSINYT
So00 12190¢ Hox . 2945
(%) (%) (%) (F6)
Lack of effarta, u3s 30- 27 44
Circumstances 45 48 52 34
Both {voclunteered) 17 20 18 18
No opinion 3 - 2 3 4
N 1,255° 1.028 1,776 - 513

* In your opinion. what is more often to blame if people are poor—Ilack of effort on
their own pan, ot circumstances beyond their contro?

® Just your opinion: Which is more often to blame if a person is poor—lack of ef-
fort on his of her own part, oF circumstances beyond his or her control?

© In you opinion. what is more to blame when people are poor—lack of cffort on
their own part, or circumstances beyond their control?

4 In your opinion. which is more often to blame if a person is poor—lack of effort -

on their own part. of circumstances beyond their controlb?

Poll Trends: Welfare ’ 815

12, NBCIWSJ: In your opinion. which is the bigger cause of poverty today—
people not doing enough to help themselves out of poverty. or circumstances
beyond people's controb that cause them (o be poor?

1193 4/95

- (%) (%o}
People not doing enough 48 B
Circumstances beyond people’s control 33 30
Both (vol.) 17 7
Not sure ’ 2 k]
N . 1,020 1,504

. Bigger cause of poverty and people being poor today. . . .7’

Government Responsibility for the Poor

13. TM: 1 am going to read you a series of statements that will help us under-
stand how you feel about a number of things. For each statement. please tell
me whether you completely agree with it, mostly agree with it, mostly disagree
with it, or completely disagree with it. . . . The government should help more
needy peopie even if it means going deeper in debt.

587 588 S0 19T 192 2192
(%e) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Completely agree 13 17 15 20 18 19
Mostly agree 40 KA 36 31 36 37
Mostly disagree 33 30 34 31 28 28
Completely disagree 7 i2 10 15 14 13
Don’t know 7 6 5 3 4 3
N 4,244 3,021 3,004 2,020 1,220 1,227

3192 5192 6/92 9/92 5/93 7/94
(%o} (e) (50) (%e) -~ (%) (%)

Completely agree 2119 - 18 21 9 13
Mostly agree 33 35 35 R 4 T8
Mostly disagree 28 29 3 28 40 37
_ Completely disagree - 13 12 12 14 12 19
Peon’t know 5 5 4 5 5 3
N 1,668 1.3 3517 1.508 1.507 3,800

14. TM, CBSINYT: Do you agree or disagree: It is the responsibility of the
government to take care of people who can't take care of themselves?

™ ™ ™  T™M ™ ™

587 5/88 5190 6192 5193 7i%4

(%) - (%) {%) (%) (%61 . (%)
28 19

Completely agree 21 26 23 20
Mostly agree 50 48 44 41 43 37
Mostly disagree 20 17 . 23 20 26 26,
Completely disagree 4 6 .6 8 9 15
Don’t know/no answer- 5 3 4 3 3 2

N 4244 3,021 3,004 3,517 1,507 3,800
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CBSINYT CBSINYT CBSINYT

12i94 2195 4195
(%) T (%) (%)
A_grec 65 - 63 61
Disagree ) 29 30 30
Don't know/no answer 6 7 Ty
N 1,147 1,190 1,089

I5. TM: . . . The government should guarantee every.citizen enough to eat

and a place to sleep.

5187 S8 289 5190 19}
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Completely agree 22 28 35 27 4]
Mostly agree 40 38 30 35 32
Mostly disagree 26 2 22 25 16
Completely disagree 7 - 9 . 10 9 9
Don't know 7 9 09 ‘9
N 4,244 3,021 2,048 3.004 2,020

6i92 7i%4

(%) (%)

Completely agree 32 27

Mostly agree 33 . 32

Mostly disagree 22 25

Completely disagree 10 14

Don’t know {1 14

N 3,517 3.800

16. NES: In general, some people feel that the government in Washington
should se¢ 1o it that every person has a good job and a good standard of living,
Others think the government should just tet each person get shead on his
own. . . . Where would you place yourself on this scale . . . ?

1986 1988 1990 1992 1994
A% - (%) (%) (%) (%)

| (Government see 1o i) 11 11 13 -10 9
2 7 7 10 9 8
3 9 11 13 - 12 12
4 23 - 21 21 22 24
s i7 18 16 20 17
& 15 16 14 i4 - 16
7 (Let each person get) i8 16 13 14 . i4
N 1,009 1,725 1,692 2.164 1,652

NorE.——F_mm NES 1952-92 Cumulative File and 1994 NES.

AERLIEEY TTY L L LT

e ——

Poll :I'rends: Welfare 817

17. NORC-(GSS: Please'look at card S8, Some people think that the govern-
ment in Washington should do everything possible 1o improve the standard of
living of all poor Americans: they are at point | on this card., Other people
think it is not the government’s responsibility. and that each person should
take care of himself: they are at point 5. . . . | strongly agree the government
should improve living standards/that people should take care of themselves,

3186 387 3/88 3/89 3/90 3191 393 3i94
(%o} (%o} (%0} (Po) (T6) (%) (%Jz (Te)
1

1 {Government should) 18 17 17 16 19 -17 13
2 12 12 13 15 15 i6 13 13
3 {Agree with both) 45 44 43 43 43 48 44
4 11 13 12 14 12 13 14 16
5 (People should) 1 [ 1. | 9 8 ‘8 10 12
Don't know 2 3 2 3 3 -3 2 3
N T 1466 10459 995 1,033 B9 1.013 1.053 1,998

18. NORC-GSS: On the whole, do you think it should or should not be the
government's responsibility to . . . provide a job for everyone who wants one?

Ty8s 389 3190
{%) (%) (e}
T15

Definitely should be 13 17

Probably should be - 20 28 27
Probably should not be n 27 k)
Definitely should not be 30 22 22
Can’'t choose . 4 6 b
N 667 1.408 1,173

Attitudes toward Redistribution

19. NORC-GSS: Some people think that the government in Washington ought
to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by
raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the
poor. Others think that the government should not concern itsell with reducing
this income difference between the rich and the poor. Here is a card with a
scale from 1 to 7. Think of a score of | as meaning that the government ought
1o reduce the income differences between rich and poor, and a score of 7
meaning that the government should not concern itself with reducing income
differences. What score between | and 7 comes closest to the way vou feel?

.+« Government should/should not do something to reduce income differences

between rich and poor.
3186 3187 3188 3189

(%) %) (%) (%)
19

| (Government should) 23 20 18
2 - 9 9 10, 13
3 i7 17 18 19
4 . 21 21 20 20
"5 A _ i 13 12 I
6 6 6 - 8 7
7 (Government should not) 12 14 I 10
Don™t know 1 1 2 2

N 1,467 1,461 994 1033
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3% &) Ji93 394
{%e) {90} (%) (%)
Pt ]

t {Government shoukd) pi ] s 34

3 12 12 ¥ 9
~3 ) i3 i7 19 16

4 . 21 . 18 2t

s 9 12 12 1§ =

& & 7 ¥ :

¥ {Government should asot) et 9 33 5

Don’t know. 3 3 2 H

N 895 1,014 1.053 2003

2. ;VOR(?:(T;.ﬁs,‘ What is your opinion of the following statement? It is the
responsibility,of the government to reduce differences in income between peo-
ple with high incomes nmd those with low incomes.

Has 56 a3 o4

- 5% 58 7 (%) {6
Agree sironply : i1 13 7 bl
Agree i7 4 4 -
Meither agree nor disagree :: B 237 i8
Disagree 31 % i 3t
Disagree strongly iy 14 i 26
Eyon't kKnow 1] e z 3
N ) 866 1,23 1,511 1,332

* Less than 0.5 percent,

_Government Spending and Taxes

. NORC-GSS: We ace faced with many problems in this country, none of
which can be solved susily or inexpensively, I'w going 1o name some of these
problems. and for each one I'd like you (o 1ol me whether you think we're
spending 100 avuch HIOnEY on it. 100 Hitle money. or about the tight amount,
First, . E:f‘ aie we spending oo much, o Hitle, or about the Hght amoun: oo

.. welfare!

¥82 3184 385 386 Mar - 3ga - iye
(%) R (% (R (%) (R (%)

Tows lintle 21 24 19 23 2 23 23
About righty  © 28 kY] 33 34 3 12 1)
Too mmch 47 40 4 7 40 44 42 42
[3or™ know 4 3 4 4 4 3 6
N 1,594 484 749 726 481 708 762

e mer  Iw3 3¢
B ()

Too Hitle 2 i s i3
About right 3% 15 25 24
Too muck 18 iz 54 66
fion’t know b i 5 4
N ﬁ?(} 46 FHb 1,511

22. NBCIWSJ: D you think gevernment is currertly spending too Hitle, about
the right zzmm..!g‘t‘,&glr too ﬂuch on. people on welfare?

LLFYR Y

Polt Trends: Welfare . ) 819

1153 F95

(Shk 56)
Fao much 855 68
Too Hile 14 9
Abput right 24 18
Mot sure "7 - 7
N 1.6878 1,564

23, NORCHIEK: We are faced with many problems in this country, none of
which zan be solved easily or inexpensively. §'te going 1o name some of these
problems, and for each one Ud like vou 10 ol me whother vou think we're
spending too muh money on i, oo Hule money, or sbout the right amotist.
First, . . . are we spending too much, oo Hitle, o about the dght amount on
. . . assistance to the poor? .

384 385 386 387 W88 389 190 IOl W3 3N

%) (%) (%) (% (%) (%) (F) (B} (F) (T
Tocliwle 62 63 61 66 68 66 66 65 63 57
Aboutright 4 25 27 23 23 B 24 2 w2
Toomuch 1} © % $ 7 9 37 9 12 1S
Doptkmow 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 4 3 3
N 485 THL 738 972 Y52 TSI 681 T4T 794 1439

28, NBCIWSE, CBSINYT: Do you think government is currently spending oo
fittle, shout the right amount, or to0 much on . . . poor children?

MBOIWSY CRSINYT

1#83 12194

%) %)
Too muchidecreased & 9
Tow littdelincreased 64 47
About right, same- 22 19
Now zure g &
A 510 573

* D vosr think government spending on progranys for poor childres shoald be ine
greased, decreased, or kep! abont the same?

25, Potomge Avsec., USAACNN: Now, again let me rewsd off the names of some
other programs the federal government in Washington is belping to finance and
25k wherher you Uiink the amount of lax money now being spent for each of
these purposes should be increased. kept &t the present level, reduced, o

ended altogether. . . . Welfare programs o help low-income families.
Potomac -
. Assoe,  USAICNN
* 5172 $i04*
. - . %3 -
Increased 31 10
Kept at present feve] . 40 - 32
Beduced . <18 44
Fnded altogether & ]
No opinion 4 4

¥ Doy you feel the amount of tax money now being Spent for welfare programs to
help low-income familics should be increased, kept at 1he present Teved, redoced, or
ended ultogerher? .
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6. ABCIWP: In order for the federd government 10 ¢t spending to reduce

the budget defict, would you sy i ' i
B o pcapig‘? PReTt O oppﬁﬁe_re{imzng welfare, or public

1§88 495

1%} %)
Yes L 34
Ng &6 4
No opinion H 6 -
N AP s L

1. Marisi: Would you be witling to . higher ta i
2 i o o g ‘pay igher taxes for sach of the following?

HO 20}
(%6} %)
Yes 67 65
No - 32
Ligmure F 3
N 1,048 1142 :

28, CASINYT: Would you be willing or yawilling to pay more in taxes in order

1o provide job training and public service jobs for
they can get of? welfare? people an weifare 5o thar

194 12194 495

- %)
Wzlhgzg_ &1 C%;? {921
Linwilling 34 37 35
Don’t iiaowffaa answer 5 4 4
‘ N ~ 1146 1,147 1089
The Homeless , -

;3: :;Bg{f;?; i‘}o you If-crsofz;allgf see homeless people uround your community
‘ ay o work, or is the problem anly so 3
television, of have read abow? g Y something you have seen on :

HEs i 1290 HO2 193 I
%y % B (B (% (%)

Personally see - 36 31 54 8

TV or tead 59 44 4 W ;g g

Half aned hatf “ 3 e . k] 4 2

Don't know/no snswar 2 i 5 1 i 1
30, ¥CS: Do you feel that government spemti ;

; pending shouid be increased, do-

c d‘ ¥ a " N *
h:::;i?esc,m kept where It s nmf* in the following mreas? . . . Aid t¢ the

Poil Trends: Welfare il

YO YCR*
- 287 . 188
(%) (%}
Increased " 18
Decressed 5 b
Kept smne o i6
Mot sure 4 %

N - 1014 914 .- ’

¢ asked of regisiered voiers wha are fikely o vote in 3 Pemocratic or Republican
prisary or cautus in 1988 :

33. CBSINYT, APIMG, AP: Shoutd federal spending on helping homeless peo-
ple be increased, decreased or kept about the same?

CRSINYT  APIMG AP CBSINYT

TEE Fi88 12194 ie?

{%0) (%3 {%e) %}
increased <68 &1 8 - .88,
Decreased 4 Y 7. 4
Kept the same 23 27 23 26
Don't kaow/ine aaswer A3 H 12 . 3
N 1.577 i 084 1.604 281

12, TM: i you were making up the federal budget this vear wiuki you increase
spenciing for programs for the bomeless, decrease speading for programs for
1he homeless, oF Keep spemding the same for this?
. SIR7 s . Sve 1254
- %} (%) %) {9}
increase 67 3 67 93

Decresse 5 4 G g
Sami¢ 5 - 40 5 34
Pan’t huow 3 3 2 b4
N . 4244 2048 - 1,004 L9

13, WP, GALLUP: Would you be willing 10 pay more in your own personal
taxes if the money went to providing shelter for homeless people in yousr own
community? .

w GALLUP

. ’ ) 4o 352
%) 1%)

Yes 38 60

No 35 36

on't kegwing opinion 7 "

N 1,0 1387

© O Wookd vou, yourself, b wilbeg o pay higher (axes to help roduce poveny and
hiomelessarss, or not?
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Food Stamps

34, NES: If you hud a say in making up the following budget this year, for
which of the following programs would you like to see spending increased and
for which wiould von like 10 see spending decreased? . . . Food stamps.

1984 {984 1983 1990 ez o

{Fes %) (238 %) " (%a %
Incrensed 21 P X3 ﬁs { 218 f 1}0
Same 44 44 &5 0 53 48
Precreased 33 34 EH 25 29 43
Lot o entiesly o H L0 Y i o
N . i 809 1.999 1937 1897 2383 193

Norg--Egta from the NES 199292 Cumndative Fie and 1994 NES.
¥ Less than 9.5 percent.

35, ABCIWP: 1'd hike 1o ask you abont same specific federal goverament pro-
grams. For each. please tell me whether you feel spending for that program
should be racreased, decreased, or left about the same. . . . Food stamps.

198} 1486 1/87 &i8%
%) (5%) (%) (%)

Decrease . 49 32 26 28
Spend about the same B, 48 45 50
Increase 0. SR} 4 27 21
> Mo opinion 3 2 2 i
N - - P §,505 1,509

3. VOS5 Do you feed ;ha{ governmen! spending shouid be increased, dew
greased, or kept where i is pow in (e Ioilowing aress? . ., The food stamp
program. . )

MNE7 9

e 1%}
increased 33 31 .
Decreasad T34 2z
Kept as pow 36 18,
Mot sure 8 9
N ’ 1L0l4 500

37. (}’ALL_UP:_I am going 10 ask you a question about government spending.
In snswering, please bear in mind that sooner or later all government spending
bas 1o be taken care of ow of the taxes that you and other Americans pay.
As | mention cach program, tell me whener the amount of money now beiag
spent for thal purpose should be increased; Kept at the present level, reduced,
or ended abiogether. . . . Providing food programs for low-income families,

File 1986 8788 7i8¢ S
553 9%} %} #95; 95}
A8 46

Incrensed _ 34 51 3%
Same 3738 35 35 34
Decreased 34 1 is 4 7
Ended . ; 3 9 i :
No apinion 2 5 6 4 2
N - o 1,216 1,253 1.044

P

Poli Trends: Weifare 423

Issue Salience )
A8, TM: in the futsre, which one of the following items shouid President
Clinton give the highest priority to?

