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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 
Americans' 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 Wanl From 
Welfare Reform and] 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 requirel!lent 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. tt 

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, 

j)cvVJ..()~~ 
Deborah Wadsworth 
Executive Director 

6 East 39th Stnoet, New York, New York 10016-0112 212'686'6610 



A Summary of Findings From 

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

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

Finding Two: Americans Are Angry about Welfare Fraud, but Even IfFraud Were 
Eliminated, They Would Still Resent the System 

Welfare fraud is an irrunediatc and vexing concern to a substantial majority of Americans, hut like the cost issues, it is not 
what they consider the preeminent problem. Strong majorities lake welfare cheating s~riously and favor a proposal to pay 
surpris~ visits to welfare recipients to make sur~ they d~serve their benefits. Even respondents from households r~ceiving . 
welfare benefits subscribe to these: views by sizable majoriti~s. But most Am~ricans do not b~lieve that wclfare programs 
suff~r from mor~ fraud than other gov~mm~nt programs. Th~y are more troubled by those: who abuse the system by staying 
on it too long than by people who ch~at. If all welfare reform accomplish~d wer~ to squ~~z~ fraud out of the system, most 
Americans say they would still be dissatisfied. 

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

Americans arc morally mdignant that while they struggle and work hard, welfare recipients arc spared these pressures. A 
large majority of Am~ricans thinks wclfar~ recipi~nt5 stay on th~ rolls too long and do not try hard enough to get off. 
Mor~over, they are frustrated with the inccntiv~s and r~sults of the wclfare syst~m. Th~y beli~v~ welfare is addictive and 
passed on from generation to generation. Th~y beli~v~ it ~ncourag~s recipients not to work and undermiru:s their work ethic. 
And welfare, according to most Americans, fosters the wrong values. These: impressions seem based on more than media 
im~s. Most Americans say they have personally seen someone abusing the welfare syst~m. 

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 climinate welfare 
altogether. In fact, many believe welfare has done some good for the poor; and most believe government has a role to play in 
protecting the economic well being of the needy. When the study presented 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 eight of them welfare 
benefits. But while Americans want a safety net to catch people beaten down by tough times, they want it to be a temporary 
intervention that allows people to catch their br~ath andjump back into the fray. Most think welfare has utterly failed in ~s 
regard. 

Finding Five: Americans Want a Welfare System That Requires Work Crom the Very 
Beginning - Community Service Cor Anyone Receiving Benefits and a Transition to 
PayingJobs as Q.uickly as Possible 

Americans strongly believe that welfare recipients should work and would exempt practically no one from tlus requirement.. 
A majority think welfare rccipients- even a mentally and physically handicapped recipienl- should be required to do 
community service in exchange for benefits. Most Americans hope recipients will become workers who pay taxes, and a large 
majority .....ould 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, ~ven in menial jobs. These findings are consist~nt, with little variation across respondents from 
different demographic backgrounds. 

C 1996, Public Agenda 



Finding Sixt Americans Believe That Mothen on Welfare Should Work -Just Like 
. i:' :Other Recipients and Mothers in Moat Working Families 

, The value Americw)s pl<H.:e on work carrie" ovt:r to ll'.otht't'S on 'A'e!fuce. A sirong ma,tonlY do not think "Wf.:ifure mothers 
.'ihould be al1\)\\oco to stay home and care for their children, ~e the public "'QuId gram bcndiu. to mothers applying for 
wdfan: - mduding those who have chitdn::n out of wedbck - strong majoritie;. W()uld also require them to penonn 
,-:ommunity urv1t:e \11 exchangr: for theu- benefits and to enrollmjch tl'aimng and education prog:mms. To make all of this 

· fcaMbl'!:, the public would add child care benefits. rncse findittg3 consistlO:ntly hold tnle for a.l1 reRpondents. regardk'1s of 
d"'''IU<.lgr.apliic di:Trret\u!s. 

Finding Seven: Americans Support Reforms - Including Time Limits - Which They 

, Believe Will Get Reeipients W Mlliug. They Are Far Less Intere.ted in Refortllii That 

, , Seem Tangential to That Goal 


In the p1>hlk'a VlCW, w,:rk should be Ihe centerpk«:: of welfare reform. Thllil, Americ:ms rally in dOC1M\f~ numb~s to the 
ca.llfjr, Ilfn&,nu:> th(~y (hi".k will direct ;e1:ipicnb toward work. Most Amencans Me not mteresled III "imply punishing welfare 
recipicl1ls - for eX<Utlp!e, f!:.w think cutting benefits is key. But neither do they want to coddle recipients, People art; lar~!y 
unmneem!~J lhat getting wdfare mar be a humiliatlllg experience or that hmeflts are too low. 

Finding Eight: Many Americans Have Not Fully Wrestled with the Possible 
Consequences of the Reforms They Support 

· Americans are certain that welfarl': is fUndamentally misguidrd~ they have a ckar S<'IlSI': about what bother.; them; and they 
an: aHr:lcted to reforms Ihmch fOC'.1S on geuing redpients to work. But thm support for different reform planks is pragmatic 

· and nonidenlcgkal - they support refo~s ihey think will "Wurk, [f such measures as ~e !imit.~ or job trairung programs 
hring uuforeseen eomequenu:s -like substuntially more homeless or expa."l.sion of the W{:lfare rolls - many would 
rcear .... der their sUf>putL Focus group!> aho inrucate that in discussions, many ~(ani deveiop an increased recognition 
that re!ort:ning ....'Clfare is mon: complex (han they had though!. But rather lhan glving up, they cften udouble the:r effom 

.' and attempt to work through these cnmpierities, 

Finding Nine: Economic Insecurity Spurs Sympathy Toward Welfare, But Most 
Americans Continue to Prize Individual Effort 

Atru:rinuu who ar-e ~conomically insecure - who worry about lO!iUlg !herr jobs and not keepi:r.g up ....,th :heir bills - are 
oftcn lUcre sp11jXithctic toward the ~lfare system. But although many Americans acknowledge the unput;t ofan adverse 
economy, m()~t st.d! fed their country olTen enoush economit; opportunity ~Q that those who make the effort can succeed, 

, . Iinding Ten: Although .Afi.oican.-A.mericans Are More Sympathetic:: Toward Welfare than 
.' Whites, They Also Have Deep Misgivings About the System and Support the Same 
". Reforms 

'''rule Afr1.Can~/\nH:ri<:aru .:utd white Americans .rometi~s !U!:e welfare through different le:~s. their v1cWS on the core 
questions - what !5 'A1'or.g with w~!fare: and r.ow 10 fIR it - are strikingly similnr, Both group .. sr.are common ground in 
their nmccrn that wdfare cncourugc~ the wrong values and fm.ter3 :J. dependent lifestyle Both groups strongly agree ~t 
work sh(mJd be the centerpiece of reform - even for mothcrs on wdflU"C. Tr.ey abo agrfi: in their sUpport of lime limit! and 
other refnrms. 

: Special Eoiall: florida, New York, and Illinois 

In all three states, rehldcnts ate in general agrt'ement 'With the nation as a whole on the principal findingli in this report: The 
welfure iystem IS hadly flawed; It traps recipients in a lifestyle of dependency; and its most urgefU priority should be to move 

.". recipiems into the working world. This section highlights areas where the three states vary from the rest of the country. As 
· v.ith Afric:m-Amcncaru, these are mostly difference! ofdegree, not ofkmd. Overall, i1 is the underlying conunonalities 
· amcng ,hese very- di!r~n:nl state populations that are most striking. 

CiI990, Public Agenda 
Public Agenda is a nonprofit. nonparhsall ()rganizlltwn :.hat seeks to raise: the level (if publtc discussion about critical policy 

. choices faemg the nation. Copie., of 1M: VnlUt1 Wi /A,( By: What Anuritanr Wam Fmm WtUan &form are available: from Public 
··.,\gendu.. f) East 3!Jlh Street, N~w York, NY lOCI!). Tel: :2!2J686~66JO, Fax 21:2/889-3·161 {StOea{'ll, QrS'; for lO'Jr more 

copies. p;(~1\:i1:~.add S:2.50 for shipping and handling on one book. $5 fm 2.5 hc()ks, or !f; 1 0 for 6-25 books.; 
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THE POLLS-TRENDS 
WELFARE 

R. KENT WEAVER 

ROBERT y, SHAPIRO 

LAWRENCE R.·IACOBS 


The Republican victories in the 1994 congressional elections have led 
to a shift in govcrnmenl attention from tbe highly controversial issue 
of health care reform. which failed to win enactment in the J03d Con
gress, to welfare reform. another of President aill Clinton'S legislative 
priorities. In his 1992 pres-.idential carnrnlign, Clinton promised to "end 
welfare as we know it" and to mOve people from income assistance 
to work. in the abstrncl. there has long been a bipanisan consensus 
favoring work oyer cash welfare payments, and favoring sisnillcanl 
welfare reform. The current controversy is over bow to reform the 
v.relfaH~ system. with Republi~ans pushing for reforms that will turn 
over im:reased responsibility to the states, increase disincentives to 
out-of-wedlock birtbs. and reduce federal expenditures, while Demo
crats have stressed the need 10 provide additional child care and job 
guarantees while prote(:ting poor children. 

The available trend dala show cQnti~ulties as well as changes tbat 
have occurred since puhlic opinion toward welfare and related issues 
was last repOrted in tbis section of POQ (Shapiro et a!. 1987a. 1987b). 
One of the most 'itabJc: elements of American public opinion in the 
United Slates is the unpopLllarity of "welfare," the general labet f(IT 
publk assistance programs in the United States tbat is most commoniy 
applied to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (At<"DC) pro-

IL U:ST 111'£,0.,,£1\ is a 'Miinlor fdlow in the Onv¢rUmenul Studies f'rogr.itYI al the Brook
ing5 In$lilut«:m: _FI(T ¥ _ SR"f'lm h profeH()r of political science am:! a!;$()C!aledi«:ctor 
of [he Cen~! for the Social Sciences at Columbia Unill(loity: lA,WIiE..,,/(:l' 1., ....con is 
as~ocia\e profe~~or of poli(il:al , .. ienee at the UniveKhy of Minnesota. The authors' 
ft~arch" which is part of II; lar}1er collabomti"e pro~et on the Ctinton administration 
and 'ltOClai policy. has been ,>upported by the Ruslitl! Sag.e Foundation. Wea1ler's work 
haq a],o beell supported b} the Annie E, Ca!>C"y Foundation. and Jacob.'s and Shapiro's 
by the Rubert Wood-Johnson Foundation. They thank. Thco Nocli;,Grell Shaw, Matt 
Sk"vrm. and Cindy-tiftclS for their ussislatX:e. as wen as (lilben Y. Steiner fOf <om
menu' and Jennifer B~l!e, Carol Bolo'.1l\llt). and Lei$ Timms·Ferrara fm-'help with 
data I.'olle!.'tion. The a(J~Ixn:'!i are ft:\ponsible (or the analy\is and interpretation. 