1093 Hes o s 719¢
(5 %y (%) %)

improving the job situation 28 26 pL 23
Reforming bealth care 14 14 it 15
Reducing crime M | 22 23 4
feforming the welfare system (B i5 12 15
Reducing the budpet deficy 22 0 it 21
Daon't knowdfrefused -0 b 3 3 p
N 1,479 1,207 2801 I

1094

. {%}

improving the job sination 19

Reforming health cam 1%

Reducing crime 26

Reforming the welfure system 13

Reducing the budger defieht 23

Pron't knowfrefnsed 4

.N ’ 2,052

'Who Would Do a Better Job at Welfare Reform?

19, LAT, NGCIRW: Who do you think can do a better job of reforming the
welfare systeny, President (8ill} Clinton or the Republicans in Congress?

- NBCIBW  LAT LAT

164 54 HI

T} {Fe} 1963
President Clinjon 44 42 1%
Republicans - 34 33 41
Both (volumeered} 2 8 - 4
Neither {voluneersd) B X1 b
Don't knowing answer 3 8 ?
N 5% R4 \ XHE

* Whi do you think would dio the best job reforming the welfate systeme-Fresident
(Bill} Clinton or the Republicans in Congress?

40, NBCIWSJ. Callup, TM: When it comes to . . . reforming the welfare

. gysiem . .. which party do you think would do a better job-the Democratic

Party. the Republican Party, neither, or are both shout the same?
NBCIWSJ TM Gullup  NHECIWS]

20z 37k 1219, 7ig4F

o2} 50) {9%) 154}
Dremocratic 38 &0 47 fi
Renublican < . S 30 36 35
Both/borh equal i6 e . 17
Meither frolunteered) 6 H N - 18
Don't Saowinn answer 8 i ¥7 b3

N 300 1,479 10147 1,003
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NBCIWSs Gallup NBCEWRY

Fiziit Lo Bigs

. { 953 (%} %)
Democoranie 2R 13 2
Republican 3 35 39
Both/both equal i & 15
Neither {vgluntesred) 21 - 11
Pon’t knowino answer 8 4 6
N 1,509 HR S0y

P Whath party, Republican er Democrat, do vou think can do a benter jab of ., | re.
fm;m}g e welfare system? (" Naither” response voluneered. ! -

7 Do you t_hmk the Republichn party or the Democratic perty would do a better job
of dealing with ench of the following issues and problems . . . welfase reform?

: 7. . . Both abowt Use Same, or neither?

In your view. would the Republican party or the Democsatic party Jdo a beiter ioh

of dealing with each of ihe following Issues and probless . . . welfure T4
cignal’ volunteered.) A provie e reflrm? (“Both

* ... The Republican Party, Both about the same, or pelther?”

41. CHSINYT: Who do yos think has better ideas sboul reforming the welfare
system: President Clinton, or the Republicans ia Congress?

P2 1195 4198
5% (%) %}

Clinton 2% 35 33
Repablicans &0 45 50
Both (volunteerdd) T2 2 4
Keither (voluntesred; 5 £ 6
flon"t know & il 7
N ) 13 728 10RG

92, ABCIWPE: Please toll me who do you trust 1o do 4 better job handli
4. ¢ 5 _ ndling that
isug—Llinton or the Repubbeans in Congresy? | | . I-kipiné the poor, ¢

95 wes
1%} b
Clinten ‘ o
Republicans 33 ¥
MNeither {volunteered) ’ & 8
Both equaliy {volunt
Nn“é’ﬁi?&iéng’i“ nfggred) i ' d?”" R i

Specific Reform Proposals

83 CBSINYT: As part of a welfare reforen program, 8o vou think the govern.

foent should ereate work programs for people op weifare and regus
ho : *qiiwe people
o participate in the progeams, or not? 4 Peop

1 WG
: % (9%}
{reate work programs §7 89
Dot create 1! 8
Pon’t know/no answer 2 S
N ToL147 1,689

R

e it g S ———————————

el AR A —

[

Polf Trends: Welfare 625

44, NYT, CHSINYT: Do vou think government spending ox job training pro-
grams for people on welfare should be ingreased, decreased, of kept about the

sane?
NYY CRSINYT

R $104

: %} ) (%%}

Increased &5 &1
Decreased SN 5 W
Kept the same 27 sl
Don't kaowine answer 3 4
N . 146

45. ABCIWP: Should there be i two-vear welfade jimit, after which able recipi-
ents must pet 2 job or perform community service?

Hod HYS

% {9R)

Yes k% BS
N 8 4
No apinion 3 H
N . .14

: #
4. TIMEICNNIYCS: Which of the following poads of welfare reform is most
important s you culting the cost of welfare programs by removing penple
from the welfare rolls, or giving poor people the skills they ased to become
sell-sofficient?

3iy2 552

%} {563
Cut costs 5 3
Make self-suificient o3 93
Both (volunteerad) 3 2
Don't know 3 A
N 1 400 1,250

‘47, CESINYT: Do you think that women with young children who receive
welfare should be required 1o work or shouid they stay at home and toke care
of their young children?

- o4 faree 425
(%} {5k} {58
Wark 45 52 fd
Sz 4t home ST A 37 R
Don’t knowino answer 14 ] 34
N 1146 1147 § 089

88, TIMEHCNNIYCS: Here s 2 list of changes many people would Bke to make

in the curreot welfate system. For each idea I read, plewse tell me whether
you faver or oppose that change. . . . Reguire all able-bodied people on wel
fare, including women with small chiidren, 10 work or iearn a job skill?

. ‘ Sz S04 995
: %) (% {9}
Faeor 87 L7
) Oppoce I - 9

Not sure . 2_ 3
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&6 Weaver, Shapiro, and Jacobs Polt Trends: Weifare

83, TarviML, Kaiserifarvard: In general do you think that governmeant ofB-

49. CESINYT: Do you thiok that unmarried mothers who are under the age of 3 s
cials shoudd . ., 7

1% and huve no other way of supporting their children shoid or should not

be able {0 receive weifare? Tardl ML KaiserlHarvasd

[T S L

1193 12i94
m o » s,
- C calf it &
yShould receive welfare B2 B0 ieave wellare as 3 *ff format -
Shotld et receive welfue 3.3 Exﬁ“’;‘:f‘@@ weltare 1e 3 53
R : thie siase
gzm t knowfuo a‘nswc? i 192} { ag; y Reform welfare at the national level 43 2?)
3 o " ' ) Eliminate all welfare benefits 8 -
30, TIMEICNNIYCS: Here 14 s Hst of chaages many people would fike to make $Insure, don't know, refused & . g 2{}9
in the current welfare sysiem. For each idea | read, please tell me whether ) N . 1000 *
you favor or oppose that chasge. . . . End intreases in welfare paymwents to
wotnen who give binh o childres while on welfare? -

Sme sor ol

: {95} % (%2} )
Favor 36 43 4% - :
Oppose B 5 3
Mot sure 5 7 5

§1. USNWR, NBCIWSI, USAICNN, CBSINYT: Do you favorioppose the fob- : ) :
lowing sugeestion i reform the welfare system? Do not increase benefits when
people pu wellare have additional children?

USNWR  NBCIWSS  USAICNN  CBEINYT S

1193 [ 12940 R
., {3 £40) (%} %)
Favor ] &8 46 56 i
Oppose 3 31 53 g '
- Pon't keowl/no aaswer/ .
LHESLLE ? 1 & 6

¥ Mow, here are sume additional proposals related to poverty and welfars, For euch - ’ .
one, please tel] me if your would strongly favor, somewhs favor, somewhat appose, . .
or strongiy oppose the propasall | . Srop giving extra money to motbers if they dave -
angther ehild afier thay go on welfare, {Combines “somewhat™ and “strangiy.')

¥ Now here are sowme possible changes to the welfare tysiem. Please il me '
whether you would favar or appose each pae? . . . End increases jo welfars payments
o women who give birth o child whils on weifare,

“ Woidd vou favor or oppose denying additional benefits to unmarried mothers on
wetfare if they have addivional children white they are on wellare?  ~

2. TIMEICNNIYCS: Here is n list of chanpes many people would Hke to make
in the current welfare system. For cach iden 1 read. please tell ene whether

you favoer or oppase.thal change, . .. Cut the amount of moey given to all '
people on welfare? ’

SR2 54 998

i UYL we¢his. . 455) ) Tk . , )
ONAWERES T - 1k 25 32 :

Oppose . 75 &5 62
Not sure: 7 ) i $



MOST IMPORTANT GOAL FOR WELFARE REFQORM

Reducing out-of-wedlock births 15%
Getting people into workforge 62
Reducing gov't spending on welfare 13
AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ALL WHITES BLACKS
Favor 44% 38% 78%
Oppose 49 59 18
AFFIRM, ACTLION PROGRAMS GIVING PREFERENCES TO WOMEN & MINORITIES
should be continued as they are 3%
should be continued but reformed 57
Engded , 26
THE ATF RAIDS IN WACO WERE IN WHITEWATER, HILLARY 15 ...
Justified 60% . NOW /94
Not justified 32 Telling the truth  29%  35%%

- Not telliing truth 39 43

Not sure 32 20
.8, POLICY TOWARD BOQSNIA IF SERBS CONTINUE ATTACKS RO YOU
Approve 28% . ' FAVOR ALLIED AIR STRIKES? {hall)
Disapprove 50 NOW 6795
Favor £1% 56%
Oppose 27 33

SELLING ARMS TO THE BOSNIANS (half sample}
Favor ' 43%
Oppone 47 - :

HILLARY CLINTON IS SCHEDULED TO SPEAK AT THE U.N. WORLD '
CONFERENCE ON WOMEN IN CHINA. SCME SAY SHE SHOULD NOT ATTEND

BECAUSE HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVIST HARRY WU IS5 BEING HELD BY CHINESE
AUTHORITIES. OTHERS SAY $SHE- SHOULD ATTEND T0O SHOW SUPPORT FOR

WOMEN'S RIGHTS. . ’ .

HRC should attend B8%

Should not attend 33

€

(¢) The American Pollitical Ngtwmrk, Inc.
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POLL FINDS PUBLIC
DOUBTS KEY PARTS
OF C.0.P.S AGENDA

A SPLIT OVER PRIQRITIES

Survey Says Congress Should
Stress issues Like Crime,
Jobs and Health Care

By RICHARD | BERKE
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MOFE FEEOONIIVE, AMEncans kre ¢
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Hmlt. Sun; 1=28-9%
Americans are dubious

socording {o the intew New
York Times /085 News Poll.
more

&7 geviernily
FIncyave than Demacrars g e
gm&madwmmcm

&mgwnmwd&.bm&q
o orpress discantent abows ihe
Gamae aken by ther party's new
beascioraban i Congressy, :

Moar AeTicans ¢ the pol} sasé
Ihey believe that Cengress showid
stfeas pobm and crime — tamives s
have not been wp pricrities for Re-
mublicany this vear — and hesith
eare. which s not even on the GOP
Wof&mncw&::mnaﬂ, .

..._"'"'" - b iCBS NEWS Vol
= Ehe New Hork Exmes| CBSNEWS Poll
-l '/
~How Americans View.
i=Yhe Contract With America
f ﬁ MEPMAICANS  DIDLMENDENTE  DEWOCKATS
§ = BOMGREES
S Xpprove of the way Doy P
f 1§ NANOhNG s b 57% 2%%
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i = POLL UPDATE =weesmsssconom

*14 ABC/W. POST: OVERWHELMING SUPPORT FOR 2-YEAR WELFARE LIMIT
1,145 adults surveyved by Chilton Research Services 178-%;
margin of error +/~ 3.5% (release, 1/12;.

CUT WELFARE SPENDING TC REDUCE DEFICIT? HOW 11788
Support 54% 27%
Oppose - g Qe B
W M MM )
PHO-YEAR WEBLPARE LIMIT, AFTER WHICH ABLE RECIPIENTE GET A JoB OR
PERFORM COMMUNITY RERVICE? 179795 174798 1754
(8upport B9% 91% 89%
\appose - ° o 6
SHOULD GOV'YY QIVE WELFARE TO .... YES NO
Single mothers with children 76% 21%
Teen-age girls with children 83 44
8ingle mothers who have more
chilildren while on welfare 21 76
Men who gan't find a job 54 41
Illegal immigrants 6 93
Illegal immigrants with children
born in US 31 65
DOES U8 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SYSTEM WORK WELL OR NOT? NOW 12/85
Works well 28% 35%
Doasn't work 72 56
WHICH DO ¥0U AGREE WITH MORE? NOW 12/8%
Most able~bodied people on welfare ...
Want to work but can’t because of circumstances i5% 43%
Prefer to sit home and collect henefits
even if they can work 57 52
ARE MOST ON WELFARE RECIPIENTS SUPPORT INCREASE IN YOUR FED.
BLACK OR WHITE? TAXES FOR JOB TRAINING & EDRUC.
- Black 41% TO GET PEOPLE OFF WELFARE?
White 28 Support 55%
Egqual i6 oppose 43
CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM ... KROW 12 /85
Discourages people from working 3% 553
Helps until they can stand on their own 20 30
IS5 GOV'T DOING ENOQUGH TO GET PEOPLE
ON WELFARE BACK TO WORK? NOW 12/85
Is doing encugh 14% 20%
Is not doing enough £3 72
GOV'T SHOULD HELP THOSE WHO MOEBT BPEOPLE ON WELFARE JuUusT
CAN'T HELP THEMSELVES DONYT WANT TO WORK
Agree 65% Agree 52%
Disagree 34 sagree 45

48



TABLE 17

AMERICANS' VIEWS OF ENDING WELFARE PAYMENTS
TO ABLE-BODIED RECIPIENTS AFTER TWO YEARS
Yiews of American Adults

Favor ending wellare payments to able-bodied welfare recipients,
inchuding women with pre-school children, after two years, and
requiring them to take a job

Would confinue to favor cven if the job the person
takeq pays a low wage that would make it difficult
to support & Bnnily

Would conctima i favor even if the person is unable
to pet a job

Sowree: Kaisee/Harvard Program on the Public and Health/Sociat Policy Survey, January 1995

TAELE 18

AMERICANS® VIEWS ON WHAT SHOULD HAPPEN IF WELFARE RECIPIENTS
ARE CUT OFF AFTER A SPECIFIED PERIOD OF TIME AND AFTER EDUCATION,
TRAINING, AND HEALTH AND CHILD BENEFITS HAVE BEEN PROVIDED
Views of American Adulis

Favor requiring wellare redipionts to do

connnanity service work in exchange for
soptinned benefits

Favor cottiog off benelits and goaranieeing
Jobs to recipients

Favor cutting ofT benefiis
Pon't know/Refosed

Souree: Kaiser/Barvard Program on the Public and Heoalth/Secial Policy Survey, Junuury 1995



TABLE 19

THE PRINCIPAL: GOAL OF WELFARE REYORM
Views of American Adults By Political Affiliation

Total Dem,

(et people off weifare, but only if we ¢an get them

decent jobs by providing job truining and edwcation 3% H6%
(et people off welfare even if if means they have to

take a low-paying job 2T% at
Get people off welfare regardless of the consequences 6% 7%
Provide people on welfare with more smoney 50 that they

have a higher standard of Living 2% 5%
Other (vol.) 1% 1%

Soorce: Kaiser/Harvard Progeam ou the Public and Health/Social Policy Survey, Jammry 1995
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_*15 NEWSWEEK: 47% PLURALITY SAYS CLINTON SHOULD KOT RUN IN 68
728 adults surveyed 12727-28; margin of error +/- 4%

{NEWSWEEK release, 12/30).

CLIRTON JOB HOW 11/3~4 1G/27-28 9/28-30

Apprave 35% 40% 44% i6%

Disapprove 45 43 44 48

HOW MUCH CONFINDENCE DO HAVE THAT THEY'LIL DO RIGHT THING?

. A LOT/SOME LITYLE/RONE

Pres. Clinton 58% 42%

Bab Dole 65 27

Newt Gingrich 38 38

Jegse Helims 40 41

SHOULD CLINTON SEEK '96 DEM NOMINATION? WILL HE?

Yes 44% Yes as5%

No 47 Ko 10

'96 MATCHUPS _

Clinton 54% Clinton 52% Clinton 49% ¢linton 42%

Quayle 3z Perot 3¢ Gingrich 27 Gramn 24

DK/other 14 DK/other 18 DX/other 24 DE/other 34

eilinton 472% Clinton 8% bole 48% Powell $8%

Cheney 28 Kenp 35 Clinton 38 Clinton 34

DK/otheyr 30 DR/other 27 DE/other i4 DRjothery 18
P T VERY/ NOT TOO/

HOW UPSET WOULD yYoUu BE‘lswﬂ., SOMEWHATY NOT AT ALL

b Yo to send thair kids 78 17

to orphanages or fostsar homes
ax outs—lead—to najor-inerease-in—defioit 73 T e 2 Qv

Limits on welfare cut off benefits to poor 73 24

~tamilies even when no work is.availabls e ST

Many envito regulations are seriocusly 73 24
weakened or eliminated

Cuts in benefits for illegal immigrants €4 ao

iead to discrimination against legal
immigrants who work snd pay taxes

Funding for public TV is cut back sharply 5% 43

women have less access to abortion than now 53 42
Funding for serious artists and community 41 57
arts projects is cut back sharply

Congress passes Const. amemdment to permit is 61

praver in pablxc schools that is offensive
to non-Christians and non~believers

HOUSE GOP'S CONTRACT W/AMERICA IS .

Serious promise/GOP Congress should be held regponsible 24%
Just a campaign promise/Shouldn't be taken seriously 24

Haven*t heard aboul it 47

MIDDLE-CLASS TAX CUT WQOULD BE

Good for the country 84%

Bad for the country 32

EVEN WITH THE TURNOVER IN CONGREBS, TERM LIMITS ARE ...
Necessary 71%
Not necessary 21

52
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*12a Shoukf methers who have infants and who are on weliire De roguired ta work? g‘iF YES:} Should they ba

raoirnd 10 work full ime O part ime? *
i = ; -
‘. . {'}\ Lt ¥

Year, Bhould Work
14 {rel

Fulltime . ...................
Pattime .................., &7 CONTINUE EOS PRI N

Net sure how mamy hows ., .., .. 6
SRIPYD T Y%c

*Asked of one-hait the responcemns,
|

{ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WHO ANSWERED *YES, SHOULD WORK® IN 124} -
12h, A shouid mothers wihico heve irdants andd wiks ara On woifre be quirss 10 work only if chiid csrs is

provided, of shouid they hae required 1o work gven ¥ child cire 8 not proviged? *

Oniydchiidcare provided . ..., ... ........ R S ¢
Bver # child care notprovided .. ... . .... ... ... 18 .
NOULSWE .. ... ... e 4 ;
53 r

Do not think should werk (from Q.128) ... ... ..,

*Askets of one-alf the respontients.

{ASK EVERYONE}
ige, Do you think # single mother working &t £ part-timg, minimurr-wage job sholid be permitted 10 receiva wellars
benglis, tor as long ag she saMS 9ss than tha poverty fevel, of do you think she should ret be perniited to

oo sa?
Should be permitted .. ... .. a5 at] .
Shoulg not he parmited ... . 8 :
NOTSUI® ... ... eennr . L :
e T MHM
W\&

e
< {READ:} Now, ! Bave s faw questions shout two different waifare reform plans.

138 One weallars redoim proposal places a twowysar fimit on wallare Denefits.  After mc years, benafils woulth be \
entded for af abie-toOiad reciients, angd the govemment waild not provide a job. Would you strongly faves, T

somewiat tavar, somewhst Oppose, Of SEOIYY ORRCSe SUCh B twWo-yBar fimit?

Stronghetaver .. ... ... ... 23 1By
-Somawnsrtaver L. ... ... 30
Somewhat Oppose .. ... .. 24
Shongly oppiose ... ...... 1B
Natsurg ., ... ..., .. 3
P

13b. At atormative walars reform proposal would requing weliare ravipiams to afteng job irakting sessions as soon {
as they start recawving wetfare. Afiar two yaass, if they have not tound amploy ment, waltarg reciplents would

/

DB rOgUinE 10 work &t g public setvics job. Would you strongly favor, samawnat fgvdr, somewhal 8opose. r"
¢ stongly opowse this proposal? !
J

Brrongly favor .. ... L Le. 64 B3
Somewhat favor . ........... ... 28
SOMawrM oppose .., ... ..., 4
Strongly oppos ... ... ... 3
3
Ve

NOLSWS . . ... i
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Broad Bupport for Reforms

“I'm going to read to you a number of suggestions of ways to reform the
welfare systen that are being talked about today. Please listen as I
read each one and tell me if you favor or oppose the suggestion."
ST e R Aok
o All African
Percent Support voters Reps. Dems. Whites Americans

Reguire job training for

those on welfare, and after

two years require them to

- work in government jobs

\ if necessary 82 77 88 81 88 ’

Require job training for
those on welfare, and after
| two vears reguire them
{tw work 93 a5 86 83 91

Require unemployed fathérs
of children to work 94 34 85 94 86

Replace welfare benefits

with tay credits and

strengthen child support

enforcenent 67 6% 65 £6 T2

Have government help pay for

childcare and transportation

for welfare recipients who

work or are in Jjob training

or education courses 77 72 81 76 84

Deny welfare benefits to
legal immigrants until they
become citizens 69 72 €5 71 67

Deny welfare benefits to
legal immigrants 37 39 36 36 38

Do not increase welfare
benefits when people on
welfare have additional
children 65 70 81 67 49

t

P T A b b bt

J Linit welfare benefits to e - —
two years and do not allow :
people to get kack on A
walfare for at least ‘
five years 50 56 42 52 37

SR——

Limit welfare benefits to
two years and do net allow
people to get back on
X'welfare sver 24 25 .18 21 15

J—

- e

] ' |
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DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL, ANTHEDEILOGY
114 SOCIAL SCIENCE BUILDING
BOX 20041

February 22, 199%

Bruce Reed

Deputy Assistant, Domestic Policy Council \ oy
0id Executive Office Bldy, Room 213 .

1500 Penmsyivania Aveme, i

Washington, D¢ 20800

*

Dear Mr. Reed: ,

The enclosed repori was requested by David Ellwood's office; I thought
your office might be interested in a copy as well., The first few pages of the
report summarize my findings, which are further encapsulated here, as follows:
Concerning the welfare system, Americans hold a set of diverse beliefs, with
divergent policy implications., My study found that communitarian, populist,
and individualist rhetorical framings of the issue led to significant
differences in support expressed by respondents for three options for reform.
In addltlan, I found a great deal of public support, in almost all demographic
groups, for governnent programs that would ald working people in this country
as well as welfare recipients. -

At the end of the report (p. 25) I uss the discourse of the public
summary of the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 as an example of an
inadvisable approach, rhetorically, given the evident goais of the President's
Working Group on Welfare Reform., I then recommend two altermative
presentation approaches that my survey suggests are more likely to evoke
public support.

This small survey is part of a larger, ongoing study I am conducting of
attitudes about the welfare system. To date my students and 1 have conducted
several foous groups with middle— and upper-middle-class men and women as well
as a few individual imterviews in a poor, rural African-American commumnity in
eastern North Carcolina. Additional individual interviews wlll be completed in
the next two morths.

I am on research leave fvom Duke this semester. Tf vou or your
colleagues have any Questions, I ¢an be reached at {401) 841-6513.

Sipeeraly, .

5;?.ﬂfmd¢glw R
tEidia Strauss ‘
Assistant Prof r



ENGENDERING PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR DIFPERENT WELPARE REPORM OPTIONS: TEHE
BPFECTS OF IRDIVIDUALYST, COMMUNITARIAN, AND POPULIST POLITICAL RHETORIC

February 1395

Claudia Strauss
Department of Cultural Anthropolosgy
Rox 900%1
Duke University

Durham, HE Z7748-0091 }

{e-mall: estrauvssfacpub.duke.edu)
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W&EWKRI;HG PUBLIC SUPPORT POR NIPFERENT WELFARE REFPOEK OPTIONS: TERB
EFFRCTSE OF INRDIVIDUALIST, COMMUNITARIAN, AND POPULIST POLITICAL RHEBTORIC

Ovorview

walfare reform is one of the leading issues facing national and state
policy makers in the United Ststes at the pressnt. On this topio, as so
many others, ths American public is divided. fThe most interesting
diviasions, however, are within rather than betwesn pecple. The average
American wants to spend less mopney on "welfare" but mors money on "programs
far poor children,” likes the idea of limiting welfars to two years but is
aloo willing to greatly expand government programs that would help welfare
recipients become self-suificient. r

Betwean January 12 and Januesry 24, 1993 I conducted-& telephone
survey on welfare reform. The primary purpose of this survey was toc learn
which of these variocus compatling ways of thinking about wglfare reform is
evoked by different introductory "framings* of the issus. Hore
gpecifically, I was intarestad in the sffect of inﬁivi&aa}ist,
communitarian, and populist framings, i.e., framings that look amt welfare
in terms of welfare reciplents’ behaviors, community valunes, or structural
obstacles faced by the average person, respectively. These initial
framings of the issue were ¢reated by asking respondents whether they
ngrasd or disagreed with & genersl statement about "one of the biggest
probleme in America today® phrased, variously, in individualiast,
communitarian, or populist terms. Then respondonts ware asked for their
opinion of three options for changes to tho welfsare system {eliminating
walfare for single teenage mothers; providing welfsre for twe years only;
and replacing welfare with government-subsidized health insurance, day
gare, and jobs for all Americans who need them). This small survey (143
respondenta, equally divided betwean North Carolina and Rhode Island} is
part of a study I began in the summer of 1944 of public diacourse and
popular opinions about the welfasre system in the United states. Most of

the data for the study will be collected through media analyses and focus

i
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group and Individual interviews with working- and middis-class men and
wOman. ;

This survey found that the framewcerk evokad by Lhe initial rhetorical
guestion was significantly associated with policy prafareécaa respondents
then expressed, particularly for those regpondents who were zomevhat
ancertain abeout thelr opinions. These statistically significant results
indicate that it is highly likely any other random sample Ixom the same
population would show the sams pattern of results. $8§poft for eliminating
welfare for single teensge mothers was significantly bigher among those who
heerd the individualist statement, while mupport for replacing welfsare with
government—-subsidized health insurance, day care; and jobg for all
Amaricans who need them wag significantly higher among those who haard the
communitarian statement. Interestingly, however, the copmunitarian
framowork did not lead o an oversll preference for rthe latter propozal
when respondents chose the one they liked best. Instead, the communitarian
framing led in the end to greater support for limiting welfare to two
¥aRrs, while the populist diswonrse led rsspondents to prefer replacing
welfare with public Jjobs programsz and governmsnt-subsidized day care and
health insursncs for all Americsans who need them. Yhis last finding wag
the opposits of what most knowledgeable cobservers might have expected and
what Y had hypothesizad., These findings suggest that communitarian and
other moraligiic appesls to be genersus towerd the less well-eff may create
that gasnercus feeling in the short term, but they mey have the paradoxical
long-term result of arcusing resentment that incressss public support for
measures that contract, rather thsn expand, the social safety net.

Overall, consistent with other recent polls, the survey rsvealed very
low suppeort for the proposal to aliminate welfare for single teenange
mothers and high support f£or the proposal to limit welfare to two years.

It also revealed sarprisingly high lavels of agresment (matorities in both
states} with a proposal that conventional wisdom would &&y the publile had
rejected: "to replace welfare with & system of governmentesubsidized child
care, health insurance, and deobs for sll Americans who need them.* While
there is no chance sucsh & proposal could be snacted at tﬁa fedaral level ox

§
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in any state, it suggests that thers would be strong public auppwﬁt for
measures such &z raising the minimum wage that would not énly help people
on walfars to become self sufficient but aleo help the st;uggling working
and middle classes. * :

In closing I recommernd that advocstes of balanced approsches to
walfare rafa%m avolid framing their proposals in individuaiist or moralistlic
terms. Instead, I snggeét eithsr an "Invest in Children“iapproach af the
sort that ils very popular in North Carclina at present or an "Iinclusive
Populist” approach that frames the izsue in terms of the failures of
current programs to meat the needs of &1l those 8truggliﬁ% to make ends
meet. Inclusive populism is guite different in both style and substance
from 19%69s-style "liberal* programg and disocursss, which%streas instead

the need for the middlie-class and rich to hslp the poor.
Backyground: A Clash of Rictorics

gur opiniong about the welfare gystem, llike ocury opinions about most
toplaes, arve ;nformed by diverse and often incongistent sourceg of
information. We may have first-hand experiences with tha?w&lfare system or
know others whe have; or, in any case, know how diffiznlrt it ¢an be to meke
ends meet. By now we have probably hesrd discussions about welfare. These
discussions are couched in different discourses. At leaa% three
redominate at present; individualist, osomwonitarian, andﬁpogulist*‘

Individualist discourses are cbvicus to any cbserver of Ameiican
eulture and history. In this discourse sach person’'s fate is in their own
hands; reforence is to individuals {Hardworking Helens ax}Lazy Louiesy
rather than to clasges or communities joined by common concerns. When

conservative commentators apply these diszcoourses to welfars, they are

Reieh {19873 discussed these three discouzwes, calling them the Tales of the
Triumphart Individusal, the Benevoisnt Community, and the Rot at tha Top. He
describad a fourth *Tals® as woll: that of the “Mob at the Gat&”;{natianaliam}. If
the “mob” is expansted teo Third-worlid pecples within as well as outeids our borders,
then the fourth tale ism aleo sxtremsly ralevant to the current welfare debate--fox
goma people, more szo than anpy of the tales. In the prasent stuldy, however, I chose

not te sxperimentally imvoke this zhatoric. !
!
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likely te state that welfare reg¢ipients vould be self supporting if they
worked harder and controlled their reproduction. %hen more liberal
commantators apply individualist discourses to welfars tha; stresa the neead
to empower individuals to help them schisve success in & compatitive
system, \_

Communitarian discourses are a rveagtion to extrems Rﬁaricaa
individualism,. While the label "communitarianism® is new, thase dispcoursas
are suppased to be revivals of much older ways of talking and thinking,

One current example iz President Clinten’s call for a "New Covenant."
stimulated in part by Bellah et ni.’s, Habits of the Heart {19885,
communitarians promote groups bound by mutual concern and obligations.
Typically, these discourses ars nostalgic, sevoking earlier pericds of
Americsn histary when famllies end neighbors living in small towns or
frontisr settlements helped easch other in times of neesd and imposed a-
common code of condust. Although communitarisnism is supposed to transcend
liberal/eonservative differencss, it too comes in different, ideoclogically
loaded, versiens. Conservative communitarians are likely to hark back to a
period before feminism and multiculturaiiesm, when, as Charles Murfay put it
in a recent radio intsrview about The Bell Curve, "apouses" and different
ethnio groupy each had e "special place” {and staved there, he implied)
{WGBH Boston, 1/2B/953. The iwplication for welfare is that government
programs should not try to change the distribution of wealth and
communities should take cars of their own., Libersl eammuﬁitarian& use
imsgos of familias and communities to atress, instead, as Haric Cuome put
1t in his keynote address to the 1984 Domocratic Hational Conwvention, that
az our “wagon brain” heads for the frontier, we shounid keép *tha whole
family sboard. <Constantly reaching oub to extend and enlarge theat family,®
leaving no ong behind. Here the implication for welfare is that we are one
large national community and federal programs may be needed to sensure that
we mest our okligations to sach other. Communitarisn disgourses on the
left are not very ¢ommen in the informstion field of the average American

and may be saslly confused with religious and other moralistic appeals to
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provide charity to pecple in nead. :