l'IIlIIk (")p;";"" ~tttl, Voo.m. 59 lj)6...~r co 1995 by $Ii: A:n.t,iuII ",.-'>00n fu<r ~'""" Op'~~ ~ 
AI iicN~ .....I'v<YJ. OOH.~XI'IS>~lsm.~ 

~~~I(!Poll Trends: Welfare f,7 L c,.,# 

gram. An increasing majority of the puhtic believts that the public 
assistance system doe~ not work wen (see 4ueslion I below). Welfare 
has come to connote dependence-and even fraud-and the welfare 
system is perceived to have -great-er negative tlmn positive effects' 
{questions Zand 3}, Mujoririe!): of the public are concerned tJUd welfare 
benefits may be too high: and that welfare encourages long-term depen
dence, and thai many welfare recipients do not wanl to work (ques
tions 6-12). "Welfare." in short, is perceived as being at odds with Ihe 
widcly shared American values of individualism and Ihe work ethic. 

ln contrast to this resenlment of welfare, there is also stron~ support 
for belping people in genuine need, although (his has erodOO'in recent 
years (queSl1ons 13-15), The public clearly values both maintenance 
o( incentives for individual initiative and helping the truly needy, and 
it has not reached a consensus on which value is: more imporian~ (ques, 
tions 16 and 17). Nor has it reached a consensus on whether gOVern
meni should trY vigorously 10 reduce income differentials 'or guarantee 
a job to everyQoe (questions 18-2-0), 

This ambivalence toward providing income assistance (see Feldman 
and Zaller 1992) explains why measures of public opinion Oil public 
assistance issues are affected strikingly by 'he connotations of words 
used to desc:ribe tbe policies (see Cook and Barrett t992; Rasinski 
1989; Smitb 1987). Most notably, a plurality (and recently apparently 
a majority) of the public thinks that government spends too m\lch on 
welfare, but support for government spending increases dramatically 
when tbe phrasing is changed to "a~$istance to the poor" or similar 
more specific phrases connoting especially deserving or sympathetic 
recipients such as "poor children" and' "the homeless," or for JQb 
training and employment programs to get recipients off welfare (ques
tions 21-33)_ Similarly. support is much stronger for spending on 
"food programs for low~inc{)me families" than for the Food Stamp 
program (questions 34-37). Public support ror spending 10 assist "the 
POOr" is fairly strong and stablc. although not quite as strong as sup
POI'/. for medical care and $OCial security (d. Baggette. Shapiro. and 
Jacobs 1995; Cook and B51ITCU 1992; Jacobs, Shapiro, and &hutman 
1993,. This ptlblic sUPPQI't for sodal welfare rolicies, however. has 
(nearly across the board. with the exception of education) remained 
less than that in Canada and European welfare slates (see Shapiro and 
Young 1989), ' 

Thc changes in public opinion that have- occurred are interesting and 
, politicaily important..The last repon. in POQ reviewed the "right tum" 

in public opinion that occurred before Ronald Reagan's pre.sideney. 
followed by a libera1 rebound as tbe countr}' went through a dee-p 
recession (see Ferguson and Rugers 1986; Mayer 1992; Pat;C and Sh<.
piro 1992: Sbapiro et aL 19871,: Slimson i99l). During President 



609 6C8 •. Wuver, Shapiro, and Jacobs 

George Bush's one term and its reccssjon, public support increased 
further for government activism on welfare an~ health care issues (see. 
e.g" Jacobs. Shapiro. and Schulman 1993), 

The Clinton administration and the Democratic Party both conlinued 
to have a strong edge over their Republican rivals in public confidence 
on dealing with weifare reform issues in 1993. but this advantage strik~ 
'lngly reversed by the end of 1994 (questions 39-42: though Clinton 
and the Democrats are still better trusted to "help the poor" or disad~ 
vantaged: other dala not shown). The survey data show that t1uring 
Clinton's fin;' 2 years in office. the publlc moved back ill a conservative 
direction (see Bowman 1994; Shapiro. Jacobs, and Harvey 1995; Times 
Mirror Center for the People and the Press 19(4). These trends are 
sh·own in the data below across a wide array ofopinions and attitudes: 
toward governmenl spending (with apparent public sensitivity b-egin~ 
ning in the Reagan years 10' the- federal budget deficit), toward the 
perceived responsibility and other behavior of the poor (to be sure, 
with wme likely racial connotations). toward economic redistribution. 
and loward some specific proposed welfare reforms. These changes
have occurred in reaction to partisan polillCS (suppon for spending on 
the poor tends to be: higher when RepUblicans are in the White House). 
the perceived performance of the Clinton administration. and an im
proving economy (see Weaver, Shapiro. and Jacobs J995). But there 
is also remarkable opinion stability in many ~ases. despite a vehemenl 
public debale and very bold policy chantes passed by the House of 
Represerllatives in mid· 1995 (some of which have been challenged by 
the Senate bill in September 1995. so Ihat the House-Senate differences 
remain to he resolved al this writing). Given thi: c~'clical nature of 
puhlic opinion (1) spending on the poor, it is nUl clear that thi: recent 
conservative shift in 'opinion on welfare issues wiIllast. 

Examining trends in public opinion to-ward particular proposed wel
fare reform proposals (questions 43-53) currently being debated is 
hampered by the paucity thus far of identically worded survey ques
tions repeated over time. According 10 both lhe available trend data 
and ..ingle survey items (nof presenled), several approaches to welfare 
refonn-some seemingly liberal. others clearly conservative-enjoy 
broad public support. Employment. job training. and subsidies for 
child care enjoy especially broad approval, at the 80-90 percent level 
and higher (see also Shapiw et aI. 1981a), Paying transportation costs 
and providing public· sector jobs are less universally but still quite 
broadly supported by the public (about two-thirds ofresp<lndents). The 
public is particularly supportive of work requirements for noncustodial 
parents who are not paying child suppon and is most willing to exempt 
the mothers of very young ch.ildren from s.uch requirements. But the 
data show thai public support for applying work requirements e~'cn iO 

Poll Trends: Wetfare 

mothers of young children increased substantially from 19'94 to 1995. 
This strong preference for work is apparently matched by some wiUing
ness to pay more taxCS in order to provide job training and public 
serviCe employment. . _ 

Disincentives approaches to reforming welfare enjoy mixed support. 
Denying an increase in welfare benefits to mothers who bear children 
white on welfare, known as "family caps." appears to be most popular 
compared. for example. with denying unmanied teen mothers access 
to welfare, another element of the welfare reform package included in 

the House bin but rejected by the Senate. Time limits on the receipt 

of welfare benefits. such as the 2-year limit curn::ntly beinit debated, 

have evoked substantial suppOrt, most strikinSlY when the d~adline is 

followed by acommunity service or job requirement. 


The survey data reported here were compiled from searches of sur
vey archives and published and unpublished 5OU«:(S. including the 
Roper Center [or Public Opinion Research's on~line Public Opinion 
Location Library (POLL), The Public· Per.<opeclive: A Roper CenU'r 
Review ofPublic Opinion and Polling, the Inter-univelsity Consortium 

-for Political and Social Research HCPSR, University of Michigan), lhe 
Harris survey and other data holdings of the Institute for Research in 
Social Science {IRSS, University of NoTth Carolina). and Times Mirror 
Center fQr the Foople and the Press (1994), Earlier data and references 
can be found in Shapiro ct at (19g7a. 1987b). Further'informalion 
about these data and ot""r relaled data can be obtained fr.om the Rope-r 
Center.ICPSR. lRSS, and the specific survey organi:l'.ations and refer
ence-s listed below. 

Appendix 

Abbreviations 

AUC/WP: American Broadcasting CompanYiW.ashll1Rtol1 Pest 

AP: Associa\~ Press . 

AP/MG: Aswcialed Press/Media General 

CBS/NYT: Columbia Broadcasting SystemlNt'\<" York Time'S 

GALLUP: Gallup Organi:1Ation 

Kaiser/Harvard: Henry J. Kat"et Family Foundation/Harvard Scbool of Pub

. lic Health. :f>utvey by KRC/Comn'lunications Res.earch 

LAT: Los Allgeles Times 

Man!'.!: Marist Institute: for Publw Opinion, Marist College 

NBC/AP: Nationa-t Broadcasting Corporation/A~:mcialed Pres~ 


NBC/BW: BLum and Weprin for NBC Ncw~ 

NBC/WSJ: Nationai Broadca!.ting Corporation/Wall Strut )mmul1. ~urvey$ 


conducled by Peter Hart, Brcgm Rc!:c.. n:h. and Robert Teeter Companies 
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NES: American National F.leclion Studies, Cen~r for Political Studies/Sur
vey Rellt:ilrch eeOler, University of Michigan . 

NORC·aSS: National Opinion Researt:h Center, General Socim Surveys 
NYT: Nltw York Time:> 
Potomac AS1\OC,: Putomac Assm:iates. surveys by Gallup 
Tarr/ML: Tarrance Group and Mellman and Lazaros 
iJME/CNN/YCS: Tim!! magazine. Cable News Netw~lrk. surveys by Yan

kelovich, Clancy, and Shulman and Yllnkelovich Partners _ 
TM: Times Mirror Ccmcr for the People and the Press, ~urveys by the Gal

lup Org,mil.ation 0989j and Princeton' Survey Rc!>ean;b Associates (1990) 

USAlCNN: USA Today and Cable News Network, surveys by Gallop 

USNWR: US. Nt'II'S & World Rf"port._sutveys by Princeton Survey Re· . 


seiilrt:h Associates and hy Tarrance Group and Mellman. Lazarus, and 
Lake 


WP: Washin~roll "(lSi , 

yeS: Yankt'!ltH'kh. Clancy, aoo Shulman 
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Attitudes toward th. Welfare System 

I, ABC/WP' As you ma~' know. the government gives poor people money 
thI\lUgh welfare and public assistance program::.. including food stamps and 
aid to dependent children. Overall would you ~y the sY5tem of ~Ibhc anis
tance works wetl in this country, or oot'! 

12185 1195 
i%} (%i 

Yes 
No 

39 
56 

'5 
12" 

No opinion 6 J 
N 1.145 

2. ABC/WP: Do you think the present system ofl)tlblic assistarn:o! discourage, 
people from working. or do you lhink it helps them until they begin 10 stand 
on their own? 

12185 /195 
(%) (%) 

Discourages working 55 7J 
Help?> people 3. 20 
Both (volunleered) 9 4 
No opinion 1 J 

3. NBCIWSJ: j would like 10 read you two ~Iatemenh aboullhe welfare sys· 
tern, Please tell me which of these statements about {hi'!. is~ue oomes closer 
to your point of view. 

Slalemenl A: The: welfare systemdQes moregoOO than hann. because it provides 
anistance and training for those who are without jobs and live in poverty. 

OR 

Slatemenf Ii: The w~lfare system does more tuum than good, hecaus,e it en· 
courng>.:s the breakup of lhe fam~ly and disc;olJrages the work ethic. 

lf94 4/95 
r%) (%J 

Statel\lent A: more good Ihan hann " 19 2~ 
Statement B: mure harm than good 71 69 
Some of bclh (volunteered) 6 5 
Neither ('IIolunteered) 2 , 
Not sure 2 
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,--

CBS/NIT CBS/NIT NIT CBS/NIT 
9184 8188 5192 1194 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Not emmgh 29 25 )1 21 
More than (hey need 49 55 51 58 
Doth (volunteered) 10 9 7 10 
Neither (volunteered) 3 3 2 1 
Don't know/no answer 10 9 9 8 

I 
Get along without 51 55 40 45Anti rating 4 5 4 

1976 J980 191J4 1986 1988 19'XJ 1992 1994 

Anti rating 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 1%) (%) (%) (%) 

(0-40) 33 J4 19 38 33 31 J2 41 
Neutrul 

(41-59) 
Pro rating 

15 22 32 22 J3 21 26 21 

(60-100) 43 44 40 40 J4 43 42 38 
N UI06' 1,305 1,845 2.056 1.702 1,889 2.172 1.580 

5. Poor people. 

/972 1974 197tJ 1980 19114 19& 
(%) 1%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Anti rating 
Neutral 

" 
9 ,3 6 

10 
4 
8 

4 
20 

4 
14 

Pro rating 86 90 85 88 76 81 
N 2,092 1,512 1,856 1,329 1,877 2,Q72 

19118 199<J 1991 1
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Neutral 25 J3 IS IS
• Really need help 39 32 35 4'

Half and half 2<JPro raling 11 .3 79 79 Dort', know/nn answer JO 15 4 10N ~1.701 1.903 2.186 t.108 
NYT CBS/NIT KaisntHarv(lrdNort.-Oam from the 1952-92 NES Cumulali~ File and the 1994 NF$. 
S!9Z . 1/94 12194 

6. 1M:. , . Poorpeuple h~ye become too dependent on governmenl assistance (%) 1%1 (%) 
programs. 	 Get along witbout ,. ., 46 

Really need help III 35 446192 5193 71'M 	 . , Half and half 16 13(%1 (%) (%) 
Don't know/no answer 4 	 !OCumplelely agree 35 40 	 •!Mostly agree 44 49 " 19 9, CHSINn', NYT: Do you think that most people on welfare are tn.ing welfafe 

MosUy'disagree I. J5 JO fQr a short period or time and wfl! gel off it evenltlally, or do yUH think most 
Complelely disagree 4 3 J 	 peop1e on welfare are so dependent on welfare that the~' will never get off of 
Oon't know_ 3 2 -2 ' 	 it?j
N 	 3517 1.5!l1 3,800 

CBS/NIT NIT CBSI,VYT 

611' 	 WUYer, Shapiro. and Jacobs 

The Poor and Dependence 

NES: l'd like to get your feelings lowards ~ of our political leaders and 
other people who are in the news these days. I'U read the name Of a person 
and I'd lik~ you 10 nne that pers.on using the feeling thermometer, , , (0-100 
scale). 

4. Pwp\e on welfare, 

PoU Trends: Welfare 

1. CBS/NIT, NYT: What do you consider a more serious problem in America 
today-families not setting enough welfare 10 gel by, OR families getting tru)rt 
welfare benefih than they nr::cd? . 

8. CBSfNYT, NBC/AP, NBCIWSJ, NIT, Kaiser/Harvard: In your Opirtion. do 
you think that moS1 people wbo receive money from welfare could sel along 
withl)l.1l it if they tried, or do you Ihink mo.~t of them rea.l1y need this help: 

(\fours) (VOIers) (Volers} 
CBS/NIT CBS/NIT ·CBS/NY! CBSINY[ 

8176 Early /0176 LClur 10176 7177 
(%) (%, (%1· (%) 

Get along withoul 52 51 53 54 
Really need help 38 36 .. 1I 
Half and half 

• 7Don't know/no answer 10 IJ 	 14 

(Vorrn; 
CBS/NIT NBC/AP CBS/NIT NBC!WSJ 

IWllJ 9181 1186 S!9Z 
(%, (%i t%; (%) 

9i91 5192 1/94 
(%) (%) (%) 

Off eventl,laUy II 17 II 
Dependent SO " 82 
Don't knowlno answer 9 9 7 

http:withl)l.1l
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10. NIT. CBS/NIT. Kai.l/?rlHan'ard: Do you think there are jobs available 
fo~.mosl welfare recipients who really wan! to work. or not: 

Yes. jobs available 
Not available 
Don', know/no answer 

NIT CBS/NIT Kaiser/Harvard 
5192 1194 12194 
(%) (%) (%) 
64 ~ 65 72 
33 31 24 
4 4 '4 

IF YES. ASK: Do you think most of these jobs pay enough to support a family 
(or not)'! 

NYT CBS/NIT Kai.ierlllan:ard 
5191 //94 12194 
(%) (%) (%) 

yo; 20 18 32 
No 38 41 52 
Depends on family size 

(volunteered) 13 
Don't know/no answer 6 4• 


Causes of Poverty 

II. GALLUP, CBS/NYT. LAT: In your opinion, which is more often to blame 
if a person is poor-lack of effort on his own part. or circumstances' beyond 
his control? . 

CBS/NIT 
3/82a 

GALLUP 
12184 

GALLUP 
71813 

GALLUP 
8189 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Lack of effort 37 33 40 38 
Circumstances..... 3. 34 37 42 
Both (volunteered) 17 31 17 17 
No opinion 

'N 
7 

. I.S45 
2 

1.50S 
6 

1,000 
3 

1.250 

GALLUP CBS/NIT LAT CBS/NIT 
519(/> 12/90' I19zd 12/94" 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Lack of,elTortl1 .. ..,*3S 30' '27 44 
Circumstances 45 48 52' 34 
Both (volunteered) 
No opinion 

17 
3 

20 
2 

18 
3 

18 
4 

N 1.255' 1.028 1.776 573 

• In your opinion. what is more often to blame if people are poor-lack of effort on 
their own pan, or circum~tances beyond their control? 

• Just your opinion: Which is more often to blame if a person is poor-lack of ef· 
fon on his or her own pan, of circumstances beyond hi~ or her control? 

In you opinion. what is more to blame when people are poor_lack of effort 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. or circumstances beyond their control? 

Poll Trends: Welfare 

12, NBC/WSJ: 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 control that cause them 10 be poor~ 

People not doing enough 
Circumstances beyond people's control 
Both (voL) 
Not sure 
N 

J//93a 4/95 
(%) (%) 

48 60 
33 30 
17 7 
2 3 

1.020 1,504 

Bigger cause of poverty and people being poor today. 

Government Responsibility for the Poor 

13. TM: I 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 iI, mostly agree with it, mo"tly disagree 
with it, or completely disagree with it. ... The government should help more 
needy pe~ple even if it means going deeper in debt. 