Populist discourssas also have a long history in the énited States
{Kazin 1934). DPopulist appeals are claas baged: this is discourss that
speaks for the cless of ~little people® Or *average pecple" who face
systematic baryriers to esconomic advancement., As with the first two
discourses, populism comes in different flavors, depemding on how the class
of "average people” or "little people" is imagined. For some the “average
pergon® 18 middle clmas, not an Dmmigrant or a person of ecelor, and
probably mals. For others the clasg of little people includes evervona who
is not wealthy, from the poor through the middle class. Populist discourse
on the right tends to delimit the class of littls people ﬁhe firat, more
narrow, way and criticize the barriers imposed by big govérnmant or the
misguided policies damanded by “gpecial intersst groups® {i.e., women and
minerities). Populist discourse on the left tends te delimit the class of
little people the second, broader way, eritigquing the constraints lmposed
by an economy that has genersted insufficient jobs paying a family wage.
Populist discourse on the left-~let us call it "inclusive populism®-—-is
diffevent from 1960s-style liberalism, which appesled to the cvomfoertable
middlo~class to gupport the poor. By contrast, incluaive populism atresses
tha comman interests of everyone struggling to maks ends meat.

in practige, of course, thepe three discourzsg rarely appear in
isolation from sach other. A taik-radio host can easily move £rom
complaints about affirmative action (eonservative populism) to pr&ise of
unfertered competrition {(consarvative individualism) or critiaia& oF
syltural rejsativism {oonservative communitarianismy. Horfnrﬁ these the
only discourses relevant to welfare. Those centerad on gendex, racs, and
immigration are alsc extremely potent in this field. ‘

Still, despite the continuities among individualist, populist, and
sommunitarian discourses, they invoke overlapping but not identical ways to
think about changing the welfare system. Individualist discouxses, both on
the right and the left, suggest solutions that change the values,
asttitudes, or bshaviors of welfare recipients. Communitarian discourses,

both on the right and the left, turn attention instead teo culturel values.-
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the moral climate of the nation. Populist disvourses, both on the right
end left, focus on structural problems and solutions. FPurthermore, these
digcourses tend to differ in emstional tone, wi&h the graﬁt&at contrast
appearing between moralistic communitarian discourses and cynical populist
discourses. The former we are more likely to hear from the puipit, the
latter at a neighborhood bar or kitchen table.

e e e b
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Cognizing Divarse Rhotorics: Compartmentalization, Integraiiun, or Random
Rasortmants

How do members of the public internalize these diverse yhetories?
There are three possibilities: integration arournd common themes, compart-
mantalizetion, and random comhinations.

Integration consists of selectively retalning only those ideas from
each digcourse that £it & commen theme., The theme could be “the lass
government the better,* “things were betier in the old daya,” “we should
halp thosa leas fertunate,® “Paople always taks advantag&fof ma® or any
other concern--whethar common or idiosyncratic. 'The sele%tivaiy retained
ideas would comprise a single cognitive schewms Lhat would 'be activated in
any relevant context {such as participating in a telephone surveyj.

Compartmentalization ooccurs 1f divergent sources offinformatimn are
retained in somswhat disconnected cognitive schemas. To continue the
previous example, a given person could have both a "the less government the
better" achema and a *ws should help those less fortunate” schema. The
particular conditions at a given moment (e.g., the precise wording of a
aurvey! would then sctivate one of thase schemas’ rather than ﬁhﬁ«otﬁer.’

1f divergent informstion is internalized in random combinations,
thers ig no system to the way we pick up new informatien ox respond, on the
basis of previcusly learning, to & azjtustion such as a survey. Our minds
are like fortune-telling balls, with differsnt responses floating randomly
to the surface.

A reasonakle assumption would be that the form of internalization

that cceours would depend on several factors, the most impartant being the

Inoressingly. Tschamas® is censidered acceptable as ths plural, instesd of
*gohomata®.,

‘Elvewhere (Stravas 19%0} I have distinguinhed two forms of cegnitive
compartmentalization., Horizontally compartsentalized schemms sre sgually sasy to
bring te awarensss, Tf, on the othar hand, two schemas are vertically
acompartmentalized, one is more cognitively accessible than the othsx. “That
diatinction is not relovant for the present study because I wan Hot asking
respondents to volee their opinions. Instead, chey had enly to yesct to statemanto
1 presented 4o them.
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person’s involvement in and knowledge abont a topic and the way ideas about
that topic have been presented to that person. When we are exposed to
topics about which we know very little, we are likely to assimilate diverss
bits of information in a way that looks feairly random. AL the copposgite
extrema, if the topic is one about which we are both knowledgesble and
concerned {concernsad enough to have diacussed it with others or thought it
through for ourselves}, we are then much more likely to pick and choose
from the information presented to ua, intsgrating it in a personally
neaningful whole. Between these extremes are topics about ‘which we have a
moderate amount of knowledge and 2 moderste level of congerfim-Qoncarn
sufficient to make us attend to more information on the teple but
insufficient to provoke us to think through our own position. My
assumpiion is that under these in-between conditions we ¢ompartmentalize if
ouy personal information field is discontinuens (i.e., divergent ideas are
prasented in different contexts). The assumptions guiding the present
study were that for the topic of walfare and for the averaé@ American
adult, sources of information are somswhat discontinuous, whiles informatlion
and concern levels are moderate. Hence, I axpscted that the way
regpondents reagted ¢ gquestions about welfare reform could be strongliy
affected by which of seversl conpartmentalized schemas wag most strongly
sotivated by the survey guestions,

This assumpiion ie supported by the exgerieaces wf pollsters, who
find that on most topics, survey wording has large effscis on repliss; by
the well-~known finding that Americans tend to be ideologioal conservativss
but opsrstional libersls; and by studies focussed on Americans’ attitudes
about welfare. A few years ago one researcher found, as he put it in his
ritle, “welfare by any other name smells awseeter.” For exanmple, questions
that asked about helping poor people evoked a much more favorable response
then those that asked about helping pesople os welfars (Smith 19873, A
Decenber 1994 New York Times/CBS News Poll found that 48% of the
regpondents callad for cuts in “"government spending on welfare" but 47%

called for incrsmases in “spending on programs for poor children” (New York
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Times, 12/18/%4:E 5}. Thase findings suggest that for mss% Amaricans,
ideas relevant to welfare have bsen internalized in a compartmentalized
way. !

As a cultural anthropologist, I was particularly intérested in the
schemas evoked by the three broad cultural discourses dsseribed sbove:
individualism, communitarianism, and populism. This atady;investigat@d
whether asking respondente at the beginning of the survey to reapond to &
statement phrased in terms that evoksd one of these discourses would affect
the opinicng they expregsed shortly afterward in the aurvey about proposals
L0 change the welfare system., T anticipated that ﬁhe schm@n gvoked at the
Beginning would affesct the attitudes reapendentg expraaaedtlater,

1
regardless of their agreement or disagreement with the statement posed.’

Questionnaire dasign and survey sample ﬂ

The survey was short and slmple [Appendix Aj., Respondents were told
that this was “a survey of attitudss about welfare reform.” After
screening to make sure respondents were U.S. citizens, 18 years old or
clder, three-gquarters of the respondanis next heard: “Firsi, belore I ¢et
to welfare reform, I will read a statement. Pleass tell mé whether you
agree or disagree." E

Some randomly chosen’ respondents were then asked their opinion of
the statement, "One of the blggest problems in America today is Lhat oo
many peocple aveld taking responsibility for their lives.® The term
"regponaibility” (of. “The Fersonsl Responsibility Aet," tﬁa welfare reform

proposal in the Contract Witk America) and the statement’s' foous on

‘At the pama time, I tyied te choose statements with which I axpoested most
respondents to agree. Tha iosdividualist and communivarian siategents ware
successful in this: the populist statoment scmewhat leas smo. There is farther
discuneion of this point below.

o assign respondents $£O groups, survey forms were marked is advancs, with
successive surveys indicating each of ths four possibilities in turn. A slight
adjustment of thins order waes made part way through to enaurs egusl distribution of
the apsignments in each of the thras calling areas.
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"peopls,” consldered apart from any largex graugings, were intended 1o be
avocative of individualist ways of talking abount welfars recipieﬁtx,

other respondents were asked to respond to the statement, "One of the
biggest problems in Bmerica today is that we have forgotlben that all of ua,
rich and poor, are in the same poat. ¢Giving help to some people now will
aventually help other people later.® Thie wording wasz supposed to evoke a
communitarian feeling of citizens sharing common concarns. By adding,
"giving help to some people now will eventualiy help other pesple lster,” I
had hoped teo evoke a communitarian image »f mutual reﬁpansibilzté rather
than & "liberal® image of one-way charity.

¥inally, some respondents considerad the statement, "One of the
bigaest problems in America today is that the average person pays too much
in taxes and dossn’t get enough in return from the government.” In this
statement the focus is on "the average person,” a taxpayer (like most of
the respondents), part of a largsr class of similer taxpgyars. :
Furthexmore, this average person is aggrieved {pays too much andégeta too
little)., This statement was designed to be esvocative of populist
discourses.”’ e

My initial sssumption had been that individuslist discourses are
typically conssrvative, communitarien discourses typloally liberal, and
populist discourses can go aither way; 20 the statepmenta T created to evoke
 these discourses were ideclogically tilted accordingly. The individualist
gtatemsnt la “victim blaming;” the ¢ommunitarian ststement stresses a
progressive vision of communities thae anite; rather than separate, diverse
citizens; while the populist statement mixes liberal and conservative
elenents. In fact, as I explained previcusly, =sch of these cultural
discourses has variantas that range across the political spectrum. As I
demonstrate below, however, the results of the survey show that the
specific schemas evoked had effects that cannot be characterized solely

slong a liberal-comservative scale. Purthermore, contrary to my

*Bvan though it is probably more comon for Americans t2 hear populiast criticiems of
taxes than populiet calls for s grestar return from govermment,
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expectations, the populist discourse led in the snd to greater support for
sxpanded government programs than did the communitarian discourse.

The remaining respendents served as a control groun. They heard none
of these rhetorical framing statements, only the guestions that were pext
pused to «ll respondents. Everyons was told that they would hesy “three
proposals for welfare reform” and for each they wers supposed to say

.whethar they agreed or disagreed. The thrae proposals were the fellowing:

The best way to reform the welfars pystem is for states to sliminats
welfare for children born out of wedlock to teenags mothars,

¥

The best way to reform the welfars system iz for the government to
provide welfare for tws years, then expect reciplents to work,

The best way te reform the welfare system is to replace welfare with
a aystem of government-subsidized child care, health insursnce, and
jobs for all Americans who need them.’

fhe order «f presentaticn of the thres propossls was rotated.

tha first of these proposals is one elsment of the Republican
Contract with America. 1t will be referyred to as ELIMIVATE from here on.
The gecond proposal {(hereafter called TWO YEARS} has bean made by several
Republican and Demoaratic politicians, including President Clinton. The
third proposal (to be called BENEFITS FOR ALL} is aot currently advocated
by any well-known political leader. A public jobs program, national hesalth
insurance, and transitional day care for former welfsre recipients were
among the proposals suggested by Prasident Clinton’e welfare reférm task
forece last year. Although the program they proposed wasz ambitious, it was
not as extensive as goverrment-pubsidized “child cere...and jobs for all

Americans who neead thesm.*®

'In petronpect I realize it would have been better to have ugsed “the government®
rathar than *“states” here, RAe one respondant pointed sut, many,pecplse favar having
statec control this srea of policy. The effact of this wording, howevax, should
have besn Lo raise support for this proposal, and yet I found Lhat support remained
gquite low. ;

*Une of “the bost way to reform the welfare systes” o introduge each of thess
proposals confused s few respondents, whe then wanted to hear sll three haefeore they
would regpond te apy. Thie acourzed in 2 or 3 of the %% calle I miade.
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soth for the initial rhetorical atatement and for these three
propoaalas, after respondents stated thelr sgreement or disagreement, they
wore asked whethar they agresd/disagreed "strongly" or "pot so strongly.®
If it wan not clear from the strength and dirvection of their agresment or
disagreemsnt with the welfare reform proposals individually, respondents
ware agkod to choose bstween the two {(or three} propopals they likaed
aqually well. This guestion was usually wordsed as follows; "There ware Lwo
propogsls you agreed with strongly [or gomewhat]., The second ong I
mentioned: {repeated word-for-word] and the third: {rapeatéd word-for-
word]. If you had te choose between those two, which would you pick?*®

Finally, respondents were asked their sge, higheat g;ada completead,
income category, racs, and whether they vored in the last election. Their
sex was Inferred from their voice (Appendix Aa). '

The survey was administered in two states: North Carolina and Rhode
Ialand. In choosing these two atates I took sdvantage of the fact that I
am on the faculty at Doke University (Durhmm, Horth Carolina) and thus had
the help of a research assistant and othexr people I know there, but I am
caxrently on B semester's lesave from ke and am living in Rhode Isliand.

My vepsearch sssiatant and one other caller made an imitial set of calls for
me in Nerth Carolina; I made all Rhode Island onlliz as well as later call
backs tc people they had not reachsd. One of the Horth Carolina cellers
lives in Raleigh, the other in Chapel Hill, and each made cells in her
ilocal calling aresa. For ths first caller that area covered Raleigh and
surrounding Wake County, iscluding the affluent suburb of Cary and the ares
around Research Triangle Park. The sscond caller's sres inaludad the
university town of Chapel Hill and surrounding, . more ruraé, orange County.
My calls in Rhode Island wers mads to the greater Providense areas
Providence and the surrounding cities and suburbs of Cranéton, Warwick,
Pawtucket, North Providence, Cumberland, Coventry, East Providencs,

Bristol, amnd Barrington. This is lsrgely & working-class area, although

My instructions to callers wera to repeat the choices varbatim, o as 5ot to
introduce possible biass by # substitute wording. Beyond that, they could improvise
an the wording to elicit the raspondent's tayp choice,
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parts of it (e.g., Barrington) are guite affluent. Since the aim of the
survey wag to agsess the effect of different rhetorical f%&m&s on attitudes
about walfare policy, ne attempt wap made to choose & sample representative
of the population of each state or of the nation. As I wklz axplain later,
howsver, the overall resalls I obtained are very similsy %ﬁ several recent
national surveys. E

Samples were chosan as follows. Several fivewdigit;uumbers ware
drawn from a random number table. These were used to apegify a page number
in the local directory, column number on the page, and distance down the
golumn. The phone number at that point was noted for each of these randor
numbors. For esach of thess inltisl phone numbers a list of numbers to call
was gonerated by adding four te the first number, four &o thai number, and
80 on, for ten phone numbers. This gave us the possibility of resching
unlisted numbers and ensured respondents’ anonymity. By limiting the list
to 10 numbers for each rendomly chosen starting point, no exchange was over
sanmpled. The initial liets had 170 numbers {(some working, some not) for
the greater Providence area; 120 for the Raleigﬂ area; and 50 for the
Chapel Hill area. By repeated calling (at least four attémpta for each
working residential number) we eventuslly reachad 203 people, out of whon
1&3,{?§‘§%; participated in the suryvey. It is likely that the high
participation rate was dus in largs part to widespread public interest in
the topic of welfare reform." Of those 143 participants, half (71} wsre
from Rhode Islend, a third (4%) from the Raleigh, North Cercolina area, and
the remaining sixth (23) from the Chapel Kill, North Carolina area.

t

Pindings: Tho BEffects of the Rhetorical Frame

E

“Our sucwess in reaching a large shera of the initial Jist wssz 2leo the resslt of
paxnistent calling over ths 13 daye during which the survey wes conducted. ‘This is
longer than ia idaal for a survey on a topic of such ourzent istarest. S¢il), thers
wore no msajor public discusaions of welfare during chat period that shouid have
ereoatad differences between people polled sarlier and latex. (ODiscussion of a
balanced budget amendment and the atart of the 0.J, Simpeon murder trial near the
snd ¢f the celling period consumed more public interest.) The last survey was
given minutes bafore ¥Fresidsnt Clinton’n State of the Union address.

E
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The previous discussion sugdests that the respondenta whoe were most
likely to be affected by the rhetorical frame imtroduced at the beginning
of the gurvey were those with moderate levels of interest in the toplic of
walfare. No guestion was asked directly to ‘judge their level of intersst
or congern., Instead, I measursd this by the strength of t%eir opinions
about the three welfare reform proposels. The 42 res;ond@ﬁta whe agreed ox
disagreed strongly with all three proposals were tagged as “high certeinty®
and the remaining 181 as "maderste certainty.™ Most of ths findings
reported below hold an trends appreoaching statistical signifioance for all
respondents and are statisticelly significant for the respondents of
moderste certainty considered alone. é

The rhetorical frame introduced at the beginning of the survey did
not creste an orientstion that sffected respenses to all three propossals
equally., As a compartmentalization theory would predict, the effects were
more specific. The individualist rhetoric had its qreateém effect on
support for ELIMINATE {increasing it}). The populist rhetoric had its
biggest effect on support for TWO YEARE {decremsing it} and on final choice
amang the proposals {leading to preference for BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWG
YEARSY. The communitarian rhetoric affected support for all three
proposals, but in more complicated ways. Overall, it incressed support for
BENEFITS FOR ALL, considered aione, but this dependsd on the regpondent’s
sgreement or dissgresment with the communitarian statement and did not hold
up in their final cholce among welfare reform options. In the end, those
who hesrd the communifarian rhetoric tended to prefer THWO YEARS.

The leant complicated finding is that the individualist rhetorie
inecreased support for BELIMIRATE (p=.81 for mod. zertsinty; p=.21 for all,
Appendix B, Tables ib & Ib). It is not surprising that having reapondents
think about the statement, "One of the blggest problsms in America today is
that too many people aveid taking responsibility for their lives," would
increase support for proposals to eliminate welfare for single teenags
mothers. “Responsibility” is usually assocliated with maturity {sscial,
emotional, and morall; “lrresponaiblility" with immaturityi Furthermoers,

“avoiding one’s responsibilities® has sometimes been ussd as a euphepmism

!



!
Engendering public Support, page 13

4

for men not marxying the women they impregnate ox sagpor{ing the children
they father. Probably this statement brought to mind ideas of impature
behavicr; when combined with the possible connotations o§ paternal
irrseponsibility and the knowledge that this was a survey about welfare,
the result was activatbion of schenmss relating te “family values.” For
respondente whose opinions were hold with moderate certainty, the effects
of the individeelist rhetorie were striking., Amceng these raespondent.s,
while 89% of the contrsl group and 89% of the communitazian group rejected
the ELIMINATE proposal, the individualist group wes neaxly split batween
those dissgreeing and those agreeiny with ELIMINATE (54% disagree to 45%
agree}. {The populist moderate certainty group wms in between, with §8%
disagrse to 32% agres.) ' 1

Although it is hard to draw conclusicns from tests showing no
appnociation, it is interesting that the particular indiviaualist stastement
used in this survey had less strong effecte on support for THWO YEARS or
BENEFITE FOR ALL. One possibilicy is that the *family v%iaeﬁ” gonnotaticns
of "aveid taking responsibility* affected ELIMINATE, which dealt directly
with sexualisy, more than it affected TWQ YEARS oy BENEFITS FOR ALL, which
focus on other agpects of welfarse., Another possibility és that reapondents
weare divided about whether TW0O YEARS and BENEPITS FOR ALL (i.e., putting
svoryona to work, with day care and health ingurance} would promote or
ratard responsible bshavior.

Support for SLIMINATE was not greatly affected by reapondsnte’ degree
of agrsement or disagresment with the initial statements they heard. For
the TWO YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL proposals, the situation ia more
complicated. Overall, the particular populist rhetoric I used decreased {I
emphasize thia, because some might find it surprising) support for THO
YEARS {p=.05 for mod. certainty; p=.11 for all, Appendix 8, Tables 3b &
4a}. This is true of the whole group axposed to the populist rhetorics, but
aspecially true of those who heard the populist statement and then did not
agree with 1t strongly. Exsctly half of those who heesrd, "The biggsat
problem in America today is that the average person pays tog much in taxes

and doesn’t gelt enough in return from the geoverpment,® agreed with it
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strongly. But 28.5% of those whe heard it dimagreed with it, making it the
most contestod of the three initial statements. The remaining guarter
neither agreed nor disagreed, or agreed with it, but not atrongly. Those
whe heard the populist statement and agreed strongly were fairly similar to
the control group: only a 1ittle more in faver of ELIMINATE and BENEFITS
FOR ALL and a little less in favor of TWC YEARS than the controls.”
Howaver, those who heard the populist statement and decided that they did
not agrea aompletely were more iikely than the gontrols to reject ELIMINATE
and embrace BENEFITS FOR ALL” and they came closmer than any other group to
rejecting TWO YEARS (50% agree to 50% disagree).

Interestingly, meajorities of both the group who heerd the populist
statemant and agreed strongly amd of the group wha haoard i% and did not
agree strongly chose BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARE in the end. For many
of the respondents, their prefersncs among programs was apparsnt from their
opinion about each. However, 44% of all reapondents agreed with both TWO
YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL. If they agreed equally atrongly, they were
asked to choose between them. For 90.5% of all those in the populist group
who had agreed with BENEFITS FOR ALL, it was 5tiil their top choice after
they had heard all three proposals. As we will see, support for BENEFITS
FOR ALL in the communitarian qrovp was much sefter. The result is that the
populint group favored BENEPITE FOR ALL over TWO YEARS by almoat a 2 fo 1
margin in the end ({19 te 11). The difference between the populist group

"Thoos who besrd the populist statement and decided they sgresd ctrongly rejected
ELIMINATE by a 2.2 to 1 ratio, compared to the 2.5:1 ratio for tha contsol group and
3:1 ratio for the whole sample; sgreed with TWO YEARS by & 4.3:1 ratio, compared o
S.4:%1 for ths contrel group and 3.2:1 overall; and agreed with BENEFITS POR ALL by o
1.4:1 ratio, tha name as the oontrol groups, and slightly lowaxr than $he Z:} found
cwersll. :

B

Yohay disagreed with ELIMINATE € $o 1, whils the sontrel group disagreed 2.6:1 and
they agreed with BEREFITS FOR ALL 3:l, while the control group ayreed 1l.4:1. These
figuren are for all respondents, thera being too fow peopls to work with if I looked
at Jjumt those whose opinions on the welfsre reform proposals wers- held with moderate
soxtainty and who agreed strongly or nmot with the initisl rhetorical gtatemsnt. The
diffaranves here {testod ap part of a compsrison with all other yroups) not
significant but suggeativae. :


http:over{'!.ll
http:ELIMINA.TE

gngendering Publ ic Suppoert, page 17

and the rest combinad in final preference for BENEFITS ?Qk ALL over THO
YEARS wag significant, in this cass, for all respondents rather then thoss
of moderate certainty ajone (p=.85 for all; p=.20 for wod. certainty,
Appendix B, Tables b & 8b}.

The communitarisn rhetoric also increased support for BENEFITS FOR
ALL {p=.83 for mod. certainty; p=.13 for all, Appendix B; Tables 5B & 6b).
These effects, however, were driven by uvnanimous agreameﬁt {18 te 0) with
BENEFITS FOR ALL, when conaidsred alone, by reap&ndenta %ha haayrd the
communitarian rhetoric and decided they agreed with it strongly {(the
communitarian, agree strongly, group differed from the cthsr experimental
groups significantly on this guestion, p=.82, Appendix 8, Table 6c}. Yat,
less than a majority (45.7%3 of thoss who heard the communitarian rhetoric
agread with it strongly. Ancther 40% agresd “not so styongly" and the rest
dimagrsed.” fThose who were forced to think about the communitarian
rhetoric and decided they did neot support it wholeheartadly were a little
leass likely than ths control group ¢r the whele sanmpls te support BENEFITS
FOR ALl and they were considerably more likely to suppont TWC YEARS (17
agrze to 1 disagree; p=.0%6, Appendix B, Table 4b).

Mareover, when respondent were given thelr final opportunity to
zhoose the Lroposal they liked best, 1f there were two or more they liked
equally well, the zommunitarisns’ gupport for BENEFITS ¥OR ALL turned out
t¢ bes goft. Recall that in the popullist group, 30% of those who had agresd
with BENEFITS FOR ALL considered alone liked it best sfter they had heard
all three proposals. By contrast, over half (52%) of those in the
commmitarian group who agreed with BENEFITS FOR ALL coagidered alons
abandoned it for TWO YESRS in the end." For the moderats certainty
respondents alona, the communitarian group’s preference for BENEFITS FOR
ALL in relation to TWO YEARS is still higher than the cantrol group’s.

t

“One person simply said *agrse,” refusiang to medify it by a "at£9$gly" or & "not mo
sntrongly” and wan not counbted.

“Thie includsas 4% of those who had agresd strongly with the communitarian
statemsnt, along with 71% of these whe had not agresd strongly with the
communitarian stagement.
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However, it is about the same as the individualist group’s‘and pot as high
as the populiset group's (Appendix B, Table 8a, n.s.). ?or:all respondents
the communitarians’ preference for TWO YEARS over BENEFITS FOR ALL is
almost axactly the same as the conirel group’s, higher than the
individuaslist group’s, and much higher than the popnlist group's
{(differences between populist and communitarian groups significant, p=.05,
Appendix B, Table 7c%. '

At first blush it might geem surprising that those given the populist
framing preferred BENEFITS FOR ALL &s = way of improving the walfare
pystem, while those given the communitarien framing preferred TWO YEARS, A
closer lock at the particular wording of ssach of these rhetorical -
statementes may explain why this happened. The communitarisan statsment waa,
*one of the biggest probless in americes today is that we have forgotten
thet all of us, rich and poor, are in the same boat. Giving help to some
people now will ewventually help other people laster.” Whiile the first
sentence posits cross-cleass commonality, the second suggests wealthier
pecple helping poorsr people, in return for an uﬁapaaified return {for
sepmecne) later. How might respondents have pictured this return?

Some immigrant groups in the United States have had loan funds, from
which poor membera borrowed to establish small businesses. When they
became wesalthier, they repaid the fund, making money available for poorer,
neway immigrants. This example would bs remote from the sxperienve of most
of my respondents, howaver--and perhaps would not coms O hind even if they
had ever known of it, becaugse it was an intrassthnic group practice while
mogt regpondents are iikely to think of interethnic group giving in
responss to the above statement. Another way to interpret the
communitarian statement is that any of us gould becoms poor at any time
{“There, but for the grace of God..."i1——s8¢ we really sare gll in the sane
poat and need to have & well-established safety nst. It iﬁ iikely,
howeveyr, that my use of the phrase, *all of us, rich and éoo:...“, saended
t¢ work against that interpretation, reinforeing the §Q§u£ar habit of
thinking of rish and poor {or, at lemst, the poor} as uncﬁangiag castes

instead of the more fluid categories they are, in fact. Still sther
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interpretations could have besn that if poor children are better fed,
housed, and sducated, they will eventuelly contribute more to sogisty, or
{less benignly} will st lesst bo less likely te commit antisocial scts.

. Thenre interpretations may not bhe common snough in populsr discourse,
however, to coms readily to most peopls‘s minds. (

#y suspicion is that the communitarian statement, instead, sctivated
closely related "charitable® framings of this lssue: we should help poor
pecple cut of compassion for the hungry and homeless. Once this was
sctivated, ELIMINATE was c¢lesrly the wrong answer, but ei;her BENEFITS FOR
ALL or THD YEARS counld have besn gesn as peasonable, “charitablse”
alternatives. If ons is temporarily imbued with kindly feelings—-or
feeling the welght of the moral exhortation to think of all of us, rich and
poeor, ag in the same boat--it would be hard to disagree with the proposal
toe “replace walfare with a system of government«suhsidized child care,
health insurance, and jobs for all Americans who need them.” But people do
not usually like their charity to be open ended, making the proposal to
"provide welfare for two years, then expect recipients to work” look more
attractive in the end. This is all the more the case for those who did not
agree with the communitarian statement wholeheartedly. It is hard to
dipagree sxpiicitly with charitable sppeals, but they can arouss resentment
{*all right, I°li give, but I don’t want te®}. For thoss resentful
rasgandanta,-partiauiarly, TWS YEARRS probakbly seemed nuch more appealing
than BENEFITS FOR ALL. E

The particular populist satstement I used {"One of the higgest
problems in Americs today is that the sverage person pays too much in taxes
and doesn’t get sansugh in return from govermment,”) fra&éd the issus guits
differently. Asking respondents whether they agreed or éiaagxzeed forced
them to think abour whether they (when it comes t¢ paving taxes, .almost
everyons thinke they asre an "average person®} ars getting sufficient
government services in relstion to the taxes they pay. Half of the
respondente agreed strongly, whether becazuse they think they pay too much
in taxes or because They think they get too few serviges it is hard wo

sayw-naople did not comment much on statements with which they agreed.
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Those disagrosing {(236.5% of those who heard this staltemant) wers more
voluble. Some disagreed, or agreed not so strongly, because we should not
expect much from the government, but others disagreed, &3 one 45-year old
Raleigh man put it, because "if we want services we have to pay for them.™”
He seems to have spoken for more of those whe disagreed or did not agree
strongly with the populist statement. Recall that this group was more
likely than those who agreed strongly with the populist statement, more
likely than the control group, and more likely than the sample as & whole
to agree with BENEFITS POR ALL. Still, majorities of all of those who had
to respond toe the popullist statement, both those who sgresd strongly with
it and those who did not, preferred BENEFITS FOR ALl over TWC YEARRS. That
is probably becauss the populist statement framed the iﬁﬁg& in terms of the
adeguacy of government programs for “average pesple* and BENEFITE FOR ALL
proposed not to &xﬁand programs for poor pesple only but to provide
subsidized child care, health insurance, and jobs for ”ail Americans who

need them.®

other findings

i

¥

#y sample was not chosen to be representative of the population of

21l sdult Americans, or even of the sduli populations of North Carolina and
Rhode Island. People living in the vrban Raleigh ares end university-
dominated Chapel Hill arsa are unlike those in the more rural parts of
North Carslina to the east or the mountaincus region at the far western end
of the state, while the greater Providencs, Rhode Ialand, area is more
ethnically diverase than sauthern ¢r western psris of fhe gtste. {Ses
Appendix B, Tables 9-15 for description of my sample.}”™ Still, my overall
findings are similar to those of other recent national polls. For example,
a January 1995 Loz Angeles Times poll Ffound that only 28% of those surveyed
preferred the Contract with America proposal to eliminate benefits to

“thase tahles show that the sample had twice ap many women and men. Sex was npt
significantly associsted with opinions sbhout any of the welfarse zeaform choices
howaver . :
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gingle teenage mothers over President Clinton’'s propesal to require them to
live at hcome if they want to receive welfare benefits (Providence Journal,
1/24/95), Similarly, only 24.8% of my sample agreed with ELIMINATE. The
same poll found that 66% did not want to end welfare benefits after two
years without providing a job. This is consistent with the 65.9% of my
sample who liked the scund of "jobs for all Americans who need them."

Still, government-subsidized health care, child care, and jobs for
all Americans who need them is not the same as jobs, and possibly
transitional health insurance and child care subsidies for all former
welfare recipients. 1Is there really strong popular suppoft for such an
expansion of government services? Or was my sample skewed?