Completely agree 
Mostly agree 
Mostly disagree 
Completely disagree 
Don'\ know 
N 

Completely agree 

Mostly agree 

Mos!ly disagree 


. Completely disagree 
Don't know 
N 

5/87 5188 5190 11/91 1192 2/92 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)I.13 17 15 20 18 

40 35 3. 3. J7 
33' 30 34 " 31 28 

7 12 10 15 14 13 " 
7 5 3 4 3•4.244 3,021 3,004 2,020 1,220 1,227 

3192 5192 6192 9192 5193 7194 
(%) (%) (%) (%) . ('It) ('It) 

21 18 21 13I. •

33 35 J5 12 J4 28 
28 2. 31 28 40 37 
13 12 12 14 12 I. 
5 5 4 5 5 3 

1,668 1,301 3,517 1.508 1,507 3.800 

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

Completely agree 
Mostly agree 
Mostly disagree 
Completely disagree 
Don't know/no answer· 
N 

TM TM TM TM TM TM 
5187 51813 5190 6/92 5/93 7194 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)I.21 2. 2J 28 20 

50 48 44 41 43 J7 
20 17 23 20 2. 26, 
4 8 15 
5 3 4 3 3 2 

4.244 3,021 3,004 3,517 1,507 3,800 

C 
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CBS/NIT CBS/NIT CBS/NIT 
12/94 2195 4195 
(%) (%) (%)

Agree 6' 63 61
Disagree 2. 30 10 
Don't know/no answer 6 7 •N' 

';, ..:. 1,147 1,19() 1,089 

15. TM; . .. The government should guarantee every. citizen enough to eat 
and a place to sleep. 

5/87 5188 2189 5190 11/9/ 
(%) (%) (%)(%) (%)

Completely agree 22 28 II 27 41
Mostly agree 40 1038 II 31
Mostly disagree 26 22 1522 16
Completely disagree 7 10 
Don't know 7 • 

10 • • 
N 4,244 3,021• 2,048 1,004• 2.020• 

6192 7194 
(%) (%) 

Completely agree 31 27 
Mostly agree 11 31 
Mostly disagree 22 15 
Completely disagree 10 14 
Don't know 10 14 
N 3,517 1,800 

16. NES: In general, some people feel that the government in WashinglOn 
should see to it that every person has a good job and a good standard of living. 
Olhers think the government should just let each person get ahead on his 
own.... Where would you place yourself on this scaJe . , , ?, 

/986 1988 1990 1992 1994 
- (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

I (Government see to it) II II IJ ·102 • •7 7 10 81 II IJ 12 124, 2l• 21 21 22 24 . ,
17 18 16 20 176 15 16 1414 16

7 (Let each person get) 18 16 IJ 14 14
N 1,009 1,725 1,692 2.164 1,652 

NOTE.-From NES 1952-92 Cumulative File and 1994 NES. 
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Poll Trends: Welfare 

17. NORC·GSS: Piease'look at card SS. Some people think that the govern
ment in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard'of 
living of all poor Americans: they are at point I 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 .... I strongly agree-the government 
should improve living standardsfthat people should take care of themselves... 

3186 3187 3188 3189 3190 3191 3193 3/94 
, (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

I (Government should) 18 17 17 16 19 17 12 13 
2 12 12 13 15 15 16 13 13 
3 (Agree with both) 45 44 44 43 43 43 48 44 
4 II 13 12 14 12 13 14 16 
5 (People should) II 11 II 9 8 8 10 12 
Don't know 23233323 
N 1.466 1',459 995 1.033 898 \,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 ajob for everyone who 'wants one? 

3/85 3189 3190 
(%) (%) (%) 

Definitely should be IJ 17 I'
Probably should be 20 28 27 
Probably should not be 31 27 32 
Definitely should not be 30 22 22 
Can't choose 4 6 , 
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 itselfwilh 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 I as meaning that the government ought 
to 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 1 and 7 comes closest to the way you feel? 
... Government should/should not do something to reduce income differences 
between rich and poor. 

3186 3f87 3188 3f89 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

1 (Government should) 23 I. 20 18 
2 10, 13 
1 17 17 18 I • 
4 21 21 20 20, 
 II 13 12 II 
6 6 6 8 7 
7 (Government should not) 12 14 II 10 
Don't know I I 2 2 
N 1.467 1,461 994 1,033 
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319iJ ,1(91 3/93 3194 . 
(%) (%1 (%1 (%1

I {Governmenl should) 2<l 17 14 
2 "12 12 9

-3 18 !7 I. I." 4 21 2<l 18 ZI 

•
5 

• • •
9 Il 12 15 

7 
7 {(i1,)vernrnent should non 10 9 15 
Don", know. 3 3 ", I 
N· 8% 1,014 1,053 2,003

20. NORC-(;SS: What is your opinion of thi': following statement? it is the 
responsibility,o( the government to reduce differences in in(;ome between peo
pJe with high~lilcomes nnd those with IQw incomes. 

31l1S jl9iJ 3/93 3194 
(%J 1%1 (%1 (%1

Agree strongly 13 9 7 5 
Agree 17 24 24 n 
Neither agree nor disagree 2<l 27 21 18 
Disagree II 29 3i 
Di;,agtee strongly 10 I. 2<l '" 
r:hm'l know " n 0' 2 3 
N Ii66 1.203 1.511 U.J2 

• le~~ Ihan 0,5 percent. 

. Gm"ernment Spending and Taxes 

21. NORCaSS: We are faced with many problems tn Ihis country, 1Ione of 
which can be solved ea...ilyor inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these 
problems. and for each one I'd like you (0 tell ~ Whether you Ihink,we"re 
spending too mu.:h money on it. too little money, or about the righl amuunt. 
Firs!, . , . are we spending too much, too little. or about the right amount on 

. welf<Jre'.~ 

118J 3184 3185 3186 1187 • 3188 Jf89 

Too lillIe 
(%> 

21 
1%1 

24 
(%) 

19 
(%1 

22 
(%) 

21 
(%) 

23 
1%1 

23 
About righl 
Too much 
Don', know 

28 
47 
4 

JJ ... 
3 

33 
4' 

4 

3, 
4(1 

4 

JI 
44 

4 

12 
42 

3 

J~ 
42 
6 

N 1,594 484 749 726 481 709 761 

Too little 

3/9fJ 
(%) 

11 

J!9! 
(%) 

12 

1/93 
f%).. 3194 , 

(%) 
13 

About right " 35 15 24 
Too much 38 38 ' 54 ,60 
Don't know 
N 

5.'(1 5 
746 

5 
1% 

4 
1,511 

22" NBC/WSJ: Do you think government is currently spending too little, about 
the right amount:or too mll>;h on ... people on welfare?.' ~.~h"" ,,.... ,.....,,._. "+'" 

Poll Trend$;: Welfare 

IU9] 4(95 
(%} 1%1 

Too nlUch 55 66 
Too liUl~ 14 9 
AbOut right 24 18 
Not SUre 7 7 
N I,02U LllI< 

23. NORCiaSS' We are faced with many problems in this country. none of 
which can be: '«lIved easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name som~ of tbese 
problems, and fOf e&I;h one l'd like you iO lell me whether you think we're 
spending too much money on it, too little money, or aboul the right amot.ml. 
First•... are we spending too much, 100 liltle. (jf about the righ~ amount on 
... assislallce to the poor? 

3184 3185 3186 3187 3/88 3(89 1/90 J/9/ 3193 J/94 

Too little 
(%) 
.2 

(%J 
.3 

(%J 
61 

(%) 

66 
1%) 

"" 
(%) 

66 
(%1 

66 
(%j 
.5 

(%1 
63 

(%) 
57 

About right 
Too much 

24 
II 

25 
10 

2J 
9 

23, 23 
7 

23 
9 

24 
) 

22 
9 

22 

" 
25 
15 

[)Qn't know 
N 

1 
4l!5 

2 
7l!1 

2 
734 

2 
972· 

2 
752 

3 
761 

2 4.., 747 
J 

794 
3 

1.439 

24. NBCIWSJ, CBS/NYT: Do you think government IS clJrrently spending too 
!ittle, aboul the right amount. (jf tOO much on . , , poot children? 

NBClWSJ cnSINfT 

11193 12194' 

i%) 1%)
,
Too milch/decreased 6 

Too little/increased 64 47 
About right. s.ame~ 22 39 
Not sure 8 6 
N 510 57J 

5 Du you think govunmcnt spend ins on. programs for poor children \OOt,lldlx ill
;;:reased. decnased, or Up! about the ume? 

25, Potomac Assac .• USAICNN: Now. again lelU«: read off the names of some 
other programs the federal government in WashingJon h ~Jpin8 I() finance and 
ask whether you think lhe amount of lall: mone~· now being spent for each of 
~hese purp()ses should be increased. kept' at tbe present level. reduced, or 
ended alt03ether. _ .. Welfare pro~l11ms to help low-income families. 

P()fOm(IC 

Assoc. USAICNN 
5171 4{94' 
(%) (%) 

Jncreased JI to 
-Kept at present level ... 32 
Reduced , 18 44 
Ended all(lgelhef 6 10 
No opinion 4 4 

• Do you feel the amounl of tall money now hcinlll ~lX'nl for wdfare progranu to 
help Jow·incoml: families s,hould be in<:reasctl, kepI al lite presenl tevel, reduced, Of 
ended altogelber? 



621 
.~ Weaver. Shapiro. and Ja(obt; 

26. ABCIWP: In order for the federal government to cut spending to reduce 
the budget deficit, would you support or oppose reducing welfaie. or pllblic 
l'Ifisistl11'!Ce, for poor people? 

//IES JI9,~ 
1%) /%) 

y" 
No 

11 
66 

54 
40. 

No opinion 7 6 
N t.J45 

27. Mari.H.' Would yo\). be willing to pay higher taxe., for tach of rhe following? 
. Reduce poveny, 

1!9() 2191 
(%) (%) 

Yes 67 65.,.
No 32 
Unsure 4 3 
N 1,044 1.142 

28, CBSINlT: Would you be willing or unwilling to pay more in taJles in order 
h) provide jQb training and public service jobs for people on welfare so that 
they can get off welfare? . . 

Willing 
Unwilling 
Don't know/no answer 
N 

The Homeless 

. 

1194 12194 4/95 
(%) /%) /%) 

61 59 61 
34 J7 J5 
5 4 4 

1.146 t,147 1.089 

29. CBSfN}7: Do you personally set: hQ'meJess people around yourcomrnunity 
or 011 the way 10 work, or is the problem ociy something you have seen on 
televi:!.ion, or have read about? 

1/86 1189 12190 1191 1193 1194 
t%) (%j (%J (%) /%) (%) 

P~r$onany $« 36 51 54 58 5. 57 
TV or read 59 48 ., 3. 39 .. 
Half and half 3 l 2•
I:)Qn'! knowrno answer 2 I 1 I 

30. Yes: Do you f«1 that government spending should be increased, d(ow 
creased, or kepI where it is now in the following areas? _ .. Aid to the 
homeles\, 

/ 

Poll Trendst Welfare 

YCS YCS" 
2187 1188 
1%) (%J 

lncreased 71, " DecN.!a~d 
16KelH same 21 " 

Not sure 4 J 

N 1,014 914 


• A~\::ed of regis:erw VGl~U wlw are likely to vOle in a Democratic or Republican 
primary Of' tau!:us in 19&8. 

3t. CBSINYT. APlMG, AP: Should federal spending on helping homeless peo· 
pie be increased. decreased or kepi aMut tlH! 3ame? 

AP CHSINYTCBS/NIT APIMG 

Increased 

Decaased
I . Kepllne same 

, Don't know/no answer 
N 

7!M IlIS8 12i9fJ /192 
{%}/%} (%) /%) 
_ 6ll . . 6S fl.} 58 


4 6 
 1 4 

23 27 23 26.,
5 1 12 

1,1)04 1,21HLIn 1,084 

31. 1M: If you were milking up the federal budget this year would you il'lCfea<;e 

j 
\ spending for programs for the homeless, decrease spending for pr()grID'll" for 

the homeless, or keep spending the same fot this? . 
121945187 1189 5190 

(%, i%) (%) /o/r) 
67 53 67Increase 

95 4 6Decrease " 
25 40 15 34

J Sam. 
[)()n't know J J 2 9 

1,5114.244 2,048 - 3,004N 
33. wp, GALLUP: Would you be willing to pay more in your own persooal 

! taXe~ if the money went tQ providing shelter for homeless pc:ople in your own 
community? 

WP GAl.I.UF 
419iJ 8/92 
f%j 1%) 

y., 58 00 
J5 36No 

Don't knov.fno opinion 7 4 
1,(0) 1,387N 

• Would yoo. yourself. be wilbnll: til pay higher taxes to hetp redace po'<cny and 
homdt$'$n~c<;, Of not'? 

http:GAl.I.UF
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Jssue Salience Food Stamps 
)8, TM: In the future, which one of the following items should President 

34, N£.S: If you had a say in making up lhe following budget this year. for Clinton give tne nighest priority to'! 
which of the folluwing programs would you like to see spending increased and 

12/93 1i94 3194 7194
for which would yOIl like to see spending decreased? , , , Food $tamps. 

(%) (%J (%} (%) 

1984 /986 1988 1990 /991 /994 Improving the job situation 2. 26 2J 
(%, (%) (%J (%) (%J I%} 14 16 ISReformirlg health care 14 

Increased 21 2") 23 16 IS ,. 22 2J 14I. " 
Reducing clime

Same 46 44 46 59 53 .. Reforming the welfare system 11 15 12 15 
Decreased 33 31 31 25 29 43 Reducing the budget defictt 22 20 ,. 21 
Cut out entirely r , • • -. o· Don"t know/refused 

, J J 2 
IV 1,809 1,m 1.937 ' 1,897 2,)95 . 1,726 1,419 1,207 UXlI ].800IV 

N07l:.-[}ala from the NES 1952_92 CUMulative File and 1994 NES. lOi94•u'U than O.S ~t~enl. (%! 
35. ABClWP: I'd like to ask you about 5(lme sJ)t:¢lfic federal government pro Improving the job sllualiofl !9 
grams. For each. plea:.e leU me whether you feel spending for lhal program Reforrnmg hellith care 
should be inereased. decreased. or lerl about the same.... Food slamps. Reducing crime 26" 

Reforming lhe welfare sY~lem !l
/98/ /986 1/87 8189 Reducins the budgel deficit 1~~ 
(%) (%) '(%) (%) 4Oon't know/refus.edDecrease 49 32 26 28 2.052NSpend about tile s.ame 33 48 45 


]ru;;rease 15 IS 27 '" 21
, INo opinion 3 2 I Who Would Do • BeUer Job at Welfare Reform? 
IV 1,5{)5 1,509 39, LAT, N8CfBW: Who do you think can do a betle! job of rcfQrming Ihe 

3(.. Yes: [)Q you feei that government spending lihould be increaflW, de welfare system; President (Bill) Clinton or the Republkan" tn COligre~s7 
crea..ed. or kept wheH~ it is now in the foUowing: areas? .. , The food 'Stamp 

I 

NBCfBW LAT LAT program. 

1194- 4194 10194. 
1187 91')) (%) (%) (%) 
(%) (%) 44 42 35l President Ointon 

Increased 33 31 
Decrea.'>Cd 24 
Kept ilS now 36 Jl!. " 

N~I sure 8 9 
IV \,014 500 

37. GALLUP:. I am goi118 10 ask you a quest'ion about government spending. 
In answeling, please bear in mind that sooner 01' Jaler all government spending 
has to be taken care or OUt of the taxes that you and other Americans pay. 
As 1 mention each progmm, tell me whether (he amount of money now bei!18 
spent for thai purpose should be increased: kept at the pn::senl level, reduced, 
or ended lIltOgether. , ' , Providing rood programs for low-income ramilies, 

1984 1986 6188 7189 5191 
l%) '(%) (%) t%J {1ft} 

Increased 48 46 44 51 55 
Same 31 35 35 35 34 
Decrell'Sed 12 II 15 9: i 
Ended 1 3 0 1 Z 
No ~1piniofl 2 5 6 4 Z 
N , , " 1.210 1,253 ],014 

34 33 4lRepublicans 
BOlh (volunteered) 2 S '* 
Neither (volunteered) 9 13 5 

It 8 ;Don't know/nu ansWer 
555 84\ ! ,212N 

• Who do you think wC\ulll do- the best job refonning the welfa,re 'l.yslem·-Prt,idenl 
(Bill) Clinton or the Republicans in Cooltre-'i~1 

40" NBCIWS), Gallup, '{M: When it comes to , , , reforming the welfare 
system. ' . which party tio YOII think would do a better job-the Democratic 
Party. lhe Republican Party. neither, or are bmh about the qme'! 

NBCIWSJ .TM Gul1up NHUWSl 
}19} '/lJ9.f" 12191" 7194" 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Democratic 36 40 47 3(l 

Republican 
Bothiboth CQual 
Neither (volunteered) 
Don't knowloo answer 
N 

24 
16 
16 
S 

500 

30 

11 
19 

1,479 

36 

17 
1,014 . 

29 
17 
19 
5 

1.005 

http:crea..ed
http:know/refus.ed
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NBClWSJ Gallup NBCIWSl , 44. N't7, ('US/NIT: [)Q you think gQvemment spending on job lraining pro
/0194" Jfi94d 6l95~ I' Brams for people on welfare should he increased, decreased, or kepi "bout the
,%),. r%) (%J same?Democratic 35 2J

Republican 31 55 NY? CBS/NIT
3. 5m 1194 

Neither (vo!\lnteered) 21 

Bothlboth equal 12 6 15 

1%) (%)19 
Don't know/nO' answer 4 Increased 65 61.8 6 ,Decreased 10 

Kep. the same 27 25 
,N 1,509 1.020 504 

• Whleb party, Republican or Dt':mQc;ral, do you think can do a bener job of . , . re
fonning (I:\(: welfarl!' ~ySl-em? r-Neit~r" respoon<;e \'olullteered.J - Don'1 knowfno answer 2 4 

~ DO YCIU think 1m Rcpllblic-illl J)aJ1y or the Dcmocnltic pan)! would 00 a better job N 1.l46 
{If de<lling with ('.tt\:!l orth.:: followfns iH\.lCS and problems, .. welfaNi fl':folm? 45. ARCfWP: ShOllld there be a two'year welfare limit, alier which able recipi, " ... Both about th.! SlIme. or neither?" 

ents must get ajob or perform community ~c:rvi;;;e'?'In your view, would Ihe Republican party or the lkrnocratk party do a beuer job 
of deahl'll .,."ilh each of tbe: follo""itlg isMIC~ and pmble:fM .•. we~ rdorm? ("Dutil 1194 J/I)5
equa1" ~ohmteercl.) . 

(%j - {%j
<",. ,The Rr:~llbticll.n Party, both about the: tamt:, or ruillbtrT' Ye1> 89 89 

41. CDS/NIT: Who de yuu Inink: has better ideas about ref~rming the ~tf1ire No • 9 
system; PreSIdent Clinton, or the RepubUcans in Congre$s? No opinion , I 

N 1.145 
12f94 1195 4!95 
.(%) (%) (%) 46. T1ME!CNN1YCS: Which of the following goal"l of welfare reform is most, I Clinton 28 Jj 33 important 10 you: CUlling the COM of welfare programs by removing people 

Republ1(:llJlS 60 46 50 I from the welfare roUs. or giving P(:I<Ir people the skills they need to become 
Both {volunteer¢d, 2 2 4 self-sufficienl '] 
Nejlher (volunteered) 5 5 6 i 
 3/91 5/91Don't know 5 12 7 "] 1%) (%1N 573 728 1,089 

<fl. AHC!WP: Plcase tell me who dQ you trulH to do a beller job handling that 
i'l"iue":"""Clinlon or Ihe Repubhcnns in Congres\? , .. H.:lping the poor. 

JJ95 J195 
(%j (%)

Clinton 54 61 
Republican~ 35 27 
Neither (volunteered) • 8 
Both equally (volunteered) 1 " .... 4uu-.., -."V-.....",No·opiniOn.'.,.....· .. 3'"'' .~1 ....... 


Specific Reform Proposals 

43. CBSINiT A'S part of a welfare reform program, do you think the govern