The demographic profile of those supporting BENEFITS FOR ALL suggesta
that any representative national sample, and probably any representative
state sample, would show a majority agreeing with the proposal. It waa
supported by majorities of my interviewees whose household incomes were
$75,000 or less; majorities of respondents at every education level except
those with a two-year or vocaticnal education degree; majorities of both
men and women; majorities of both whites and African-Americans; majorities
of those who did and did not vote in the last election; majorities at every
age level; and majorities of respondents in all three research sites
{Raleigh area, Chapel Hill area, and Providence area) (Appendix B, Tables
9-15)," '

A particularly interesting finding is that each of the three groups
who had to respond to one of the rhetorical framing statements then agreed
with BENEFITS FOR ALL more than did the control group (Appendix B, Tables
5a & 6a). In some ways the experiment I conducted is unlike the average
person’s exposure to political rhetoric. Normally, such rhetoric washes

over us; we are not forced to attend to it and state our opinion about it.”

“One expert who reviewsd my survey thought support for BEMEFITS TéR ALL could have
been bolstered by the coda: "jobs for all Americans who nesd then," which she
thought sounded like "Mom and apple pie*® (Christina Zarcadoolas, personal
communication). '

This was pointed out to me by Rachal Van Cleve (personal communiéation}.
i
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i |
In this survey, by contrast, the respondents in the individualist,

populist, and communitarian groups had to think about and respend twics to
the rhetorical framing statement they were giv&&; first when L asked if
thay agreed or disagreed; again when I asked if they agreed/disagreed
strongly or noi #o strongly. UDaniel Yankalovich distinguishes between
*public opinion™ and *public juigment” thus: public judgment is a form of
public opinion that z
exhibite {1} more thoughtfulness, more weighing of nicarnatives,

more genuins engagement with the issue, more taking inte account a

wide variety of factora then ordinary public cpinions as messured in

opinion polis, and (2) more ewphasis on the normative, valuing,
athiga) side of guestions than on the factusl, informational side

{1991:83.

Merely putting respondents through twe rounds of gusstions about broadexr
wmeral principles after ¥ had announced that this was 2 survey about walfare
raforme may have heliped to foster conditlons for rasching a mere thoughtiul
judgment. Under these conditions, support for BENEFITS FOR ALL was
uniformly higher in sll thres experimental groups. ;

As the analyeis in the previcus section has shown, however, SUPROrt
for BENEFITS FOR ALL, considered slone, is easier te obtain than support
for that proposal considered in relation to the rest. vwere thers any
groups that favored BEKREFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS orn ELTMINATE? Qverall,
oaly 8% of the respondents liked BELIMINATE hest, while 46% preferred TWO
YEARS and 41.5% preferred BENEFITS FOR ALL. Majorlity support for TWO YEARS
came from those whoze total household income was hetween 5$54%,000 ﬁnd
$15%0,000; these who had some colliege education but no postgrasduaste
education; those who were 18 to 45 years cold; and thoss 1living in the

Raleigh area.” Exactly half of those sarning $35,008 te $55,000 preferred

"Raleigh respondents stocd out from the sample in being older than 30 but younger
vhan 51, having incomss higher than $35,000, and having mome coilege but no
pestgraduste education, The Rhode Island aample wap much older and lesn well
pdusated than the rest, while the Chapel Will area respondents were younger and
poorar than the reat. It appasrs, thevsfsve, that attitudinal differences amony the
three nites args as much the result of these demographic differsnces as of local
culture.
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TWO YEARS, and it was the top cheice of a plurality, but not a majority, of
whites, men, women, and those who voted in the last election.

Majerity support for BEREFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS and ELIMINATE,
by contrast, was found among those whase rotsl houvsshold income was $33,00¢
or lesa; those with a high school diploma or less; Afric&ﬁ«&mﬁriean
rappondents; thoge who did not vote in the last slaction; and thoss living
in the Chepel Hill area. A plurality of those with a poatgraduate
edusation and reapondents 46 end clder alse favored BENEFITS FOR ALL.
Grester Providence area respondents were exectly divided between TWO YEARS
and BENEFITS FOR ALL (42% to 42%) (Appendix B, Tables 16-22}.

Finally, it should be kept in mind that the TWC YEARS proposal, as
worded in this mtudy, did not state whether public jobs wéald ke provided
if no private sector jobs were available for former welfare resoipients.
Some of my respopdents agreed with WO YEARS but commented that a 4ob with
hosith insurance or child care must be msde available. Similarly, the
wording of the BENEFITS FOR ALL proposal was guite &xtre@az “The bast way
to reform the welfare system is to replece welifare with & system of
government-subsidized ohild care, health insurance, and jobg for all
Americans who need them“! More realistic proposals~-t¢ rajse the minimum
wage, create some public jobs or provide health insurance or help with
ahild care coste for all Americans whome housshold income is less than 185%
of the poverty level, for sxample--would probably f£ind smuch greater
supponrt. ;

The iwplications

S
¥

From an anthropological perspective, the current debate about welfare
in the United States is fascinating. A myth has been created: the myth of
the lazy, sexually irresponsible woman of color {typically) consuming large
gquantities of hardworking taxpsyers’ doellers. In fact, the vast majority

of adults receiving AFDC are on the welfare rolls for less then twe vears
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initially, have no more children than the national averag%," and are simout
ag likely to be white as not (RY Times 6/19/94:E 4). Furthermore, AFDC
spending sccounts for a very emall percentage ¢f national and states’
budgets.” A study of how and why this myth arose, and what has led to its
prominence abt this tims, would tell us & great desl aboui the political,
econonic, and gultural forces st work in U.S. sBociety at the snd of the
2¢th century. It is difficult to taske a detached academié parapactive on
this issue, howsver, when proposals have been flested that could have
serious conseguences foy people's lives, }

The present study has two sorts of implications: thoss regarding what
the public wants and those regarding how advocates for the sort of the
sensible reforms the maiority of the public favors should frame their
propopals. 1

What does the public want? The American public is by no means in
complete agresmant about options for walfare reform, but ﬁy study, along
with the Los Angeles Times and New York Times pollis cited earlisr, suggest
there is majority support in nearly all demegraphic groups about the
following principles: (1) welfare reform should help people to becoma self-
supporting in a short period of time; (2) it should not leave poor
families, especially poor children, destitute; and (3} it should address
the difficulties everyone of modest means faces in finding good jobs and
affordakls health ingursncs snd child care. It suggests that the
Republican wvictoriss in the 1984 elsctions were not a mandate to eliminate
the socisl safety net but iunstead an expression of impatience and concern,
amonyg those whe voted, sbout how little is being done te address thelr

neeads.,

+

“sireh rates of unmarzied African-American women, in particular, have gons down by
13% since 1979, The percentage of African-American childresn born $o single mothezs
has risen only becatws marriad hlack women’s birth rates heve fallen even moze than
eingle biack woments birth rates {Caoatz 1892:236:%.

£

¥In 1993, AFDC spending accounted for asbout one percaent of the national budget and
3.4 poreent of states’ budgets. Hedicaid spending consumes s much larger shars of
fadoral (5.4%) and state (18.4%) budgets (1993 figures, Hew York Times, &6/19/$4:E
4y,
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How should leaders frame their proposals? . The primary implication of
the present study is that certein forms of discourse that soms leaders nay
be tempted to use will have unintended, undesirable consajuences.

Inadvigable approach $1: Individpsiisr framings. For advocsates of
approaches that stress principle (1} above and who give priocrity to
detarring women from having childran out of wedlock, individuslist framings
make the most sense. For advocates of proposals that adhere to all three
principles listad above, however, Individualist framings @ake much less
senss. '

On the surface, it weuld seem sensible for any politician in this
country to frame a welfare roform proposal in individualist terms. That
7i% of my interviewess who hoard the individualist statement agrecd
strongly mﬁzeiy reinfoross what anyone who knows American oulture already
understandse: thers isg widespread agresment that each of uvs can and should
take responsibility for our own lives. Stressing this badrock American
value was the approach chossn by President Clinton’s Working Group on
Welfare Reform in 15%4. Ths five-pags sumpmary of the pz&é@s@l written for
public consumption is replete with individualist discourse, from the title
of the proposal ("The Work and Responeibility Act™) threu%h discugsion that
emphaaizes the *tough sancilons” for recipients whe refuse to follow the
rules. While communitarian and populist discourses are present as well in
this document, they are much less prominent than the individoalist
dissourse. For example, a subsection titled "Supporting wWorking
Families...” iz buried at the end of the first major section and presented
with little rhetorical fanfare. One of the most significant achlevements
of the Clinton administration, expansion of the Earned Iacome Tax Credit
{EITC), is downplaved in this document just as it has baah downplayed since
it was passed, desapite its potentisl popular appeal. f

The probliem with an individealiast approach, my gtudy suggests, is
that if the issue is framed in terms of individuala: behaviar, people will
tend to favor solutions that give the goal of deterring irr&aponéibl&
bahavioy much greater weight than they would have otherwise in relation to
their goals of not hurting children or addressing the structural obstaclen

faced by people trying to avold welfare.
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Insdvisable approach §2: Don 't burt the children, ?ér advocataes of

proposals that would give the highest prierity te the goal'of ensuring that
poar children are not left destitute, it would seem sansible to focus the
public s attention on the harm to children that could result from severe
cuts in APDC, removal of its status as an entitlement, or osutright denisl
of benefits to single, ummarried women younger than 18 or most immigrants.
Thig approach seoms promisiing in light of the consistent finding that the
American pubiie is oppoeed to punishing childresn for ths b?haviér of their
parents. {as one of my respondents put it whes responding’to ELIMINATE,
“That's terrible. The littls child is not to hlame bscguﬁé the mother iz a
damn £o0l."} This approach, however, has & potentisl pitf?ll. My survey
suggests that if the appeal is seen primarily as a plea for compassion--a
tug at the heart strings--most Americans will respond guaz&adly.-saying in
affect, "We will do what we can, but we don’t want to do this Forever."
pppeals of this sort might work in combinstion with "other approasches, but
alone they seem to incresse mupport for plans that give tiﬁe limits greateyr
priority than dealing with underlying causes of poverty.”

It thesé two approsches are inadvigable, what do I recommend inestead
for advocates of spproaches that balancs all three goals fér walfare reform
listed earlier? : i :

Snggagted Approagh #1: Invest in Children. Unlike &épaala te
people’'s compassion, which can wear thin all tee guickly, this approach
focuses attention op the need to ensurs that every child, ﬁrom infancy on,
ig healthy and has the education and standard of living that will allow
them to develop their £ull potential. It is interesting to note that
dospite a sonservative political vlimate in North Carolins, there ia
considerable public support for the 5emc¢ratic governor’'s Smart Starvt
progran, which takes this appreach. As of December 13954 Governor Hunt had

'
*

N

wnile my ntudy did not address the imsus of the parenting provided by walfare
recipianty, advosatas of this approsch ahkould he concerned that aé respestad a
commsntator as the child psychalogist John Resemond could eay, in ‘a2 regant newspaper
column, thet pooy shildren might be better off in wall-xun crphanages thsan at homa.
Currently, the orphanage slternative is very unpopular among the general publiz, but
thare may be 2 widaly shared view of welfare mothexs ss unfit parents that advocates
of the "don‘t hurt the children® approach need to keep.in mind.
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a 71% approval rating among adult Horth Carcslinians, Thiaiia the highsst
spproval rating of any Demeoratic governor and the fourth higheat approval
rééinq in the aountry (North Carolina DataWet 1/9%:13. .

Alone, however, this approach is not encugh besause it could
reinforce the perception that it is sll right to abandon poor adults, soms
of whom might not be much paat ¢hildbood themselves and w&é also have
potentiale that can bhe developad. 2

Suquented approach $2: Inclusive pepulism. An in&luéive populist
appre&sch styessesn the gharsd concerns of everyone going thﬁaugh hard times,
whether currsntly working or not. While the BENEFITS FOR ALL proposal used
in my survey has no chince of being enacted, aomé steps in.this direction
are raising the minimum wage, incressing tax credits or providing other
subsidies for chiid care on a sliding sesle for midﬁiewincﬁme and poor
families, and ensuring medical coverage for the working pror ss well as
woslfare recipients. My study suggests, moreover, that ic is ot snough to
propose these things; they should be introduced in s way that brings
together Americans geing through hard times, rather than sddressing the
ngeds of people on welfare while ignoring the needs of the working poor. A
populist appﬁél {oxr, at least, the one used in this study, which referred
to the tsxes people pay in relation to the government amervices they
recsive} is not without ites possibly undesirable consequences: Among the
respondents whose opiniong wers held with moderate certainty, almost a
third whe those who heard the populist statement then agreed with
BLIMINATE, compared to only one-tenth of the control graup: This ls less
suppert., howaver, than among the individualist moderate certesinty group,
nearly half of whom then agreed with ELIKIN&@E. Moreover, xespondénta who
heard the papﬁli#t statement, after thinking about all thres proposals,
wore significantly more likely to support as their top choice BENEFITS FOR
ALL. The appeal here may ke in part one of self interest since this
proposal could help the sversge respondent as well. Salf interest, of

gourge, ig s powerful motivator.
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APPENDIX A
ENE NUMBER

Teleghone Surveyfﬁxaerémehtw The Effect of Poltical Mhetore on Welare Melorm Choices
H
Hello, my name (s Palncia Phillips. 1 am a graduate student 81 Duke Liniversidy ang 'm
sonducting a.survey of attitudes about welfare reform. Tre questions will ke only @ faw minutes,
May i guahead? Thank vou, '

4. Are you a LLS: odizen, 18 vears old or ofder?

i)
oo ng, askoif someone in the hause is. Enp ore s, end the call )

IN 3 VERSIONS READ 2 AND ORE OF AC. 1IN 4TH VERSION GO STRAIGHT TO 3 on the next
page. *

2. First. before we gat to welfare reform, | will read a staterment, Piease gl me whetner you agree
o disagres. _ ‘

READ ONE OF THE FOLLOWING. FOLLOW UP WITH, [X YOU AGREE/CISAGREE?
STRONGLY, OR NOT SO STRONGLY?

A, One of the biggest problems in Amaerica today is that too many people avoid laking
res oonsibility for ey ves. ' _

_Agt _ SBusngly  Not so strongly
o ldsagree | Strongly | RMotso strongly

B, One of the bigpest problerns in America today is that e average person pays 100 much in
tanes and doesn't get encugh in return from the govermnment

___Agree . Brongly NS SO strongly
_Disagree  __ Brongly _ Notso sirongly

. One of the bigoest protiems in Americs today i that we have fargotien that all of us, rich
ant poor, are w the same boal. Giving help to some people now wili everdualy help other peopis
1At

—Agree  __ Stongly __ Notsostongly .

__ [isanres  _ Swongly  Notsostronply - 4

o bk e
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Fibiow 11 will read thrae proposais for wedare reform. For each ore. please %% me w"xether O
soree or disagree.

(ROTATE ORDER)

A The best way 1o reform the welfzre sysiem is for states to eliminate weifare for children hoen out
cf wedlock {0 teenage mothers,

e GrEE ___Birongly . Not $0 strongiy . ;
e disagree _ Strongly Mot so strengly |

B. The best way to reform the welfare system is for the gwnmment 12 provide welfare for two
years, then expect-recipients 16 work 1
!
~JAgree Strongly | NOUSO stongly b
o Disagree  Strongly Nt so sirongly E

" . The best way 1o eform ine welfare system is {0 repiace welfare with 3 system of government-
subsitized chilt! care, health insyrance, and jobs for alf Amencang who reed them.

__hgree oo otrenglyt | Nat 86 strongly
——tsagrae  _ Strongly  Notso strorgly

-
#

4 {F NOT ORVICUS, ASK§ Which of those proposais g9 you like the dest?
ﬁ“m_ * .

B o
{.l_m‘

i
1
1
i
i
]
1
i

5. NOW I'M GOING TC ASK A FEW GUESTIONS FOR CLASSIRICATION FURPCSES ONLY.
5 DONT ASK - Gencer B F

7. bow old are you?
{if refused, can you tell me which age group you are n?) : :
& 1823 : :
B 430 o .
—t 31235 ,‘ :
I * . 2 £ . . !
R

f, 45-50

o
<
P
&
L

L R —

.
H

8 Ywhat is the highest grace vou completed in senool {0 NOT READ CHOICES)
3. some FLS. or less

b hsgraduse

___¢ scmecoliege. no degies
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£ vocelional %zaiz%ing, 2-y1. collegs
—__& Bashelors degree
_.5 Postgraduate work of degree

‘
* : i

9 is your total househald income... (READ AS RGUNDED OFF 45} i
w3 10,030 or loss -
-3 10001 . 25000 ' f
T c 20,001 35,000 ,
4. 35001 - 55,000 : f
e B5001- 75,000

— 22,001 - 150,000

150,007 and over .

—h Dori krow - ‘

12 Would you mind teling me your rage? ‘
8 Wiite ’

I Adtlcan-American

G Latinoia

— ASIET -

& Native American . ‘
et Other

11 Didd vou vole 1 e jast slection?
w—" FEB i
b ne i
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Table la: Moderate Cartainty—-ELIMINATE

*The beat way to reform the welfare system ia for atates te
eliminate welfare feor children born out of wedlock fto tmenage
mothers. ™ f

E

Count .
{Coluwmm %) IMDIVIDUATLIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTRUOLS

AGREE il 7 2 2
{46%} (32%) £10.5%) (10:5%)

DISAGREE ' 13 15 17 17
{54%) (68%) (89.5%) (8915%)

v .

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/pDXK omitted from mod. aert.},fpm.oz

m——————————

Table lb: Moderate Certainty {Individualist vs. Othars}m;ELIMIuamE

Count
(Column %) INDIVIDUALIST A OTHERS

Agree 11 1]
(46%) (18%)

DISAGREE | 13 49 ‘
{54%) (82%)

Pearson Chi-Sguare (Neither/DK omitted from mod. cert.), p=.0]

Table 2a: Full Sample--ELIMINATE

Count i
{(Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAR CONTROLS

Agree 12 2 5 10
{318} {23.5%) (14%) (28%)

DISAGREE 25 2% 30 26
(66%) {73.5%) (86%) (72%)

NEITHER/DK 1 1 ) 0
(3%) (3%)

Pesrson Chi-Sguere {Neither/DK omitted}, pw.33

=]
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i —————————— L ——

Table 2hs Full Sample {Individualist vs. Qthers)--ELIMINATE

Coung . B
{Column %)  INDIVIDUALIST (THERS ;

AGREE 12 23 ‘
{32%) C{22%)
DISAGREE 25 g1
(66%) (17%) :
NEITHER/DK 1 | 1
{3%) {i%}
{ Pasrson th;Square {Neither/DK omitted) p=.21 i .
Luwmm un\m.\.\\w}&g H
H
=5
Table 3la: Moderate Certainty--TwW0O YEARS ) i

, M
"The best way to reform the welfare system is for the government |
to provide wslfare for two yeara, then expect recipient? to work."

1

i TR T A —

Count .
(Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS

AGEEER ‘17 14 17 18

(71%) (64%) (89.5%) (95%)
DTSAGREE 7 B 2 1
(29%) (36%) - (10.5%) (5%)

| Pesrson Chi-Sguare (Neither/DK omitted}, p=.0435 . f
§ (3/8 cells with expected freq. <5) !
i — m
o . D
Table 3b: Modarate Certainty (Populist vs. Others)--TWQ YEARS
Count '
{Colunn %) POPULIST OTHERS ;
AGREE 14 52 |
{64%) {B4%} = f
DISAGRER g ig ;

(36%) (1s%) ;

i i N Y

Fisher’'s Exsct Test, One-Tail (Neither/DK omitted), p=.05
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+

e |
Table 4a: Full Sample--TWO YEARS "
i
Count f
{Column %} INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLE g
AGREE 26 20 30 27 B
{68%} {59%) (86%) [75%) i
|
DISAGREE 11 11 8 5
{299} {32%) {14%) (14%)
NEITHER/DK 1 , 3 g 4
(3%) {9%) . {11%}
p=. 11

3

Prble 4b: Full Ssumple {(Commanitarian, Do neot Strongly saree)--TWG YEARD

T
i

' DO NOT '

Count STRONGLY AGREE ;

(Column %), INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS

&

R R R

AGREE 26 26 17 27
(653} - (59%) (94ey” (75%)

DISAGREE 11 11 Y s
(29%) (32%) TS (14%)

NEITHER/DK 1 3 6 P

| {3%) {9%) (11%)
| Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted}, pw=.056 ;
B wo—

-

SM WY W mebedan s s

o)

b

I
|
|
i
B
i
i
f

I
I
[
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Table 5a: Moderate Certainty~-HENEFITS FOR ALL

“The best way to reform the walfare system is to replaaé welfare
with a system of government-gubsidized child care, health
insurance, and jobs for all Americans who need them.™ |

Count

(Column %) INDIVIDbALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN COMTROLS

1

AGREE 14 13 16 10
(58%) (59%} {848y (5383
DISAGREE 10 g 3 9
(42%) {41%) (16%} (478}
i
f Pearson Chi-Sguare (Neither/DK omitted), p=.18
&
B Table 5b: Moderate Certainty (Communitarian vs, Othersi--
§ BENEFITS FOR ALL : '
4
i count )
| {Column ¢} . COMMUNITARIAN OTHERS
i .
i AGREE 16 37 )
i (B4%) {57%)
DISAGREE 3 28
{16%3 (43%) ‘

H

»

Posrnon CThi-Bguare (Neither/DK omitted from mod. cert.

: f
aroup}, pw.03 ”
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BEREFITS FOR‘RkL
Count.
(Column €} COMMUNITARIAN OTHERS
AGREE 27 65
{77%) {63%)
DISAGRER & 38
(238) (378}
NEITHER/DK . G 5
* : (5%)
paarson Chi-8Square (MNelther/DR omitted), p=.13

e

s Suppeort, page 38

g Raa———
Table 6a: Full Sample--BENEPITS FOR ALL
H
Count
{(Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS
" AGREE 24 22 27 19
(63%) {65%) (77%) (53%)
DISAGREE 12 - 12 ‘8 14
{32%) {35%) {23%) {39%)
NEITHER/DK ) 2 . 0 4] 3
(5%) 8%y d
| | i
| Pearaon Chi~Sguare (Neither/DK omitted), p=.39
o ' — — i
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s
Table 6c: Full Bample (Communitarians, Agree Strcngly}-~
BEWEFITS FOR ALL .

Count AGREE STRONGLY

{Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS

AGREE 24 22 ' 16 18
(63%) {65%) {100%) ° {33%})

DISAGREE 12 12 0 14
£32%) {359} : (0%} {39%)

NEITHRR/DK 2 1+ 8 3
{5%) {8%)

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted), p=.02 ,

Table 7a: Full Sample--Praference among ELIMINATE, TWC YEARS,
and BENEFITS FOR ALL

Count :
{Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS

ELIMINATE 3 ) 3 1 i)
(8%) (9%) (3%) (14%)

TWO YEARS 16 11 19. 19
(42%) (33%) (54%) (53%)

BENEFITS 17 19 12 n
FOR ALL (45%) (58%) (34%) (318}

" NEITHER/DK 2 o .3 1
{5%] {8%} {383

Pearscon Chi-Sguars {Re;therfﬁx omitted}, e 23
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Table 7b: Full Sample (Populist
va. Others)-~Preference bhetween
WO YEARSE and BEREPITS FOR ALL

Count. ’
{Residuals}  POPULIST OTHERS °
TRO YEARS 11 54
‘-év?} {44?}
RENEFITS 19 40
FOR ALL £4.7) {=4.1)

Pearson Chi-Sguare, p=.05%

WO YEARS 11 i T1%
{""‘3&8? ' (3!8}

" BENEFITS 19 ; 12
FOR ALL {3.8) {-3.8)

s —— g g

Tabie 7c¢i Full &a&ple'(Populisﬁ va,
Communitarian)-~preference hetwesn
WO YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL

: |
Count - j !
(Residuals) POPULIST ~COMMUNITARIAN |

|

Fenrson Chi-Sguare, p=.05

— —

. "

Tuable 8at Moderate 6§rtain2yw-Preference among ELIMINATE,

THO YEARS, and BENEFITS FOR ALL

Count

{Column %)

ELIMINATE 3 2

‘ {13%) (9.5%)

TWO YEARS 13 8
{47%) (38%

RENEFITS g 11

¥OR ALL - {39%) {52%)

Pearson Chi-Sguars (Neither/DK omitted from mod. certainty)

p=.58

THRIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS

W—— —

1 S SR |
(6%} 5%y |
8 13
{47%) (683}
* s 5 # u
(47%} (26%)

!
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. - —
{ Table Bb: Moderate Certainty {Populist vs. Others)--Praference

betwean TWL YRARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL

.._,.
T I e

Count

{Rasidualin) POPULIST OTHERS

TWO YEARS 8 32 .
(“20*‘4} {244}

BENEFITS 13 22 ’

FOR ALL {2.4) {-2.4}

Pearson Chi~Square, p=.20

R 1]
|
*The best way to reform the welfare system is to replacs welfare
with a system of government-subesidizad c¢hild care, health
insurance, and jobe for all Americans who need. them.” i
. : g
Count Orange County Wake County Greater Providencs i
(Column %} NG HC RI
AGREE i3 27 47
{18%} {55%) (663}
DISAGREE & 21 20
[22%) {43%) (28%)
NEITHER/DK 0 1 . 4 |
{2%) : (6%)
TOTAL 23 9 71 - 143}
{Row %) {16%}) {348 {50%} i
y |
Pearson Chi-Square {Neither/pDK omitted), p=.13 i
H
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Table 10: Sex--BENEFITS FOR ALL

Count

{(Column %) FEMALE MALE
AGREE 3 28
(65%) (62%)
DISAGREE 30 16
(31%) (35.5%)
NEITHER/DX 4 1
{4%) (2%)
TOTAL 97 45 142
(Row %) (68%) {32%) .

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted

¢ P=.63

Table 1l1: Education-—-BENEFITS FOR ALL

Count NO H.S8. H.5. SO0ME COLL.
{(Column %)} DEGREE GRAD. NO DEGREE

AGREE 13 27 13
(93%)  (77%) {54%)
DISAGREE 1 7 11

(7%)  (20%) {46%)

HNEITHER/DK 90 1 L]
{3%)

TOTAL 14 iz 24

{Row 43 (1083 (24%) (17%)

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted

AsSoC. /

B.Aﬁ\:{

VOC. DEGREE B.S.

4
(29%)

g
(57%)

2
{14%)

14
(10%}

}, pe=.008

H

21,
A68%)
4

9
(29%)

1!
{3%)

33
{22%)

POSTGRAL

137
{(52%)

16
(40%)

2
(8%)

Z5
i{17%)

143
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§(3/12 cells with expect, freg <3}
i .

Table 12: Incoma--BEREFITS FOR ALL '
Count $10,000 $10,001 820,001 $3%,001 555,001 $75,001 $150,860
’ to to to to to
{(Column %) or less §20,000 $35,000 §$55%,080 §75,000 szsg,oeﬁ OT BOrs
AGREE 14 12 15 22 12 i35 1
(87.5%})  (88%) (62.5%)  (8B%}  (63%) g§$§3 {25%)
DISAGREE 2 1 9 11 7 ‘g 3
(12.5%) O {7R)  {37.5%) {3283  {37R)  {57%) (75%)
NELTHER/DK 0 1 0 1 o 1 0
{7%) {3%) (7%}
TOTAL 16 14 24 34 19 14 4 12%
(Row %) (13%} {11%8)  (19%) (27%) . (15%)  (1l%) (38
Pesrson Chi-Square (Nelther/DK omitted; 18 refused to stste incomel,
p=.02, (6!16 cells with sxpect. freg <5%) gs
————————— it ———
Table 13: Ethnicity/Race--BENEFITS FOR ALL
Count WHITE  AFRICAN- LATINO/A  ASIAN- NATIVE OTHER
{Colwmn %} AMERICAN AMERICAN AMERICAN '
AGREE 77 "9 1 1 1 1
{62%) (69%) (100%) {100%) (100%) {100%)
DISAGREE 43 3 0 0 o 0
{35%) (23%) : .
| ’ ‘ |
| NEITHER/DK 4 1 0 o o o
} (3%} (8%} , l
| TOTAL 124 13 1 1 1 114
{Row &) (88%) £9%} {.78) {-7%) {.7%) {.7%)
Paarson Chi-~Sguars (Neither/DK omitted), p=.73% {

L
)
|
t
b
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3

Table 14: Age-~BENEFITS FOR ALL
. ’ |

18 26 36 46 56 66

Count to to to to . to and
(Column %) 25 35 45 35 65 older

|

i

‘ 1

AGREE © 17 23 15 14 11 12 |
(85%) (66%) (58%) (64%) (58%) {57%) :

|
{

" DISAGREE 3 11 -7 7 7
(15%) (31%) (42%) (32%) (37%)  (33%)
NEITHER/DK 0. 1 0 1 1 2
(3%) (4%)  (5%)  (10%)
TOTAL 20 35 26 22 19 21 143

(Row %) (14%) (24%) (18%) (15%) (13%)  (15%)

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted), p=.49 . ' ot

J
|
l

Table 15: vVoted in '94 elections--BENEFITS FOR ALL i
Count .
(Column %) VOTED DIDN'T VOTE :
AGREE 66 23 !
(59.5%) (79%) : !
DISAGREE - 40 6
' ‘ (36%) (21%)
NEITHER/DK 5 "o ‘
(4.5%) !
TOTAL 111 C29 140 |
{Row %) (79%) ' (21%)
- . |
Pearson Chi—Square'(Neither/DK omitted), p=.09
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Poarson Chi-Square (Nope/DK omitted), p=.01

= e L— -
Table 16: Location--Preferesnce amosng ELIMINATE, TWD YEARS,
ang BENEFITE FOR ALL
Count Qrange County Wake County Greater Providence
Column %3 NC RC RI
ELIMINATE 2 3 7 )
S gesy {6%) (10%)
TWO YEARS 4 3 30 :
| {17%) {63%) 142%)
BENEFITS FOR is 14 390
ALL {6%%) - {28%) {42%) |
. . | ‘
HONE/DX Z i 4 ‘
B (9%} {2%} {6%)
TOTAL 23 49 71 143
{Row %} [{16%) (34%) ' {50%-

' It g e maan

et e

————

Tabla 17: Sex~~Preference among ELIMINATE, IW0 YEARS, §
and BEREFITS FOR ALL B

Count X T
{Tolumn %) FEMALE MALE f
ELIMINATE 8 4
(8%) (9%}
TWO YEARS 43 22
{44%} . {49%) i
. I
BENEFITS FOR 31 17 | !
ALL {42%3 {38%} | ! ‘
NONE/DK 5 2 f
{5%) {4%) ’
TOTAL 97 45 o142
{Row %) {68%) (32%)
| Pearson Chi-Square {None/DK omitted), p=.86 ’ 35
 F— — |

o
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[ Table 18: Education--Preference among ELIMINATE, TWO YEARS,
| and BENEFITS FOR ALL ‘
Count HO H.5. H.S. SOME COLL. ASS0C./ B.A./ i
{Column %) DEGREE  GRAD, NG DEGREE V0OC, DEGREE B.S POSTGRAD |
ELIMINATE 1 4 2 2 1 2
{18 {1i%) {8%) {15%) {3%} [8%)
THO YEARS 5 13 13 6 18 10
{36%) (3783 (52%) {46%3 {60%y {40%}
- BENEFITS FOR 8 17" 8 3 G 12
RLL {574}  (49%)  (32%)y - {33% {33&{ {48%)
NONE/DK o 1 2 z i } 1
(3%) (8% (15%) {3%), (any |l
i i i
I ToTAL 14 k3 2% 13 30 & 25 i
! {Row %} [10%)  {25%)y  (18%) {8%). (21%3; {188y §
| : i
I Pearson Chi~Square {None/DK omitted), p=.6) B
# ]
} ,
F 1
Table 1%: Income--Prefersnce among ELININATE, THO YEARS,
and BENEFITS FOR ALL ,
Count $10,000 $10,001 $20,001 §35,001 $55,001 $75,001 $150,000

0 to Lo to to
{Column %) or lesa §20,0060 $35,000 &§55,000 $7%5,000 31503000 Or More

ELIMINATE 2 ¢ 2 2 1 1 2 |
(12.5%) (8%) (6%} {5%) {7%) (50%)
TWO YEARS . 6 4 8 17 12 10 1
(37.5%)  (29%)  (33%) (50%)  (63%) (71%) (25%)
BENEFITS FOR 7 10 13 14 6 . 13 1 -
ALL [44%) (718)  (54%) (4183 (32%) (21%) {25%)
* l
NONE /DK 1 ¢ i 1 0 ' 0
(6%} (4% (3% .
jroTaL 16 14 24 34 19 14 4 125
{Row %] {13%) {11%)  (19%; {27%)  (15%) (11%) . (3%)

Pearaon ChiQSquare {None/DK onitted; 18 refussd to state income), p=.060%
{12/24 cells with sxpectsd frsguency <5} i .