ment should create work programs for people on welfare and require people 
to participate in the programs, or nOI:! 

12194 4{95 
1%) (%)

Create work programs 87 89 
Don't create 11 
Don't know/no answer 2 3'• 
N 1.147 U)89 

Cut costs 5 3 
Make self'Sllfficient 911 93 
Bolh (volunteered) 3 2 
Don't know 3 2 
N 1.400 1.250 

47. CBS/NIT: Du you think that women with young chtldren who receive 
welfare should be required 10 work or !ohould they stay at ho'me and lake ~l!I.re 
of Iheir young ~hildren'? 

1194 f2!94 4195.." 
1%1 (%! (%) 

Wo<t 4.' 52 64 
Stay at home '" " 22 
Don'\ know/no answer 14 1\ 14 
N 1.146 1.147 1.fl89 

48, TIMEICNNIYCS: Here ill a list of changes many people would like to make 
tn the currell! welfare -system. For each idea 1. I'ead, please tell me whether 
you favor Of oppose that chang!!. _ .. Require all able-bodied people on wel· 
fare, induding women with small ('"hildren. to work or learn ajob skill'? . 

5/92 5194 9195 
(%) I%J 1%) 

Favor 87 92 88 
Oppo\e II ·6 9 
Not sure 2 2 3 
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53. T(lrrJML. KaiserlUan'(Jrd: 11\ general do ;,ou think that government offi
49. CBSfN}7: Do you think lhal unmarried mothers who. are under the age of 

cials should .. : '?·1& and have no. ~)th('r way of supporting (heir children should or should not 
KaisalHtJrvardbe ah!e to receive welfare? TarrlML 

1195 4195 
(%J i%j 

'j\..Should receive welfare 62 ~. '" 
Slloma"tll)1 receive wetfrue 3J ,31 
Don't know/no at'l'lwer 7 9 
N l, 19Q 1.6&9 

"50. TlMEiCNNIYCS: Here i~ a list of changes many people would like 10. make 

ifl the'current welfare sys,tem. For each idea I read, please tell me Whether 

you favor or oppose that change, .•. End increases in welfare payments to 

women who. give birth to children while on welfare? 


5192 5/94 9195 
(%, (%) (%J 

Favor 36 42 41 
Oppo~ 59 51 50 
Nut Sure 5. 7 5 

:51. USNWH. NBCiWSJ, 'USAICNN, CBS/NIT: Do ;rou favor/;Jppose tbe rol

·Iowmg ~ugge'lion 1(1 reform the welfare syxtem? no nol increase benefits when 

people on welfare have addflhmal children? 


USNWR NBClWSJ USAICNN CBSIN'tT' 
11193 J2t9J- 12i94b 4195< 

>, (%i (%) (%) (%J 
Favor J,; 4. 56 

, I Oppoi>e 31 '38 . 
Don't know/no answerl 

"" 52'" 
unsure 1 2 6 

• Now. here art' some adwtional propolalS relatt'd 10 poverty and welfare. for each 
Ollt', ph'a~e tt'U ow ir you would sl1'Qngly favN", $gmewhat favor, somewhat oppose, 
or !;tr(l!1(!!Y "rJlo~e tile pmp;;>\al1 . ,". Stop giving ext!'"d muncy to mothers if they have 
anolher child afier they go 01'\ wt'lfare.'iCombines "~omewhat" and "5troogly. ") 

~ Now here are ,orne possible (:han$¢~ to the welfare 'Y$I'l:m. Please leU me, 
whelher yoo would favor Of oppo~e each ooe? " . " EmI iocreaset io welfare payrru£nts 
to wumell who give birth In child while Oil welfare, 

• Would you fav« or oppose denyl", addition&! bendits to unmarriul rnmheN on 

",,'clfare if they b<ive additional ehildttn while lhey art 00 welfare'? 


52, TIMEICNNlrcs: Here j" a list {If changes many people would like to make 
in the cunel\{ welfare sy~lem, For each idea 1 read. plcase tcll me Whether 
y(lU favor Qf opp<t~"hal change, .. Cut the amount i,lf money given to ali 
people on we!fa~? .' 

5/92 5194 9195 
:':l~7:~!::,:,~":'C'H' v. ~U;I~· : ,(%) ('1M :-""i~' . 

-Favor - 18 25 31 
Oppose 75 65 62 
Not sure ., HI • 

Leave welfare as it is 
Experiment with welfare reform at 

the state lev-el 
Refonn welfare at the nf'tionallevei 
Eliminate all welfare benefits 
Unsure. don"' know, refused 
N 

W93 
t%) 

6 

l7 
43

•6 
1.000 

121'94 
(%) 

1 

52 
29 
6 
7 

{,ZOO 



MOST IMPORTANT GOAL FOR WELFARE REFORM 
Reducing out-of-wedlock births 19% 

* Getting people into workforce 62 
Reducing gov't spending on welfare 13 

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ALL WHITES BLACKS 
Favor 44% 38% 78% 
Oppose 49 55 18 

AFFIRM. ACTION PROGRAMS GIVING PREFERENCES TO WOMEN & MINORITIES 
Should be continued as they are 13% 

Should be continued but reformed 57 

Ended 26 

THB ATF RAIDS IN WACO WERE IN WHITEWATER, HILLARY IS ... 
Justified 60% NOW 5/94 
Not justified 32 Telling the truth 29% 39% 

Not telling truth 39 41 
Not sure 32 20 

U.S. POLICY 
Approve 

TOWARD 
28% 

BOSNIA IF: SERBS CONTINUE ATTACKS 
FAVOR ALLIED AIR STRIKES? 

DO you 
(half) 

Disapproye 50 
Favor 

NOW 
61% 

6/95 
56% 

Oppose 27 33 

SELL.ING ARMS TO THE BOSNIANS (half sample) 
Favor 43% 
Oppose 47 

HILLARY CLINTON IS SCHEDULED TO SPEAK AT THE U.N. WORLD 
CONFERENCE ON WOMEN IN CHINA. SOME SAY SHE SHOULD NOT ATTEND 
BECAUSE HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVIST HARRY WU IS BEING HELD BY CHINESE 
AUTHORITIES. OTHERS SAY SHE-SHOULD ATTEND TO SHOW SUPPORT FOR 
WOMEN'S RIGHTS. 
HRC should attend 55% 
Should not attend 33 

(0) The American Political Network, Inc. 



---

f. N.t. ':.1.m... , 2-26-95 p. 1 

'POLL FINDS PUBUG 

DOUBTS KEY PARTS 

OF G.O:P.'S AGENDA 


A SPlIT OVER PRIORITIES 

Survey Says Congress Should 
Siress Issues like Crime. 

Jobs and Health Care 

Bv RICHARO L BERKE 

Elitl\.! ""HI<$ ,Hu~t ReDUbhulI1 a,. 
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"OWN) 'I) m ... r \IH! C¢vl!'f'I\mtnt 
mo~ ~!l'lOIU1"t', A tnrnC.O$ art du. 
bu'NS <llXlUt <:;~I\lrlll ..lemenu 01 the 
panlrs lr:Xlllllll'tt '."Ma on lu:vel 
!.N11 .n<;l~ wrU're. .::nma. mlllLtry 
Spetl""..~ 3rut I..~ f«lrral tlUd:l!el 
drlle!l. :H:Wnllnlt 10 \.he latu! Hew 
YQfl< T.mrst;;:SS Nrwt Poll. 

Rrpubl'eanl <In!' I!fflotraUy man 
5UpJ)Dm¥1" !.han f.lemocniU IttId lit< 
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lOP pl"lQrUlt1 fur HtDul)heafl. Utll 
yur - 'i/'" htallh Cart. wnu:.n nil 
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',;ftulr '11~ ~~PUlljIClUI lCe.del'$"Jp 
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o11M R('CUCI.ealn' cnm" J'Ohcy, Jt, 
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.;n 3Ss,ol1:1 *Uponi Wat It!!,! RtOObl\.. 
;:;1n1 !'l"' ..... vow!)'!! 10 c¥entll'1l, and 
mO$! ';Il)..rl~ \0 3 tnl! thai nil 
?3HN In(!' ltooS( <1M W!Nfl) gIVe 
u)wn~ ..no Cllle$ mOnt Q'S(rttUm m 
l~Mltllt m?1'!(,v 1h;J1 w,u 14fll."l«1 
:w ";1'!~Hj,.,flt Chmon $!X'<lltc.lly {(It 
mOft' I)QhU~ fJIh(en, 

One 01 flit' rr.ou oram.ue tum. 
plr:$ Of 1:1,., U;I ~"''I"Ml Pul:dt(; opln. 
opt) H -"I1~;u,11'«1 b" the 001.1 aM U'l1! 
P"':)r1!)('~ 01 COtllfttUIJ.ltl.1 R«lvol!. 
(~n~ "!'llen.H1!' Qa~ Dr! "'('If read. 
,r./: c! P11011C ~en!>rn('n!. n Qv('r the 
OalanCe"J.buo,tCI amrl'laIDtJ'l( 10 tltt 
C()n~lHul'()t'!. The ~mtn<lml:n'. ai
rea<lV lP;:/rov~ by (ht ItDU~, II 
ICIlC'<lU)1!'I1 tor W'l1ll lIr>pean 10 t» a 
'10S~ VOII: In l1le Sl:nllll: IOday. 

~Y .. nlV.nml: ~rterl1 ut Aml:rl' 
taM tJIG I.~t" 'avar $l.Icn al'llmtnd. 
'Tlf'1l! flul lIUI ~~PPO" thnnks 10 
(llIlv J~ trl"rCe!'ll I>'l'Irtl Amtnearu art 
I~!<;l ,nal llal~IIClnl( 11'11" I>Udgtt \1;111 
H'<l"'('l' t"UU In $\1(;1111 S«:urlly. at 
<:laM.,. 1111;11'1\1" $av. l1'It Rt'tIUbIH,';ll:n$ 
!I;1~e ::lrlea.,... td~ru :e rem::lve» 
0;11 5~cung' Ire.,., !fir I'iUl(llte\<tli.. 

SuNm.,....yodt--... 

I" ea."wa:u 
,~ O! the wey Congres.
I IS nanoid'll) I1s;ob 57% 
:"msan~ 31 
~."" ' __"'N'_"_,"""OM'_""_"_"_'_N"'_"_·~"_nN" 

,A,opfoye Q11fle way own 

P.eoresenlal!'.te '$ Nll'ldilMg 

tns 01 ner 100 69 


,O!S'app:O\'~ 15 

sa"" 
____··_·_'"_·"···· 

'" 
S2 62 

23 

. 
". Say n IS Den", 10 us. m0I1811 

In tne Clime Ddt tor OOllCe 
'. on lI1e streels 

. ·,SaY!1 III 
and C111es oecloe 59 

Dener to leI U:lwflS 

~Y ., IS a tlllO Idea ttl let oouce 
':' make $es.rChes WIthOut 

a _tlntll 

Say ol is a QOOd idea 

39% 

os 
24 

65% 

13 
'7 "17 

..... JtM..tIIKU 8UQIQIT 

Say II1ey WOUld m$ler: 
.., ,Salllocmg ~ 0IJ096! over 
~" "CtrtttI'l9 ta:!e$ 
.,,' Cutlmg ~as over 

-" "b4lanclnQ lhe OUdQe! 

Fllvor a balam::ed bu(jget Brmmd
".. ment 10 the Constltubon 52 

"OpPOSe 11 

. f!8V(X II. bnlaf'lCttO bUdget 
,~.. IlrNlfldme"l aven II II mtans 

cuts In Soonl SaCtKllY 40 
. Oppose 56 

59% 

37 '5 

,. 79 
12 " 
32 25 
OS 72 

'~~AIU 

Say UI"Il'TIomea mOlhP.fS urlIjar 
lha age ot 1a ShOUld De 
aole '0 receive welt are 57% .,% .7% 

ShOUIO no< ,a 29 as 
Say wtll!eta roo!pl(\'rus ,/,\ a WO"~!JP"!Q",g!U'umllC·_________ 

I 
IShouiO be !llOWed 10 reee,V;- ", 

l)eneUS as long as :hay ate i 
Wllhng to WOO<: lor (Min 63% 70% 66% ,I 

ShOula $!CO ICCClVlfI(J L DeNthl$ allet n 'lear or 1,\'0 33 27 30---' 
Say spending on mtllary 51'1Ot.11d tie: 


!ncr&asec 24% 
 15",.Decrea$co 13 

K.epl me lUI/TIe 60 ., 


e...o on H!'lIIDI\OfItIIf4!!!~"'s W»tIl.UIOaaulls COf'!!lI,euIC: f111~ Ftti. 
22·2S:, TI'lO$G ,·"It', i'I() ep;OO)('l&f.m~n. 
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~============= POLL UPDATE ===~======.== 

, *14 ABC/W. POST: OVERWHELMING SUPPORT FOR 2-YEAR WELFARE LIMIT 
1,145 adults surveyed by Chilton Research Services 1/8-9;

margin of error +/- 3~5% (release I 1/12). 

CUT WELFARE SPENDING TO REDOCE DEFICIT? NOW II/Sa 
Support 54% 27%
Oppose ______.~--------- ---- -4-(}---..66_____ 

~~ELFl\RE LIMIT, AFTER WHICH ABLE RECIPIENTS GET A JOB -;;a
PERFORM COIlHONITY SERVICE? 1(9/95 1/4/95 1/94 

( Support 89% 91\ 89% 
~ _______________..9 .-"--__. 

SHOULD GOV'T GIVE WELFARE TO YES NO 
Single mothers with children 76% 21% 
Teen-age girls with children 53 44 
sin91e mothers who have more 
ch~ldren while on welfare 21 76 

Men who can't find a jOb 54 41 
Illegal immigrants 6 93 
Illegal immigrants with children 
born in us 31 65 

DOES US PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SYSTEM WORK WELL OR NOT? NOW 12/85

Works well 25% 39% 

Doesn't work 72 56 


WHICH DO YOU AGREE WITH MORE? NOW 12/85

Most able-bodied people on welfare .,_ 

Want to work hut canlt because of circumstances 39% 43% 

Prefer to sit home and collect benefits 


even if they can work :', 52 

ARE MOST ON WELFARE RECIPIENTS SUPPORT INCREASE: IN YOUR FED. 
BLACK OR WHITE? TAXES FOR JOB TRAINING & EDUC. 

'Black 41% TO GET PEOPLE on WELFARE? 
White 29 Support 55% 
Equal 16 Oppose 43 

CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM .•. NOW 12/85
Discourages people from working 73% 55t 
Helps until they can stand on their own 20 30 

IS GOV'T DOING ENOUGH TO GET PEOPLE 
ON WELFARE BACK TO WORK? NOW 12/85
Is doing enough 14% 20% 
Is not doing enough 83 72 

GOV'T SHOULD HELP THOSE WHO MOST PEOPLE ON WEI,FARE JUST 

CAN'T HELP THEMSELVES DON'T WANT TO woru: 

A~ree 65% A~ree 52% 

D~sagree 34 D1sagree 45 


48 




• 


TABLEt7 

AMERICANS' VIEWS OF ENDING WELFARE PAYMENTS 
TO ABLE-BODIED RECIPIENTS AFrER TWO YEARS 

VIe... of Ameriean Adults 

Fa.... <Ddiog woIJ'aro ...,.....us 10 ""1..-"" wtlf... ndpiems, 
IndllIDpg .............. """"""'" childn:u, after _ ,...... and 
nxpdring !ban 10 lake. job 68$ 

W....d __10 fa......... If the job .... penon_...,..Iow _that _ maI!e it dUr.....1 
10 ,,-,. family 2/;$ 

Would ","di ",.. to fa'fOr' (!:Yeo: if the person is unable 
10 t:d • job 16$ 

TABLE 18 


AMERICANS' VIEWS ON WHAT SHOUW HAPPEN IF WELFARE RECIPlENTS 

ARE CUT OFF AFrER A SPECIFIED PERIOD OF TIME AND AFrER EDUCATION, 


TRAINING, AND HEALTll AND CHllJ) BENEFITS HAVE BEI<N PROVIDED 

Vie... of American Adults 


Fa.... nxpdring wtlfare ndpienls 10 do 
UlUWIonitJ &enice work itt txdmnge for 
c:ootinued IJeoeIits 

Fa.... cuUing off b,.,,'lIt< aDd ~ 
jobs 10 rmpi_ 25% 

Favor mtting orr benefits 10% 

Don't kDowlReCused 10% 



.. 

TABLEI9 

THE PRINCIPAL GOAL OF WELFARE REFORM 
VI"... or American Adults By Polilkal Amlilltioo 

Get "",pie oIT wdf..... but .00y if we <lUI get Ih<m 
_ jobs by providiJIg job Irainiug and od.ICII!;•• 63% '''% 

Get people off wdfare "eo. it it means they haye to 
take • Jow-pyu.g job 27% 22% 33% 

Get "",pie oIT welfare reganJ1ess ollhe .... _ ,% 7% 5% 

Pro'ride people on welfare with more money so tbat they 
haTe a bigbe.- standard Gf living 2% 5% 2% 

Otbor (TOLl 2% 1% 1% 



,. ==-===~~===-= POLL UPDATE ~==~========= 
.. *lS NEWSWEEK: 4 H PLURALITY SAYS CLINTON SHOULD "OT RUN IN '96 

728 adults surveyed 12/27-28; margin of error +/- 4% 
(NEWSWEEK release, 12/30). 

CLINTON JOB NOW 11/3-4 10/27-28 9/29-30 
A",prove 39% 40% 44% 36% 
Dlsapprove 45 43 44 48 

HOW MUCH CONFIDENCE 00 HAVE THAT THEY'LL DO RIGHT ~rHING? 
A LOT/SOME LITTLE/NONE 


Pres. Clinton 58% 42% 

Bob Oole 65 :n 

Newt Gingrich 38 J8 

Jesse Helms 40 41 


SHOULD CLINTON SEEK '96 OEM NOMINATION? WILL liE? 
Yes 44% Yes 85% 
No 47 No 10 

'96 MATCHUPS 
Clinton 54% Clinton 52% Clinton 49% Clinton 42% 
Quayle 32 Perot 30 Gingrich 27 Gramm 24 
DK/other 14 OK/other 18 OK/other 24 OK/other 34 

Clinton 42% Clinton 38% Dole 48% Powell 48% 
Cheney 28 Kemp 35 Clinton 38 Clinton 34 
OK/other 30 OK/other 27 OK/other 14 DK/other 18 

VERY/
HOW UPSET WOULD YOU BE~; •• SOMEWHAT NOT AT ALL 
)taity-pocr-mothers hav8 to send their kids 78 :1.7 

to orphanagGs or foster homes 
ax-cuts-}:e:ad-tcr-maj"Or-inC1"ettSe-in-def-icit 73-~-·· 22- ~" 

Limits on welfare cut off benefits to poor 73 2. 
families even when llCLl(orlr: is available~·---"--------·-·------·' 

'Many ehvlro regUlations are seriously 73 24 
weakened or eli~inated 

Cuts in ~nefits for illegal immiqrants 30 
lead to discrimination against legal
immigrants who work and pay taxe. 

Funding for public TV is cut back sharply S5 43 
Women have less access to abortion than now 53 42 
Funding for serious artists and community 41 57 

.------ ------, NOT TOOl 

arts projects is cut back sharply
Congress passes Const. amemdment to permit 36 61 
prayer in ~uhlic schools that is offensive 
to non-Chr~stians and non-believers 

HOUSE GOP'S CONTRACT W/AMERICA IS '" 
Serious promise/GOP Congress should be held respons:.ible 25%: 
Just a campaign promise/Shouldn't be taken seriously 24 
Haven't heard about it 47 

MIDDLE-CLASS TAX CUT WOULD BE 

Good for the country 54% 

Bad for the country 32 


EVEN WITH THE TURNOVER IN CONGRESS, TERM LIMITS ARE: ••• 

Necessary 11% 

Not necessary 21 


52 




'12a. ShOUld mothers who have infants and whO are on wedare be required to wen? (IF Y£S:) Should tnay be 
requir&d to wOr)( full time Of part lime? • 

'"':'l' ~ 1 4.~ v... Should Work 1~'\(" \\'~, 
Full time, , .. , , .... , , . . . ;4 [79] 

Parttlme ."" ... "",." ... Z1 CONTINUE r\:'.s,\, \I.~~ 

Not sura hOw many OOI.A . . . . , , . 6 

NO, shOula NOt wOi'k ,"." .. , 41 SkIP to d12C 
Not Sure , ... " .. , ...... " ... 6 

·Asked of on..natt the respondentS. 

(ASK ONLY OF RESPONOEHTS WHO ANSWEREO "YEs. SHOULD WORK" IN 12&.) 
120. 	 And ShOuld mothera WhO nave intants and who are 00 WOifart be requitBd to work only if child care is 

provided, 0.. ShOuld they be required to wonc even it child ClUe Is nOl ptovided 1 • 

Only H chIld care provided _« • ,. ••• « •.• « " . '<T :1!IlJ 
Even it child care not proYIded ,..,.. .. "... 16 

N01sute ............. , .......... ",., ... 4 
Do not think should W(lf1( (from a.12ft) ..... ,'" 53 

(ASK EVERYONE.) 
120. 	 Ooyouthlnk a single mo;her WOIklng at e part-time, mlnimum..wage jOb shOuld 00 permitted to receMtwelfare 

ben¢lta. fo.. as long as She earns 10$$ tnan the poverty leVel, or do you mink she should not be permll'led to 
do so? 

Should b< pe<m",ed ... _. . . 86 [81) 
Should not be permitted ,... 9 

Norsure .. " ... , ........ 5 

\Strongly favor ' ..... , , . . . 2S [B2J 
• SomewMt f8"lO( "....... 30 
Somewhat oppose ... ".. 24
Sttongly oppose . . . . , . . , . 18 


Notsure •• , ....... , ... 3 


13b. 	 An attornatNe welfare reform proposal would require welfare recipients to attent, job training sessions as soon ! 
as they stan recI'HVing welfare, Atler two yeatS. If they have not touna arnplOY1'fmt, wetfar& reCipientS would 
be rOQuifeCI to wot1( III a pubbc service jOb. Would you s;rongly ravor, somOVlhat favor, somewhat oppose, 
Of strongry oppose thIS proposal? 

S1rongly favor ., ... , , . , , . . . 64 [B31 
Somewhat favor ."', .... , . 28 
$omewnat oppose 4 
Strongly oppose: , . " . . . " ' 3

Not SUf9 .. .. " . . . .. 

I 

,/_._-- ~ 

.~.. ----...- _. 



Broad Support for Reforms 

"1 'm going to read to you a number of suggestions of ways to reform the 
welfare system that are being talked about today. Please listen as I 
read each one and tell me ~y'ou_fa:v:or_.o:~:_..J?p.Rose ~e-!~g.~!sti~!1~_ 

~-------~.- All African 
Percent Support voters Reps. Detns~ Whites Americans 

Require job training for 
those on welfare, and after 
two years require them to 

: work in government jobs
if necessary 82 77 86 81 86 

.~ job training for 
those on welfare, and after 
two years require them 
to work 93 96 86 93 91 

'~~~'iPI'OYed~fat.ners···-·· ..-.----..---..----.....-
of children to work 94 94 95 94 86 

Replace welfare benefits 
with tax credits and 
strengthen child support
enforoement 67 69 65 66 72 

Have government help pay for 
childcare and transportation
for welfare recipients who 
work or are in job training 
or education courses 77 72 81 76 S4 

Deny welfare benefits to 
legal immigrants until they
become citizens 69 72 65 71 67 

Deny welfare benefits to 
legal immigrants 37 39 36 36 39 

Do not inorease welfare 
benefits when people on 
welfare have additional 
children 65 70 61 67 49 

to 
two years and ~?' not allow . 
people' to get b~Ck on 
welfare for at least 

\,1five years 50 56 42 52 37 

Limit welfare benefits to 
two years and do not allow 
people to get back on 

1\ welfare ever 24 25 19 21 15 
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Bruce Reed 
Deputy Assistant, Domestic Policy Council 
Old Executive Office Bld9, Room 213 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue~ 
Washington, DC 20500 . . 
Dear Mr. Reed: 

The enclosed report was requested by David Ellwood's office; I thought 
your office might be interested in a copy as welL '!'he first few pages of the 
report summarize my findings, which are further encapsulated here I as follows: 
COncerning the welfare system, Americans hold a set of diverse beliefs, with 
divergent policy ill'l?lications. My study found that colMlUllitarian. populist, 
and individualist rhetorical framings of the issue led to significant 
differences in supJ;X')rt expressed by respondents for three options for reform. 
In addition, I found a great deal of,public support~ in almost all demographic 
groups; for government programs that wouid aid working people in this country 
as well as welfare recipients. . 

At the end of the report (p. 25) I use the disccurS9 of the public 
summary of the Work'and Responsibility Act of 1994 as an example of an 
inadvisable approach, rhetorically, given the evident goals of the President's 
WOrking Group on Welfare Reform. I then recommend two alternative 
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 conductin9 'of 
attitudes about the welfare system. To date my students and I have conducted 
several focus groups with mJddle- and upper-middle-class men and women as well 
as a few individual interviews in a poor, rural African-American community in 
eastern North carolina. Additional individual interviews will be completed in 
the next two oonths. 

I am on research leave from DUke this semester. Ii you or your 

colleagues have any questions, I can be reached at (401) 941-6513. 


i rely, ~ 

. c/ _ ~ w-<. "" 
~l:ll.Udia Strauss 


Assistant Prof r 
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BNGBWB:RING PUBLIC SUPPOR'l' POR DIFFERENT HBLFAJUI RBFOitM OPrIONS: THB , 

BFFBC'l'S OF INnIVIDUALIST, COMMtJlU'lARIAlt, AHD ~PULIS;r F'OLI'l'ICAL RHETORIC 

Overviow 

Welfare reform is one of the leading issues facing national and state 

policy makers in the united States at the present. On thia topic~ as eo 

many others, the Amerioan public is divided. The most interesting 

divisions, however, are within rather than between people'. The average 

American wanta to spend leas money on "welfare" but more money on "programs 

for poor children," likes the idea of limiting welfare to two years but is 

also willing to greatly expand government programs that would help welfare 

recipients become self-sufficient~ 

Between January 12 and January 24, 1995 I conducted a telephone 

survey on welfare reform. The primary purpose of this survey was to learn , 
which of these various competing ways of thinking about weltere reform is 

evoked by different introductory "framings" of the issue. More 

specifically, I was interested in the effect of individualist,,. 

communitarinn, and populist framings, i.e., framinqs that look at welfare 

in terms of welfare recipients' behaviors, community values, or structural 

obstacles faced by the average person, respectively. These initial 

framings of the issue were created by asking respondents whether they 

agreed or disagreed with a general statement about "one of the biggest 

problems in Americb today" phrased, variously, in individualist~ 

communitarian, or populist terms. Then respondents were asked for their 

opinion of three options for changes to the welfare system (eliminating 

welfare for single teenage mothers; providing welfare for two years only; 

and replacing welfare with 90vernment-8ub$idi~ed health insurance, day 

oare, and jobs for all Americans who need them). This stAall survey (143 

respondents, equally divided between North Caroline. and Rhode leland) ie 

part of a study I beqttn in the aumrner of 1994 of public discourse and 

popular opinions about the welfare system in the United ::;tates. Most of 

the data for the etudy will be collected throu9h media analyses and fooos 
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group and individual interviews with working- and middle-clasa men and 
I,women. 

This survey found that the framework evoked by the initial rhetorioal 
, 

question was significantly associated with policy prefere~ces respondents 

then expressed, particularly for those respondents who were somewhat 

uncertain about their opinions. These statistically significant results 

indicate that it is highly likely any other random sample from the same 
,

population would show the same pattern of results. suppo~t fer eliminating 

welfare for single teenage mothers was significantly higher among those who 

heard the individualist statement, while support for replacing welfare with 

government-subsidized health insurance, day care,. and jobs for 011 

Americans who need them was significantly higher among those who heard the 

comrnunitarian statement. Interestingly, however I the cor,'\m.unitarian 

framework did not leod to an overall preference for the latter proposal 

when respondents chose the one they liked best. Instead,. the cornmunitarian 

framing led in the end to greater support for limiting welfare to two 

years, while the populist discourse led respondents to p;:efer replacing 

welfare with public jobs progrdroH and government-Subsidized day care and 

hef:dth insurance for all Americana who need them. This last finding was 

the opposite of what most knowledgeable observers might h.!:l.ve expected and 

what 1 had hypothesized. These findings suggest that communitarian and 

other moralistic appeals to be generous toward the less well-off may create 

that generous feeling in the short term, but they may have the p4radoxical 

long-term result of arousing resentment that, increases public support for 

measures that contract, rather than exp.!:l.fid t the social safety net. 

overall, consistent with other recent pollSt the survey revealed very 

low support for the proposal to eliminate welfare for single teenage 

rnothera and high support for the proposal to limit welfare to two years. 

It also revealed surprisingly high levels of agreement (majorities in both 

states) with a proposal that conveneional wisdom would aay the public had 

rejected'i "to replace welfare with a system of governrnef\1;:-aubsldized child 

caret health insurance, and jobs for all Americans who need them." While 

there is no chance such a propostll could be enacted at t;he federal level or 

http:h.!:l.ve
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in any state, it suggests that there would be strong publ io support for 

measures such as raising the minimum wage that would not only help people 

on welfare to become self sufficient but aleo help the st,ruggling working 

and middle classes. 
, ' 

In closing I recommend that advocates of balanced approaches to 

welfare reform avoid framing their proposals in individuaiist or moralistic, 
terms. Instead, r sU9gest either an "Invest in Children" I approach of the 

sort that is very popular in North Carolina at present or' an .. Inclusive 

Populist" approach that frames the issue in terms of the .failures' of 

current programs to meet the needs of all thosa struggling to make ends 

meet. Inclusive populhm is quite different in both style and substance , 
from 1960s-style "liberttl" programs and discourses I which: stress instead 

the need for the middle-class and rich to help the poor. ~ 

Background: A Clash of Rhetorics 

Our opinions about the welfare system, like our opinions about most 
, 

topics, are informed by diVerse and often inconsistent sources of , 
information. We may have first-hand experiences with the, welfare system or 

know others who have; or, in any caso, know how diffioul": it can be to make 

ends meet. By now we have probably heard discussions about welfare. These 

discussions are couohed in different discourses. At lea2lt three 

predominate at present: ~ndividualist, comm~nitarian~ an~ populi~t.\ 

Individualist discourses are obvious to 
, 
any observer of American, 

culture and history. In this discourse each person's fat'e is in their own 

hands; reference is to individuals {Hardworking Helens or Lazy Louies) 

rather than to classes or co~unitieB joined by common concerns. When 

conservative commentators apply theBe discourses to welfare, they are 

'Roich (1987) diecuaoed these three discouxaeB, calling" them the Tales Qf the, , 

Triumphant Individual, the Benevolent Community. and tho Rot at ~hS Top. He 
described a fourth ~Tal$" au 'Woll: that of t.he "Kob at tho Gate": (nationaliotnj. If 
the "mob" is expanded to Third-world peoples within as _11 as ':lutoid.e ou'r borders, 
then th$ fourth t~le is aleo oxtremely relevant to the current 'Nelf~re debate--for 
eorne people, mora BO thdn any of the taleo. In tho prS3ant stu1y, however, 1 chose 
not to ~xperimsntally invoke thin rhetoric. 
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likely to state that welfare recipient5 CQuid b(1 self eupporting if they 

worked harder and controlled their reproduction. When more liboral , 
commentators apply individualist discQurses to welfare th~y stress the need 

to empower individuals to help them achieve success in a competitive 

system. 

comrnunitarian discourses are a reaction to extreme JUnerican 

individualiam. While the label "cotnmunitarianism" is ne....* these discourses 

are supposed to be revivals of much older ways of talking and thinking. 

One current example is President Clinton' s call for a "Nnw Covenant." 

Stimulated in part by Bellah et al.'s, Habits ot the Heart (1985), 

communitarians promote 9roupa bound by mutual concern and obligations. 

Typically, these discourses are nostalgic, evoking earlier periods of 

American history when families and neighbors living in small towns or 

frontier settlements helped each other in tirres of need and impcsed a

common code of conduct. Although communitarianism is supposed to transcend 

liberal/conservative differences, it too comes in different. ideologically 

loaded, versions. Conservative communitarians are likely to park back to a 

period before feminism and multiculturalism, when. as Charles Murray put it 

in a recent radio interview about The Bell Curve, "spouses" and different 

ethnic groups each had a ~special placeu (and stayed there, he implied) 

(WGBH Boston, 1/28/95). The iwplication for welfare is that government 

programs should not try to change the distribution of wealth and 

communities should take care of their own. Liberal communitarians use 

imag6s of familiea and communities to stress, instead, as Mario Cuomo put 

it in hie keynote address to the 1984 Democratic National ,convention, thot 

li3 our "wligon train" heads for the frontier l we should keep "the whole 

family abolird. Constantly reaching out to extend and enlarge that fmnily I" 

leaving no one behind. Here ehe implication for welfare is that we are one 

large national com.'Tl.unity and federal progralr.s may be needed to ensure that 

we meet our obligations to each other. Cotnmunitarian discouraee on the 

left are not very common in the info~tion field of the average American 

and may be easily confused with religious and other moralistic appeals to 
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provide charity to people in need. 

Populist discourses also have a long history in the United States 

(Kazin 1994). Populist appeals are class based; this is diacourse that 

speaks for the class of nlittle people" or "ave~age people" who face 

systematic barriers to economic advance~ent. As with the first two 

discourses, populism comes in different flavors, depending on how the class 

of "average people~ or "little people~ is imagined. For some the "average 

pereon" is middle claes, not an immigrant or a peraon of color, and 

probably male. For others the claes of little people includes everyone who 

is not wealthYi from the poor through the middle class. ~opulist discourse , 
on the right tends to delimit the class of little people the first, more 

narrow~ way and criticize the barriers imposed by big government or the 

misguided policies demanded by ~$pecial interest groups" (i.e., women and 

minorities). populist discourse on the left tends to delimit the class of 

little people the second, broader waYf critiquing the con~traints imposed 

by an economy that has generated insufficient jobs paying a family wage. 

populist discourse on the left--let us call it winclualve ·populismn--io 

different from 1960s-atyle liberalism l which appealod to the comfortablo , 
middle-class to support the poor. By contrast! inclusive popUlism stresses 

the common interests of everyone struggling to make ends meet. 

In praotice, of course, these tbree discourses rarely appear in 

isolation from each other. A talk-radio hoat can easily move from 

complaints about affirmative action (conservative populism) to praise of 

unfettered competition (conservative individualism) or criticism of ,
cultural relativism (conservative communitarianisrn}. Nor .are these the 

only discouraGe relevant to welfare. Those centered on gender, race, and 

immigration are also extremely potent in this field. 

Still, despite the continuities among individualist.~ populist f and 

communitarian discourses, they invoke overlapping but not ·identical ways to 

think about changing the welfare system. Individualist discourses, both on 

the right and the left, suggest solutions that change the values, 

attitudes, or behaviors of welfare recipients. Communitarian discourses, 

both on the right and the left. turn attention instead to cultural values-
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the moral climate of the nation. Populist diacouraes, both on the right 

and left, focus on structural problema and solutions. Furtherrnorel these 

d.iacours6a tend to differ in emotional tone, with the grE}atest contrast 

appearing between moralistic comrnunitarian discourses and_cynical populist 

discourses. The former we are more likely to hear from the pulpit, the 

latter at a neighborhood bar or kitchen table. 
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cogniaing DivQrsG RhGtoriC8t CompartmGntaliaation, Intagration, or Random 

AssortmQnts 

How do members of the public internalize these diverse rhetorics? 

There are three possibilities: integration around common themes, compart

mentAlization, and random combinations. 

Integration consists of selectively retaining only those ideas from 

each discourse that fit a common theme. The theme could be ~the lees 

government the better," #things were better in the old days, # "we should ,
help those less fortunate," "People always take advantage.of me" or Any 

other concern--whether common or idiosyncratic. The sal~tively retained, 
ideas would comprise a single cognitive schema that would 'be activated in 

any relevant context (auch as participating in a telephofl~ survey). 

COilip,u"tmentallzation occurs if divergent sources of ;information are 

retained in somewhat disconnected cognitive sahemas. To continua the 

previoua example, a given person could have both a Hthe less government the 

better" schema ('lnd ,a "we should help those less fortunat~;~ BchemA. The 

particular conditions at a given moment (e.g., the precise wording of a . 
survey) would then activate one of these schemast rather than the other.' 