E
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- T —
| Table 20: EthnzcltyfRﬁcaww?r&fareﬁQ& among ELIMINATE, TWO YEARS,
| and BENEFITS FOR ALL
! ) *
Count WHITE  AFRICAN~  LATING/A ASIAN- NATIVE OTHER
{Column %} JAMERICAN AMERICAN AMERXC%K
ELIMINATE 18 2 & o o o
(8%} {15%) :
1 .
TR YEARS 59 3 b} 1. ) ]
(48%) {23%) {100%) (100%}
BENEFITS FOR 48 8 0 0 1 1
ALL {39%) {61%) (100%) £100%)
KOKE/DK 7 B 0 0 D 0
' (6%) f
TOTAL 124 13 1 1 1 1 141
{Row %) {88%) (9%) (+7%) (. 7%) (.7%) {.7%)
b
Pearson Chi-Square (None/DK omitted), p=.59 L
(13/18 cells with expected freguency <5} ;
e ————— WW
Table 21: Age--Preference amony ELIMINATE, TWQ YEARS,
and BEREFITS FOR ALL
18 2% 3s 48 56 66
Count to to to to o and :
{Column &) 25 35 45 5% €% oldey i
ELIMINATE 1 o 1 2 5 PR
(5%} (4%} (5%} {26%} {198y
TWOC YEARS 10 19 15 8 7 6 |
(50%) {54%) (58%) {(38%) {37%} {29%} i
I
BEREFITS FOR 8 13 5 13 6 19 |
ALL {40%3 {3I7&}  {35%)  (58%)  (32%) {6B%) |
NONE /DK 1 3 i 0 1 1
{5%; {9%) {4%) {5%) (5%)
TOTAL 20 5 26 22 19 21 143
{Row %) {14%) {24%) (18%) {15%) {13%) {15%) |
. ' |
| Pearson Chi~Sguare (None/DK omitted), p=.01 . |
| (6/18 ¢ells with expected frequency <5) : |
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n
Table 22: Voted in 94 elections--Freference among ELIMINATE,
" TWO YEARS, and BENEFITS FOR ALL
1
| count
B (Column %) VOTED DIDN'T VOTE
il :
ELIMINATE 12 o ,
(11%} o H
B
| WO YEARS 5% 12
' {47%) {(41%)
BENEFITS FOR 43 15
ALL {39%) {52%)
HOXE/DK 4 2
{4%) {78} .
! :
TUTAL i1l 29 140 . .
I {(Row 8} {79%} {2143
1
E Pearson Chi-Squarse (None/DK omitted), p=.12 '
H (1/6 cells with expected frequency <5)
L.................m — R ———




PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE REFORM: :
A SUMMARY OF KEY RESEARCH FINDINGS

By Geoffrey Garin, Guy Molyneux, and L!?zdié Divali

Peter D. Hart Research Associates
Amerlcan Viewpoint



QOverview

Pater D. Hart Research Associates and American Viewpoint, lsading Democratic
and Republican public opinion research firms respectively, recently coliaborated
on an extensive study of public attitudes toward the welfare sy;stem and proposals
for weltare reform. This research included sight focus grf:%aps {lour sessions
among whitg voters, two among African Americans, and two among Latinos), as
well as an in-depth national telephone survey. The interviews for this sutvey wers
conducted between November 12 and 15, ‘19&3, among a representative sampls
of 1,020 registered voters.

The focus group discussions and survey resulls baﬁ? suggest that while
voters approach the issues of poverty and welfare with a mr;sawative disgnasis,
they are not eager to embrace conservative prascriptions for reforming the welfare
system.

in assessing the causes of poverty, Americans generally blame a lack of
individua! effort more than circumstances. The majority of black voters have &
differant parspective on this point, however, and contend that a shortage of jobs
is & leading cause of poverty. Stil, there is an overwhelming consensus across
the electorate that the current welfare system is badly bra:akerz, In tact, many
Americans say the welfare system today exacerbates the problem of poverty,
hacause they believe it encourages dependence and fails 1o éroviﬁe sufficient help

for paople to make the transition to seff-refiance.
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Voters’ primary geal for welfare reform is to move recipients off weifare and
into the work force, The public belisves this can best be achieved by requiring
and encouraging the efforts of individuals to hsip themsﬁives, and by giving
people the necessary tools for seif-reliance. A plurality of voters think that
improving and axpanding e{%ucati;:nn and job training programs is the best way 0
reform the welfare system. In addition, there is strong support for other
government inveétmants, such as providing subsidized child care to poor mothers
who want o work.

At the same time, a strict two-year fimit on welfare benefits is one of the
lsast supported reforms of the welfare system tested in the %arvey. When voters
are given the choice between a strict two-year imit and a 175;40-3?881’ limit followed
by a public service work requirement for those who canmot find jobs, they chooss
the latter by an overwhelming seven to ons. if there were 5 strict two-year fimit,
a large majority of the public would prefer that it be applied only on a case-by-
case basis, More than 70% of voters, for example, :wau!cl;make sxceptions for
mothers with preschoo! children and mothers on welfare who work part time at
low-wage jobs. g

The focus groups, in particular, provide sloguent tesfimoay to how readily
the public recognizes both the complexities of welfare reform and the difficulties
of moving many Americans out of poverly. When pmiéi;mnts are asked o

address specific case studies of famiffles on welfare, they acknowledge that not
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everyone can achieve seif-sufficiency within two years. Furthermare, there is a
broadly held concern about the potential for some reforms to unfairly punish the
children of welfare families. The survey finds that fully 88% of the public agress
{including 54% who strongly agree} that many pocor children would bie hurt through
ro fault of their own by a strict two-year cutoff,

inthe end: the success of welfare reform will not be judged simply by how
many people are eliminated from the income support system, but rather by how
effectively a reformed weltare syszem moves people from :ﬁf&pendancy to work,
A reform program that takes people off welfare but leaves them without the ability
to provide for themselves and their children will be viewed és inadsguate, if not

unagceptable,
Diacredited Welfare Syst

Seventy-nine parcent of volers feel the current welfare systefh is not working well,
with fully 49% befieving that it is not working at all well. This :asssessmeﬁt puts the
welfars systern well below the educational, tax, and health care syétamsuwhich are
themselves poorly regarded--and on abouwt the same level as the criminal justice
system. This criticism is poiitically and ideologically broad-tased: 67% of African
Americans, 68% of white liberals, and 77% of Democrats say the welfare system
is not working well.  No significant sector of the American public considers the

status quo acceptabie,
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Welfare is not seen as helping the people it should, Fawer than one in five
voters fesls that mas;* current recipients deserva {0 receive bs&rlzeﬁts {two in five say
about half are deserving; the remainder believe lass than hat should get benefits).
However, this rejection of welfare does not imply a public u}'zwﬂlingness to help
poor Americans, While a 55% ma;lority says the government spends 100 much on
peopis on weifafg, far fewer fee!l # spends too much on pnm’; people {(25%]), poor
families with childr&n {18%}, or poor children {(6%). Infact, & Eiarga majority {64%)
feel that government actually s;ﬁeftds too fittle on poor chi!ciz:en.

Dissatisfaction with the weffare system centers on onaj key concern: work.
Voters belileve welfare fails to achieve what, in thelr eyes, should be its primary
goal: getting poour people back on their feet and into jobs. &?%fhen asked to name
the top goal for reforming welfare, 52% of voters seledt helpi{zg pecpie get off the
welfare rolis and into the work force, placing this well ahafad of such goals as
eliminating fraud and abuse (28%) or ending long-term jdepenéanae {29%].
Americans will extend a helping hand to thoss in need, but tizg quid pro quo is that
recipients should strive to improve their skilfls and to find warkmand the system
should enforce this bargain.

Interestingly, dissatisfaction with the welfare system is pot driven to any
significant extent by concemns over money and spending., A mere 7% choose
saving taxpayers monsy as a top goa! of reform, well behiéd every other option.

By a lopsidad 85% to 4%, voters say the system’s'pmblem is spending money the
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wrong way, not spendhng too much, And by better than five o one, Americans
would favor reforms that help peopie leave welfars oven if t?}is‘f actually costs a lot
more money in the short run than the present welfare systen';.

Whether voters ook at the issus through the prism of; values or of public
palicy, and whether they have a libaral or conservative perspective, they give
welfare a failing gra&e, Because the system is not seen as promoting work and
ingdependence, w;eifare ioses with voters in two ways: it seems incompatible with
most volers' own values anﬁ e decisions, and it does not appear to pravide poor

paople what they really need in the fong run.

Welfare Reform Proposals

As one would expsct given this level of dissatisfaction, voters voice substantial
suppott tor reforming the welfare system.  indeed, majorities :express approval for
every single reform proposal tested, which suggests 2hat= Americans have a
considerable appetite for change. However, the intensity ?of support varies in
important and instructive ways among the four categories o;f proposats tested.
First, proposals that demand more from absentes faﬁgwrs mest with nearly
universal agreement from voters. More than nine in tan %erims favor taking
tougher measures 1o collect child support {95%;) and fequirir;g fathers who do not
pay support to work at public service jobs {91%). This follows logically from the

public’s view that the biggest cause of poverty is the breakdown of families and
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family values. Approaches {0 welfare reform that heip :strangthen families,
espacially those that encourage paternal responsibility, will i:a very well received
by voters.

Ancther category of proposals for which there is vitually no public
opposition consists of those that;-ciirectly move walfare recipients into jobs. An
overwhelming 93% of voters are in favor (T1% strongly) of requiring welfare
recipients to wz;%k for their welfare checks, while 87% favor (57% strongly)
providing public service jobs to paor people who cannot find private-sector jobs.
The greatsr intensity of support for the first proposak-with ?‘:1% strongly in favor
compared to 57%--suggests that *require” has soma rhetm}iaai advantage over
"provide® in the reform debate. '

We would note that as voters think about the issus of pgacr women working,
they draw some important distinctions. A majority {60%) of A&edcans believe that
welfare mothers who have preschool children should be required to work.
However, even among this 80%, two-thirds say the work requirement should be
part time rather than full time (ust 17% of voters overall favor a full-time work
requirement}, When it comes t0 mothers of infants, there is even less suppon for
roquiring work {47%), and again there is a two-io-0ne praference for part-time
work {only 14% of voters favor a full-time requirement).

The third category tested are proposals that sesk to make work a more

economically viable option for welfare recipients. There is vary strong sentiment
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for providing welfare mothers who go to work with both child cars (§5% of voters

favor this proposal, 71% strongly) and health care (89% favor, 68% strongly).
Recelving considerable bt less intense support are proposals to raise the
minimum wage to $5.00 an hour (75% favor, 54% strongly) and to allow recipisents
to earn wages up to the ;mvert;; ing without losing beneﬁfs {83% ftavor, 48%
stronglyl. In addition, the survey measurss considerable su§part for axpanding
education and iat; training programs for the poor to help therﬁ make the transition
o work.
The final category of pdtsntiai reforms focuses on limiting welfare bensfits.
The "Hamily cap” approach of imiting-additiona! benefits for chifdten born to women
on welfare earns a significant amount of support (8% fgvor, 48% strongly),
although this proposal is far less popular than plans that reqi}ira of facilitate work.
A general two-year limit on benefits, however, garners mui:hiiess intense support
{85% tavor, but only 38% strongly), making it one of the least suppaorted reforms.
The fimited popularity of the strict two-year limit approach is turther
confirmed when this plan is described more fully without specifying a job
§aaramae: a rarrow 58% 10 42% majority of Americans faafgor this proposal, with
only 25% strangly in favor. This level of support is ::onsi:;ie:%b!y weaker than that
for an aitarnative reform plan that provides for up to twei years of job training
foliowed by a pﬁblic servics work requirement for those unable 1o find private-

sector jobs. A commanding 92% of voters favor this public service aflernative
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{B4% strongly), and when this proposal is matched against the two-year imi, it is

preferred by an overwhelming 83% to 12%.

Significantly, African American voters strongly reiaclit the two-year limit
approach, with 24% in favor and ?4% opposed, This qu&stion, along with many
others on the survey, indicates ;chat African Americans aré considerably mors
sympamaﬁé to thg plight of those on ;weﬁare and are much less attracted o raform
measures that cut bengfits than are whites. {Latino voters, converssly, generally
express views similar to non;tatina whites. They favor the two-year limit, for
example, by 53% to 45%.) These gensral racial differences, however, :iésappaar
when it comes to tm job training and public service reform plan, African American
voters (85%), like white voters, overwhelmingly support this alternative proposal

and prefsr it over the two-year mit {85% of Latinos also favor the plan).

Anglyels

These results all point to the central finding of the research: for voters, welfare
reform is about getting people to work, not limiting benefits, Americans want
to see the syéfem fixed, not reciplents (or thelr ¢hildren) punished.

Voters clo not beliove that all people on welfare can a;r will guickly find jobs,
but they expect recipients to make a demonstrable sifort to work their way out of
poverty. Voters want a kind of social contract with the pz}s‘:}r: they will help those

who also will help themselves.
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Many volers see a strict two-year limit as a rigid and simglistic solution to
a complex ari difficult problem. For example, eight in ten Amaricans say any limit
should be applied on a case-by-case rather than being a hard-and-fast cutoff.
Majorities favor exampling such groups as mothers of your}g children, weltare
mothers who already work at low-wage jobs, and people in i?;igh uriemployment
areas, In the focus groups, suppon for pinurzizive approaches faded considerably
once the discﬁséion turned {0 concrete sxamples of tf%e t:ypes of families on
welfare, " :

Intervening betweean voters’ conservative analysis of the welfare system and
possible support for a strict two-year limit is a strong sense of pragmatism.
Americans foresee many neqative real-world consequences of such a limit,
inciuding more homeless tamilies (62%), a lack of jobs for those cut off (80%), and
rising crime rates in poor neighborhoods (57%). A majority of voters believe that
most or aff of the recipients who would be cut off under such a plan wouid not
subsequently find jobis, And voters’ greatest concern by far Is the Impact of &
cutoff on children: 88% agres (54% strongly) that many poor children will be hurt
by the cutoff, through no fault of their own,

L.ower sociceconomic status white votars seem especially moved by realistic
assessments of the imit's impact and the bleak job prospects in today's sconomy.
For example, biue collar whites express more consgervative views than do upper-

status white collar whites on such questions as the underlying causes of poverty
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and the number of reciplents who deserve welfare benefits, yet they are no more
likely to support a strict two-vear imit. That is because they are significantly more
fikely 1o see negative consequences from a limit, such as an increase in homeless
families, a shortage of jobs, and an increase in ¢rime and disorder in poor
neighborhoods. . |

On the ather side of the reform debate, the public is drawn 10 welfare
reform initistives that emphasize the twin goals of prc:matihg work and
strengthening families. Votars wil support new programs and even some new
spending toward these en’zis,‘ provided they see personal responsibility and

accountability being encouraged,
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