If divergent information is internalized in random coffibinationa, 

there is no system to the way we pick up new information or respond, on the 

basis of previously learning, to ('l situation such as ('l survey. Our minds 

are like fortune-telling balls, with different responses floating randomly 

to the surface. 

A reason~ble aaat~ption would be that the fo~ of internalization 

that occurs would depend on severol footors, the moat importont being the 

'Inoreasingly, ~a¢hQmas~ is considered a¢¢ept~b1$ as the plural, inste~d of 
"Gchomata" • 

~lsewhere (StraUBG 1990) I have dietin9uiahed two forma of c09nitive 
compArtmentali~atiofi, Horizontally compartmentalized Bche~Q ara equally Odsy to 
hrin9 to awareneSD. If, on the other hand, two ocnemae are vertically 
compartmentali~ed, <."IfiU is more cognitivoly acco&sihle than the <)thor. 'that 
distinction is not re10vant for the present study because I wan not Asking, 
reapondents to voice their opiniono. Inotead, they had only to ~eact to statemantn 

presented to thom. I 

http:advantage.of
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person's involvement in and knowledge about 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 diverse 

bits of information in a way that looks fairly random. At the opposite 

extreme, if the topic is one about which we are ~oth knowledgeable and 

ooncerned (concerned enough to have discussed it with others or thought it 

throuqh for ourselves}. we are then much more likely to pick and choose 

from the information presented to us, integrating it in a personally 

meaningful whole. Between these extremes are topics about 'which we have a 

moderate ~~ount of knowledge and a moderato level of concern--concern 

sufficient to make us attend to more information on the tcpic but 

insufficient to provoke us to think through our own position. My 

assumption is that under these in-between conditions we oc,mpartmentalize if 

our personal information field is discontinuous {i.e., divergent ideas are 

presented in different contexts}. The ftesumptions guiding the present 

study were that for the topic of welfare and for the aver~ge American. 
adult, sources of information are somewhat discontinuous, while information 

and concern levels are moderate. Hence, I expected that the way 

reepondents reaoted to questions about welfare reform could be strongly 

affeoted by which of several compartmentalized sahemas wafl most strongly 

aotivated by the survey questions. 

This assumption is supported by the experiences of ~oll$ters, who 

find thnt on most topics~ survey wording has large effects on'replies; by 

the ~ell-known finding that Americans tend to be ideological conservatives 

but operational liberals; an4 by studies focussed on Americ~n5' a~titudes 

about welfare. A few years ago cne researcher found, as he put it in his 

title. ~Welfare by any other name smells sweeter.ff For example, questions 

that asked about helping poor people evoked a much more favorable response 

than those that asked abou!:. helping people on welfare (Smith 1987). IA 

December 1994 New York Times/CBS News Poll found that 48\ of the 

respondents called for cuts in "government spending on we:.fare" but 47% 

called for increases in "spending on programs for poor ohndren" (New York 

http:sweeter.ff
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I 
Times, 12!18!94tE 5). These findings suggest that for mos~ Americana, 

ideas relevant to welfare have been internalized in a compartmentalized, 
way. , 

As a cultural anthropologiat~ I was particularly interested in the 

schemas evoked by the three broad cultural discourses desoribed above: 

Individualism l communita~ianism, and populism. This study;investigated 

whether asking respondents at the beginning of the survey to respond to a 

etatement phrased in terms that evoked one of these discourses would affect 

the opinions they expressed shortly afterward in the survey about proposals 
, 

to change the welfare system. I anticipated that the schnl!1a. Ef'iroked at the,,
beginning would affect the attitudes respondents. expressed , later, 

, 
regardless of their 49reement ox disagreement with the stlltement posed. t 

QUGstionnaire dosign and survey sample .~ , 

The survey was short and simple (Appendix A). RGspcndents were told 

that this w~s ~a survey of attitudes about welfare reform.; After 

screening to ma~e sure respondents were U.S. citizens. 18 years old or 

older, three-quarters of the respondents next heard: "Fir!lt, before I get 

to welfare reform, I will read a statement. Please tell ~e whether you 

agree or disagree." 

Some randomly chosen~ respondents were then asked th,,'ir opinion of 

the statement, "One of the biggest problems in America today is th~t too 

l!1a.ny people avoid taking responsibility for their lives." The term , 
"responsibility" (cf. "The Personal Responsibility Act, It t~he welfare reform 

proposal in the Contract With America.) and the atatement'u: focus on 

'At the GAtMI timo, I tried to choose statements with which I expot;tctd moat 
renpondontn to agroe. Tho iodividuAli$t And communitarian staton4nta wsre 
Gucceosful in thin; the populist statement aomewhat lesa ao. Thoro in fUrther 
dincuoaion of thin point bulow. 

'To 40ai9n rospondentn to groupa, survey fQ~ we~& marked in odv~nee. with 
UUCCOGuivo uurveyo indieatin9 each of the four pounibilitioo in turn. A alight 
adjuutment of thio order wau made part way throu9h to enuure e~~l diutributioh of 
the auuignmanta in each of the three calling areas. 



Engendering Public support, page 10 

"people," considered apart from any larger groupings, were intended to be 

evoca~ive of individualist ways of talking about welfare reoipients. 

Other respondents were asked to respond to the statement, "Qna of the 

biggest problems in America today is that we have forgotten that all of us, 

rich and poor I are in the same hoat. Giving help to som'9 people now will 

eventually help other people later.« This wording was sJPposed to evoke a 

communitarian feeling of citizen6 sharing common concerns. By adding, 

"giving help to some people now will eventually help other people later t" I 

had hoped to evoke a conur,unitarian image of mutual responsibility rather 

than a "liberal" image of one-way charity. 

Finally f some respondents considered the statement., "One of· the 

biggeat problema in America today is that the average person pay~ too much 

in taxes and doesn'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 larger class of similar taxpayers. 

Furthermore, this average person is aggrieved (pays too much and,geta too 

little). This statement was designed to be evocative of populist 

disoourses. ~ 

My initial assumption had been that individualiat discourses are 

typically conservative, oo~~unitarian disoourses typically liberal, and 

populist discourses can go either way; so the statements :I created to evoke 

these discourses were ideologically tilted accordingly. The individualist 

statement is "victim blaming;" the communitarian statement atressea a 

progressive vision of communities that unite t rather than separa~e~ diverse 

citizens; while the populist statement mixes liberal and conservative 

elements. In fact, as I explained previously, each of these cultural 

discourses has variants that range across the political spectrum. As I 

demonstrate below, however, the reaulte of the survey show that the 

specific schemes evcked had effecta that cannot be characterized solely 

along a libe"ral-conservative scale. Furthermore; contrary to my 

'EVAn though it is probably ~r& COffiQOn tor Americans to hear populist criticisrnn of 
taxon than populist calla for a greater return from government. 
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&xpectations# the populist discourse led in the end to 9reater support for 

expanded government programs than did tho communitarian diaoourse. 

The remaining respondents served as a control qroup. They heard none 

of these rhetorical framin9 statements t only the questions that were next 

posed to all respondents. Everyone was told that they would hear Uthree 

propoeals for welfare reform" and for eaoh they were supposed to say 

,whether they agreed or disagreed. The three proposals ~ere the following: 

The best way to reform the welfare system is for states1 to' eliminate 
welfare for children born out of wedlock to teenage mothere. 

The beet way to reform the welfare eystem is for the government to 
provide welfare for two years, then expect recipients to work. 

The best way to reform the welfare system is to replace welfare with 
a system of government-subsidized child carel health insurancG 1 and 
jobs for all Americans who need them. I 

The order of presentation of the three proposals waG rotated. 

The first of these proposals 1s one element of the Republican 

Contract with America. It will be referred to AS ELIMUIATE from here on. 

The second proposal (hereafter called TWO YEARS) haa been made by several 

Republican and Democratic politicians I including President Clinton. The 

third proposal (to be called BENEFITS FOR ALL) is not currently advocated 

by any well-known political leader. A public jobs program, national health 

insuranoe, and transitional day care for former welfere recipients were 

among the propoeals augge~ted by Pre~ident Clinton's welfare reform task 

force last year. Although the pro9ram they proposed wan ambitious, it was 

not as extensive as government-subsidized Hchild care.•. ~nd jobs for all 

Americans who need them. U 

'In rotroD:pQct I realize it would h~ve been better to hAve -uol)d "the qoverllll!.Ont" 
rAther thAn "atatoo" herti. As one r~spond(lnt pointed out, many, people fAvor hAving 

otAteo control thin AreA of policy, The effect of thin wordin-;. howevar. ohould 
hove boen to raioe uupport for this propoa«l. «nd yet I found 1~hat oupport remained 
quite low. 

~8e of ~tho boot way to reform tho welfarl) ny8tem~ to introduco e«ch of tbese 

propoeAll) confuued a few respondents, who then wAnted to heAr ~ll three before they 

~uld respond to Any. This occurred in 2 o~ 3 of the 99 calla I WAde. 
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Both for the initial rhetorical statement and for these three 

proposals r after respondents atated their agreement or disA9reement~ they 

were asked whether they agreed/disagreed "strongly" or "'nC)t so strongly." 

If it was. not clear from the strength and direction of thoir agreement or 

disagreement with the welfare reform proposals individually, respondents 

were asked to ohoose between the two (or three) proposals they liked 

equally well. This question was usually worded as followa ,I "'There were two 

proposals you agreed with strongly (or somewhat). The second one I 

mentioned: (repeated word-for-word1 and the third: {repeated word-for

word]. If you had to choose between those two, which would you pick?'" 

Finally, respondenta were asked their age~ higheat 9rade completed, 

income category I race, and whether they voted in the last election. Their 

sex was inferred from their voice (Appendix A). 

The survey was administered in two states: North Ca=olina and Rhode 

Island. In choosing these two states I took advantage of the fact that I 

am on the faculty at Duke University {Durham, North Carolina} and thus had 

the help of a research assistant and otner people I know there, but I am 

currently on a semester's leave from nuke and am living in Rhode Island. 

My research assistant and one other caller made an initial set of calla for 

me in North Carolina; I made all Rhode Island calla as well as later call 

backs to people they had not reached. One of the North Carolina callers 

liVes in Raleigh, the other in Chapel Hill# and each made calls in her 

local calling ~rea. For the first caller that area covex~d Raleigh and 

surrounding wake County, including the affluent suburb of Cary and the area 

around Research Triangle Park. The second CAller's area included the , 
university town of Chapel Hill and Burrounding,.more rurel, Orange County., 
My calls in Rhode leland were made to the greater ProvidelOce area I 

Providence and the surrounding cities and suburbs of Cranston, Warwick, 

Pawtucket, North Providence, Cumberland l Coventry, East Providence. 

Bristol. and Barrington. This is largely a working-clasn'area, although 

'MY inutructions to eall&rB were to r$peat the choicos vorbatim, so ao not to 
introduce possible biao by e aubetituta wording. Beyond that, they could i~rovise 
on the wordiuq to elicit th$ rSDpondent'u top choice. 



, 
Engendering puhlic support, page 13 

parta of it (e.g., Barrington) are quite affluent. since'the aim of the 
, 

survey woe to assess the effect of different rhetorical frames on attitudes 

about welfare policy, no attempt was made to choose a s&uple representativ$, 
ot the population of each etate or of the nation. As I will explain later~ 

however, the overall ~esults I obtained are very similar ~o several recent 

national surveys. 

Samples were chosen as follows. Several five-digit: numbers were 

drawn from 1'1 random number table. TheBe were used to specify a page number 
! 

in the local directory, column number on the pa96f and distance down the 

column. The phone number at that point was noted for each of these random 

numbers~ For each of these initial phone numbers a list of numbers to call 

was gone.rt.lterl by addin9 four to the first number, four to' that number t and 

so on, for ten phone numbers, Thia gave us the possibility of reaching 

unliated numbers and ensured respondents' anonymity, Sy limiting the list 

to 10 numbers for each randomly chosen starting point, no exchange was over 

s~pled. The initial lists had 170 numbers (aome working, Borne not) for 

the greater Providence area, 120 for the Raleigh area; and SO for the 

Chapel Hill area. By repeated calling (at least four attempts for each 

working residential number) we eventually reaohed 203 people, out of whom 

143 (70.4%j participated in the survey. It is likely that the high 

partioipation rate was due in large part to widespread public interest in 

the topic of welfare reform. 1u Of those 143 participants, half (71) were 

from Rhode Island. a third (49) from the Raleigh, North carolina area, and 

the remaining sixth (23) from the Chapel Hill. North Carolina area. 

Findings: The Effects of tho Rhetorical Frame 

"Our iJuecass in rEuI.chin9 a lA:t9& sha:ta of the initiAl lint was also the :tesult of 
poraistent calling over the 13 dayo during which the survey was conducted. Thio ia 
longer than is ideAl for A survey on a topic of such eur:t$nt interest. Still, there 
wa:ta no m4jo:t public diooussions of welfa:te du:ting that pe:tiod that should h~ve 
created differences between people polled es:tlier and lAter. (Diacussion of A 
hslAne$d bUdqot amendm$nt ~nd the 4tArt of tho O.J. Simpuon murder triAl nBA~ the 
end of the calling pe:tiod connumed more public interest.i The last survey was 
given minute~ before Preuidont Clinton's State of the Union Address. 
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The previous discuasion EU9gests that the respondent.s who were moat 

likely to be affected by the rhetorical frame introduced at the beginning 

of the survey were those with moderate levels of intereat in the topic of 

'Welfare. No question was aaked directly to jUdge their l4~vel of interest 

or ccncern. In~tead. I measured this by the strength of their opinions 

about the three welfare reform proposals. The 42 re~pond~nts who agreed or 

disagreed strongly with all three proposals were tagged as ~high certainty« 

and the remaining 101 as Krnoderate certainty." Most of the findings 

reported below hold as trends approaching statistical significance for all 

respondents and are statistically significant for the respondents of, 
moderate certainty considered alone. 

The rhetorical frame introduced at the beginning of the survey did 

not create an orientation that affected responses to all three proposals 

equally. As a compartmentalization theory would predict, ,the effects were 

more specific. The individualist rhetoric had ita 9rea~est effect on 

support for ELIMI~ATE (increasing it). The popUlist rhetoric had ita 

biggest effect on support for TWO YEARS (decreasing it) and on final choice 

among the proposals (laadin9 to preference for BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO 

YEARS). The comrnunitarian rhetoric affected support for all three 

proposals, but in more complicated ways. Overall, it increased support for 

BENEFITS FOR ALL, considered alone~ but this depended on the respondent's 

agreement or diea9reement with the comrnunitarian atatement and did not hold 

up in their final choice among welfare reform options. In the end, those 

who heard the communitarian rhetoric tended to prefer TWO YEARS. 

The least complicated finding is that the individualist rhetoric 

increased support for ELIMINATE (p=.01 for mod. certainty; p=.21 for all r 

Appendix B, Tables 1b & 2b). It is not surprising that having respondents 

think about the statement, ~One of the biggest problems 1n America today is 

thnt too many people ovoid taking respeusibility for their lives," would 

increase support for proposals to eliminate welfare for aingla teenage 

mothers. "Responsibility" is usually associated with rna'curity (social, 

ernotional# and moral}; irresponsibility" with immaturity. Furthermore,H 

"avoiding one's responsibilities" has sometimes been used as a euphemism 
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for men not m.arryi.ng the women they impreqnate or support,ing the children 

they father. probably this statement br?ught to mind ideas of immature 

behavior; when combined with the possible oonnotations of,, paternal 

irresponsibility and the kno\olledge that this was a survey about welfare, 

the result was activation of schem4s relating to ~family values." For 

respondents whose opinions were held with moderate certa~ntyj the effects 
,

of the individualist rhetoric were striking. Among these respondents, 

while 89\ of the control group and 89\ of the cOL~unitarian group rejected 

the ELIMINATE proposal, the individualist group was neatly split between 

those disagreeing and those agreeing with ELIMINATE (54% disagree to 45% 

agree). {The populist moderate certai,nty group wao in ~tween, with 68l 

disagree to 32\ agree.) , 
Although it is hard to draw conclusions from testa showing no , 

association, it is interesting that the particular individualist statement 

used in this survey had less st:.rong effecte on support r';r TWO YEJ\RS or 

BENEFITS FOR ALL. One possibility is that the "family V~luea" connotations 

of "ovoid taking responsibility" affected ELIMINATE, which dealt directly 

with sexuality. more than it affected TWO YEARS or BENEF'ITS FOR ALL, which 

focus on other aepect5 of welfare. Another possibility +5 that respondents 

were divided about whether 'l'WO YEARS and BENEFITS FOR AI,L (Le., putting 

everyone to W'¢rk, with day care and health insurance} w'lUld promote or 

retard responsible behavior. 

support for ELIMINATE was not qreatly affected by respondents' degree 

of Agreement or disagreement with the initial statementtJ they heard. For 

the TWO YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL proposals, the situation is more 

complicated. OVerall, the particular populist rhetoric I used decreased (I 

emphdsize this, because some might find it surprising) 3upport for TWO 

YEARS {p=.05 for mod. certainty; p=.ll for dll l Appendix s, Tables 30 , 

4aj. This is true of the whole group exposed to the populist rhetoric, but 

especially true of those who heard the populist statement and then did not 

agree with it strongly. Exactly half of those who heard, "The bigqost 

problem in America today is that the average person paY3 too much in taxes 

and doesn't get enough in return from the government," !lgreed with it 

http:m.arryi.ng
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strongly. But 26.5\ of those who heard it di~~9reed wIth itt making it the 

most contested of the three initial statements. The remaining quarter 

neither agreed nor disagreed, or agreed with it, but not ~Jtrongly. Those 

who heard the populist statement and agreed strongly were fairly eimil~r to 

the control group! only a little more in favor of ELIMINATE and BENEFITS 

FOR ALL and a little less in favor of TWO YEARS than the controls. 1I 

However f those who heard the populist statement and deoidim that they did 

not agree ccmpletely were more likely than the oontrols to reject ELIMINATE 

and embrace BENEFITS FOR ALLu and they came clcser than any other group to 

rejecting TWO' YEARS (50% agree to 50% disagree). 

In'tereGtingly f majorities of both the group who heard the populiDt 

statement and agreed strongly and of the group .....ho heard .Lt and did not 

agree strongly chose BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS in the end. :For many 

of the respondents, their preference among programs was apparent from their 

opinion about eaoh. However, 44% of all respondents agre~d with both TWO 

YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL. If they agreed equally atrooqly, they wera 

asked to ohoose between them. For 90.5% of all those in ~he populist group 

who had agreed with BENEFITS FOR ALL, it was still their ~~p choice after 
, 

they had heard all three proposals. As we will·see f support for BENEFITS 

FOR ALL in the co~unitarian group was much softer. The result is that the 

populist group fevored BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS by almost a 2 to 1 

margin in the end (19 to 11). The difference between the populist group 

"Thoae who heard the populist ntatemont and dacid&d they Agreed strongly rejectod 
ELIMINA.TE by b. 2,2 to 1 ratio, com.pAred to the 2.6: 1 r{'!.tio for the control group and 
3:1 ratio for the whole ~4mplei Agre.d with TWO YEARS by a 4.3:1 ratio, compared to 
5.4:1 for the control group and 3,2;1 over{'!.ll; And agreed with BtNEFI'l'S rOR ALL by 4 

1.4l1 ratio, tho C4m& AS the control qroup's, and slightly lowor th{'!.n the 211 found 
overall. 

"'l'hI)Y diu{'!.gre6d with eLIMINATE e to 1, while tho control group dinAgreod 2.611 and 
they Agreed with BENEFITS FOR ALL 311, while the control group Aqreed 1.4:1. 'l'houe 
figl,lren ArO for all reapondGutn, thoro being too few people to W~)~k with if I looked 
at jUDt thoue whose opinionB on the welfere reform propooala w6%u-held with moderftto 
ce:t;tainty and who tlgreed DtJ!"ou91y or hot with the initial rhetor':"cal "tatemunt, 'rho 
diff!)r..,ne..,,, h"'re {teated AO part of D <:'omparieon with all oth~T 'll::oupe) not 
significant but sugqontive. 

http:over{'!.ll
http:ELIMINA.TE
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and the rest combined in final preference for BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO 

YEARS was significant f in this case, for all respondents rather than thoae 

of moderate certainty alone (p=.05 for all; p=.20 for mod. certaintYf 

Appendix S, Tables ?b & Bbl. 

The comtltunitari"n rhetoric aleo increased support 'for BENEFITS FOR 

ALL (p=.03 for mod. certainty; p=.13 for all. Appendix B, Tables 5b & 6b). 

These effects, however, were driven by unanimous agreeme~t (16 to 0) with 

BENEFITS FOR ALLf when considered alone, by respondents who heard the 

communitarian rhetoric and decided they agreed with it strongly (the 

communitarian, agree strongly, 9rouP differed from the other experiment~l 

groups significantly on this question, p·.02, Appendix B, Table 6c)* Yet, 

leaa than a majority (45,7%} of those who heard the cOIMlunitarian rhetoric 

agreed with it strongly. Another 40\ agreed "'not eo stX'ongly" and the rest 

disagreed,ll ThOBe who were forced to think about the communitarian 
,

rhetoric and decided they did not support it wholeheartf:;dly wt.u:e· a little 

lesa likely than the control group or the 'Whole sample to support BENEFITS 

FOR ALL and they were considerably more likely to SUPPOl:t TWO YEARS (17 

agree to 1 disagree; p=.056. Appendix 0, Table 4b). 

Mo.t:eov'er, when respondent were given their final (,pportunity to 

ohoone the propoaal they liked best. if there Were t.wo or mo.t:e they lilted 

equally well, the commtlnitariBns' support for BENEFITS FOR ALL turned out 

to be soft. Recdll that in the populist group, 90% of those who had agreed 

with BENEFlTS FOR ALL considered alone liked it beat at~~r they had heard 

all three proposals. By contrast, over half (52%) of tl'/ose in the 
I

communitarian group who agreed with BENEFITS FOR ALL considered alone 

abandoned it for TWO YEARS in the end. U For the moderate certainty ,
respondents alone, the communitarian group's preference for BENEFITS FOR 

ALL in relation to TWO YEARS is still higher than the control group'e. 

<IOno per#Qn I)imply O!lid "49".1::<l>9, ~ rofuninq to modify it by tl "otrQfu;ly" or a "not 00 
utron91y~ and WAO not cQunted. 

'~hio includ",o 44% of tbo&$ who had aqr<l>&d o~~ongly with the communit¢rian 
otatement, along with 11' of ~hose who had not aqreed vtrongly with the 
communitarian otAtement. 
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However, it is about the same as the individualist group's'and not as high 

aa the populist group's (Appendix B, Table Sa, n.s.). For all respondents 

the cOttmlunit-Qriana' preferenoe for TWO YEARS over BENEFITS I-'OR ALL is 

almost exactly the samo as the control group's, higher than
, 

the 

individualist group·s. and much higher than the populist group's 

(differenceD between populist and conununitarian groups si~lllificantf p"".05~ 

Appendix a, Table 7c). 

At first blush it might seem surprising that those g~ven the populist 

framing preferred BENEFITS FOR ALL as a way of improving the welfare 

system, while those given the communitarian framing preferred TWO YEARS. A 

closer look at the particular wording of each of these rhotorical 

statements may explain why this happened. The oommunitarian statement wan, 

~One of the biggest problems in America today is that we have forgotten 

that all of us, rich and poor, are in the same boat. GivIng help to nome 

people now will eventually help other people later." While the first 

sentence posits cross-class commonality, the second suggests wealthier 

people helping pcorer people, in return for an unspecified return (for 

someone) later. How might respondents have pictured this return? 

Some immigrant groups in the United States have had loan funds I from 

which poor members borrowed to eatablish small businesses. When they 

became wealthier, they repaid the fund, making money available for poorer, 

newer immigrants. This example would be remote from the experience of most 

of my respondents, however--and perhops would not co~~ to mind even if they 

had ever known of it, because it was ,an intraethnic group practice while 

most raapondents are likely to think of interethnio group giving in 

response to the above statement. Another way to interpret the 

communitaril\n statement La that ony of us could become peor at any time 

{"There, but for the grace of God ••• ~)--sO we really are all in the Sdme , 
boat and need to have a well-established safety net. It is likely, 

however, that my use of the phrase, "all of us, rich and poor • .• " • tended 

to work egainst thot interpretation, reinforcing the popular habit of , 
thinking of rich and poor (or, at least, the poor) es unchanging castes 

instead of the more fluid categoriea they are, in fact. still other 
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interpretations could have been that if poor children arc 'better fed, 

housed, and educated, they will eventually contribute more to society, or 

(less benignly} will at least be lesB likely to commit antisocial acts. 

These interpretations may not be common enough in popular discourse. 

however, to come readily to most people's minds. 

My Buspicion in that the communitarian statement, instead, activated 

closely related #charitable n framin9s of this issue: we should help poor 

people out of compassion for the hungry and homeless. Once this was 

activated, ELIMINATE was clearly the wrong answer I but either BENEFITS FOR 

ALL or TWO YEARS could have been seen as reasonable I "chnritable" 

alternatives. If one is temporarily imbued with kindly feelinga--or 

feeling the weight of the moral exhortation to think of I~P of us, rich and 

poor, as in the same boat--it would he hard to disagree with the proposal 

to ~replace welfare with a system of government-subsidized child care, 

health insurance, and jobs for all Americans who need th{~m." 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 

attraotive in the end. This is all the more the case fo.r those who did not 

agree with the oornmunitarian statement wholeheartedly. [t is hard to 

disagree explioitly with charitable appeals, but they ca~ arouse resentment 

("All right. I'll give, but I don't want to"). For those resentful 

respondents, particularly, TWO YEARS probably seew~d much more appealing 

than BENEFITS FOR ALL. 

The particular populist statement I used (~One of ~he biggest 

problems in America today is that the avera-ge person pays· too much in taxes 

and doesn't get enough in return from government,B} framed the issue quite 

differently. Asking respondents whether they agreed or disa9reed forced 

them to think about whether they (when it comes to paying taxes, almost 

everyone thinks they tire an "average person") are getting sufficient 

government services in relation to the taxes they pay. Half of the 

respcndents agreed strongly# whether because they think they pay too much 

in taxes er because they think they get too few services it is hard to 

say--people did not comment much on statements with which they Agreed. 
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Those disagreeing (26.5\ of those who heard this statemont) were more 

voluble. Some disagreed, or agreed not 80 strongly, beo~use we should not 

expect much from the government, but others disagreed, aB one 45-year old 

Raleigh man put it, because "if we want services we have to pay for them.~' 

He seema to have spoken for more of those who disagreed .)r did not hgree 

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 a whole 

to agree with BENEFITS FOR ALL. Still, majorities of all of those who had 

to respond to the populist statement, both those who t1gre,ed strongly with 

it and those who did not, preferred BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS. That 

is probably because the populist statement framed the issue in terms of the 

adequaoy of government programs for "average pe¢ple M and ~ENEFITS FOR ALL 

proposed not to expand programs for ~or people only but to provide 

subsidized child care, heaith insurance, and jobs for "a~l Americans who 

need them." 

Oth-o.r findings 

, 
My sample was not chosen to be representative of the population of 

all adult Americans, or even of the adult populations of North Carolina and 

Rhode Island. People living in the urban Raleigh area and university

dominated Chapel Hill area are unlike those in the more rural parts of 

North Carolina to the east or the mountainous region at the far western end 

of the state, while the greater providence, Rhode Ialand~ area is more 

ethnically diverse than southern or weater,n parts of the state. (See 

Appendix s, Tables 9-15 for description of my sample. }I~ Still, my overall 

findings are similar to those of other recent national f,olls. For example, 

a January 1995 Los Angeles Times poll found that only 2E:\ of those surveyed 

prafer,red the Contract with America propoaal to eliminat.e benefits to 

I)ThOB& tableo Bhow that the oample had twice dB l.lumy wOlllOn and men. Sex was nQt 
cigniticdntly ansociated with OpinlQne about Any of the welfare reform choices 
howover. 
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single teenage mothers over President Clinton's proposal to require them to 

live at home 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 sound of "jobs for all Americans who need them." 

Still, government-subsidized health care, child car~3, 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. Is there really strong popular support for such an 

expansion of government services? Or was my sample skewed? 

The demographic profile of those supporting BENEFITS FOR ALL suggests 

that any representative national sample, and probably any representative 

state sample, would show a majority agreeing with the proposal. It was 

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 vocational 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).16 

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.1l 

"One expert who reviewed my l3urvey thought l3upport for BENEFITS :l'OR ALL could have 
been boll3tered by the codal "jobl3 for all Americans who need the;n," which she 
thought sounded like "Hom and apple pie" (Christina Zarcadoolal3, parGonal 

communication) . 

"Thia waa pointed out to me by Rachel Van Cleve (personal communication)., 

http:9_15).16
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, 
In this survey, by contrast, the respondents in the individualist, 

populist, and coromunitarian groups had to think about and respond twice to 

the rhetorical framing statement they were given; first when I asked if 

they agreed or disagreed; again when I asked if· they agre~~/disagreed 

strongly or not so strongly. Daniel Yankelovich distinguishes between 

"public opinion" and "public judgment .. thmu public judglllJmt is a form of 

public opinion that 

exhibits (1) more thoughtfulness, more weighing of tl1ternativea~ 

more genuine engagement with the issue, more taking into account a 

wide variety of factors than ordinary public opinions as measured in 

opinion polla, and (2) more emphasis on the normativ~. valuin9t 

ethical side of questions than O'n the factual, info::mational aide 

(1991,5). 

Merely putting respondents through two rounds of questions about broader 

moral principles after I had announced that this was a aurvey about welfare 

reform may have helped to foster conditions for reaching a more thoughtful 

judgment. Under these conditions. support for BENEFITS FOR ALL was 

uniformly higher in all three experimental groups. 

As the analysis in the previous section has ehown, however, support 

for BENEFITS FOR ALL# considered alone~ is easier to obtain than suppcrt 

for that proposal considered in relation to the rest. WEirS there any 

groups that favored BENEFITS FOR ALL over TWO YEARS or EI,IMINATE? Overall # 

only 8\ of the respondents liked ELIMINATE best, while 46% preferred TWO 

YEARS and 41.5% preferred BENEFITS FOR ALL. Majority support for TWO YEARS 

came from those whose total household income was between $5$,000 and 

$150,000; those who had Bome college education but no pontgraduate 

education; those who were 18 to 45 year$ old, and those living in the 

Raleigh areo. 1I Exactly half of those earning $35,000 to $55,000 preferred 

'~ftlei9h raspondento otood out from the oample in being older than 30 but younger 
than Sl, hftving ineo~a higher than $35,000, and hftving BOmb ooliege but no 
poutqradUftte education. The Rhode lol~nd sample wan much older and lees woll 
edu<l'ftted than the raat, while the Chapel Hill area respondents uora younger and 
poorer than the reot. It ftppelllra, therefore, that attitudinal ditteroncee aIlIOug the 
throe eitoa are au much tho result of theee demogrAphic diffBr&n~eG ~4 of lcclIIl 
culture. 



Engendering public Supporr. page 23 

TWO YEARS t and it was the top choice of a plurality, but not a majority, of 

whites, men t women, and those who voted in the last elect:ion. 

Majority support for BENEPITS FOR ALL over TWO YEAFS and ELIMINATE, 

by contrast. was found among those whose total household income was $35,000 

or lesB; those with a hi9h school diploma or leasj Africnn-Amerioan 

respond~nts; tho~e who did not vote in the last election; and those living 

in the Chapel Hill lu;ea. A plurality of those w~th a pOBtgraduat,e 

education and respondenta 46 and older also favored BENEPITS FOR ALL. 

Greater Providence area respondents were exactly divided between TWO YEARS 

and BENEFITS FOR ALL (42% to 42%) (Appendix Ih Tables 16--~2). 

Finally, it should be kept in mind that the TWO YEARS proposal, as 
, 

worded in this etudYt did not state whether public jobe would he provided 

if no private sector jobs were available for former welfare recipients. 

Soma of my respondents agreed with TWO YEARS but commented that a job with 

health insurance or child care must be made available. Similarly; the 

wording of the BENEFITS FOR ALL proposAl was quite extreme: "The beat way 

to reform the welfare syste~ is to replace welfare with a system of 

90vernment-aubeidized child care, health insurance, and jobs for all 

Americans who need them" 1 More realistic propose.ls--to raise the minimum 

wage. create some public jobs or provide health insurance or help with 

child care coats for all Americans whose household inoon~ is less than 185% 

of the poverty level, tor example--would probably find Much greater 

support~ 

The implications 

From an n.nthropolo9ica1 perspectivet the current debate about welfare 

in the United Statss is fascinating. A myth hae been created: the myth ot 

the lazy, sexually irresponsible woman of color (typically) consuming largo 

quantities of hardworking taxpayers' dollars. In fact, the vast majority 

of adults receiving AFDC are on the welfare rolls for less than two years 
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, 
initially. have no more children than the national averaqe, I' and are almost 

I 
as likely to be white as not (NY Times 6/19/94IE 4). Furthermore, AFDC 

spending accounts for a very small percentage of national' and states' 

budgets." A study of how and why this myth arose, and what has led to its 

prominence at this time, would tell UB a great deal aOOul: the political. 

economic, and Qultural forces at work in u.s. society at the end of the 

20th century. It is difficult to take II detached academic perspective on 

this issue# however I when proposals have been floated that could have 

seriouB consequences for people'S lives. 

The present study has two sorts of iroplications! those regarding what 

the public wants and those regarding how advocates for the sort of the 

sensible reforms the majority of the public favors should frame their 

propoeale. 

What does the public want? The American public is by no meana in 

complete agreement about options for welfare reform. but my study, along 

with the Los Angeles Times and New York Times polls cited earlier, suggest 

there is majority support in nearly all demographic groups about the 

followin9 prinoiplesl (1) welfare reform should help people to become self

supporting in a short period of time; (2) it should not leave poor 

f!'.miliee, especially poor children, destitute; and (3) it should 'address 

the difficulties everyone of modest means faces in finding good jobe and 

affordable health insur!'.nce and child care. It suggests that the 

Republican victories in the 1994 elections were not ~ mandate to eliminate 

the eooi~l safety nat but instead an expression of impatience and concern, 

among thoae woo voted, about how little is being'done tc addresa their 

needs~ 

t~irth rotan of unmarried Afriean-A=erican women. in particular, have gone down by 
13\ since 1970. Th. p$rcentaqe of African-American children born to ningle mo~hera 
han ~inen only boeaune mArried black woman's birth ratee have fallen ev~n more than 
oin91e black womon'a birth rates (Coont~ 1992:236}. 

"rn 1993. MOe npondinq accounted for about one percont of the natiOtHll budqot And 
3.4 percent of staten' bud9'otlJ. M8dicaid 8pendinq eonOUll108 a «,ueh l.argor ahara of 
fedoral l5.4%> and ntate (18.4l} budgets (1993 fi9ur~3, New totk Timas, 6/19/94:& 

') , 
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How should leaders frame their proposals? The primnry implication of 

the present study is that certain forms of discourse thet Borne leadera may 

be tempted to use will have unintended. undesirable consequences. 

Inadvisable approach #1: Individualist fraInings. F.)r advocates of 

approaches that stress prinoiple (1) above and who give priority to 

deterring women from having children out of wedlock, individualist framin9s 

make the most sense. For advocates of proposals that adhere to all three 

principles listed above, however l individualist framings · ~ke much less 

sense. 

On the surface, it would seem sensible for any politician in this 

country to frame a welfare reform proposal in individualist terms. That 

71% of my interviewees who heard the individualist statelf,~nt agreed 

strongly merely reinforces what anyone who knows American culture already 

understands; there is widespread agreement that each of us can and should 

take responsibility for our Own lives. Stressing this b6drock American
• 

value was the approach chosen by President Clinton's work+ng Group on 
•

Welfare Reform in 1994. The five-page summary of the pr0l':'0sal written for 

public consumption is replete with individualist discourne# from the title , 
of the proposal ("'The 'Work and Responsibility Act") through discussion that 

emphasizes the "tough sanctions" for recipients who retune to follow the 

rules. While oommunitarian and populist diacourses are present as well in 

-chis document, they are much less prominent than the indivi.dualist 

discourse. For example, a subsection titled ~Supporting Working 

FtHnilies ••. " ia buried at the end of the fir6t mQj:or !;'ection and presented 

with little rhetorical fanhre. One of the most signifi.;:ant achievements 

of the Clinton administration, expansion of the Earned I~come Tax Credit 

(EITC), is downplayed in this document just as it has been downplayed since 

it was passed, despite its potential popular appeal. 

The problem with an individualist approach, my study suggests, is 

that if the issue is framed in terms of individuals' behavior, people will 

tend to tavor solutions that give the goal of dsterring irresponsible 

behavior much greater weight than they would have otherwise in ~elation to 

their goals of not hurting children or addressing the structural obstacles 

faced by people trying to ~void welfare. 
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InadvisAble approAch 12; Don't hurt the children. For advocates of 

proposals that would give the highest priority to the goal: of ens~in9 that 

poor children are not left destitute, it would seem sensible to focus the 

public's -attention on the harm to children that could result from severe 

cuts in AFOC, removal of ite status ae an entitlement, or outright' denial 

of benefite to single, unmarried women younger than 18 or moat immigrants. 

This approach soems promising in light of the consistent finding that the 

American public is oppoeed to punishing children for the k~havi6r of their, 
parents. (Aa one of my respondents put it when responding'to ELIMINATE, 

KThat's terrible. The little child is not to blame becauoe the mother is a 

damn fooL") Thie approach, however, haa a , Mypotential pitfalL survey 

sU9'gests that if the appeal is seen primarily as a plea fc)r compaasion--a 
, 

tug at the heart stringa--most Americans will respond gua]~ed1y. saying in 

affect, "We will do what we can, but we don't want to do this forever." 

Appeals of this sort might work in combination with 'other approaches, but 

alone they seem to increase support for plans that give time limits greater 

priority than dealing with underlying causes of poverty. II 

If these two approaches are inadvisable I what do I recommend instead ,
for advocates of approaches that balance all three goals for welfare reform 

listed earlier? 

Suggested Approach '1: Invest in Children. Unlike appeals to 

people's compassion, Which can wear thin all too quickly, this approach 

focuses attention on the need to eneure that every child, from infancy on, 
, , 

is healthy and has the education and standa.rd of living that will allow 

them to develop their full potential. It is interesting to note that 

despite, a conservative political climate in North Carolinnt there is 

considerable public support for the Democratic governor's Smart Start 

program, which takes this approach~ As of December 1994 (~vernor Hunt had 

llWhile my otudy did not addreos tho iasue of the pllIrenting provid-ed by welfare 
r&eipi6~ts, advocate. of this approech should be concerned that a~ respected III 
commentator as the child poycholoqist John Roeemond eould Day, in 'a rocent newspaper 
aolumn, that poor children might be batter off in well-run orphAna90e than at homa. 
Currently. the orphanaq& alt&rnllltiv& i8 very unpopular among the general publia, but 
th&~e may be III widely ohlllred view of welfere motherlll llIe unfit pareats thlllt advocatelll 
of the ~don't hurt the eh11dren- approllleh need to kaep.in mind. 

http:standa.rd
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,, 
a 71% 5pproval rating among adult North Carolinians. This is the hi9he~t 

approval rating of any Democratic governor and the fourth highaHt approval 

rating in the country (North Carolina DataNet 1/95:1). 

Alone, however, this approach is not enough because it could 

reinforce the,perceRtion that it is all right to abandon ~r adults, some 
, 

of whom might not be much past childhood themselves and who also have 

potentials that can be develope~. , 
Suggested approach. 12: Inclusive populism. An inclusive populist 

approach stresses the shared concerns of everyone going th~ough hard times, , 
whether currently working or not. While the BENEFITS FOR ALL proposal ueed 

in my survey has no chance of being enacted, some steps in,this direction 

are raising the minimum wage, incraasin9 tax credits or providing other 

subsidies for child care on a sliding Boale for middle-income and poor, 

families, and ensuring m.edical coverage for the working pc,or as well as 

welfare recipients. My study suggests, moreover, that it is, not enough to 

propose these things i they should be introduced in a way that brings 

together Americans going through hard times, rather than addressing the 

needs of people on welfare while ignoring the needs of the working poor. A 

populist appeal (or, at least# the one used in this study, which referred 

to the taxes people pay in relation to the government services they 

receive) is not without its possibly undesirable consequences: Among the 

respondents whose opinions were hald with moderate certainty, almost a 

third who ,thos,e who heard the populist statement then B.grlled with 

ELIMINATE, compared to only one-tenth of the control group. This is less 

Bupport, however, than among the individualist moderate certainty 9roup~. 
nearly half of whom then agreed with ELIMINATE. Moreover~ respondents who 

heard the populist statement, aft;er thinking about all thn!!:e proposals, 

were aiqnificantly more likely to support as the.ir top chc.ica BENEFITS FOR 

ALL. The appeal here may be in part.one of self interest since this 

proposal oould help the averaOje respondent· as.welL self interest, of 

course, is a powerful motivator. 
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APPEN\lJ:X A 

PHONE NUMBER------

Telepnone SUrYeylExper'me'1t.. Tte Effect of Political RhetCLC on Wer.are Rttorm Choices 

Hello, my name IS Patricia Phill!ps, I am a graduate student al Duke University and I'm 
conducting iUHlNe}' of att~:,1des about we.ffare referrr" The Questions w,1I take qnly iii few m;nutes, 
May; CO ahead? Thank you. 

1. Are you a U.S. cdzen, 18 years oki or otder? 
_yes 
_00 (If no, ~sk: if someooe in the h~use is, If no or:e is, end the calL) 

IN 3 VERSiONS READ 2 ANO ONE OF A·C, IN 4TH VE-;:~SION GO STRAIGHT TO 3 00 the next 
page. 

2. First. before we get to:) welfare reform, I will read a stateme,it Please tell me ...metrlar yo~ agree 
or disagre(t 

READ ONE OF THE FOLLOWING. FOLLCW UP VV1TH, 00 YOU AGREEiOISAGREE? 
STRONGLY, OR NOT SO STRONGL '(? 

A One 0: the blgges! pto:JIems in America today IS that too many people a/oid taking 
resoonsibtht1 fOT mel; liveS.' . 

_Agree _Strongly _Not so strongly 
_Disagree _Strongly _t'..'ot so strong'y , 

B, One of the biggest problems in America today is that the average pefSOI} pays 100 mucn in 
ta>..es and dOesn't get e!'lough in return (rom the government 

_Agree _Strongly _Not so strongly 
_Disagree _Strongly _Not so slrongly 

C One of the biggest prCOIems in America today i$ that ...../€ have forgoten that all of I.:S, tich 
and poor, are 1(; the sarr.e boat Giving relp to S01"!"e: pecple ;"tow will eveotL:i:)Ly help otoor peoPle 
later, 

_Agree _Strongly _Not so strongly 
_·_Disagree _Strongly _Not so strongly 

,., 
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3. [Nov; J I wi!! read three proposals for weifare reform For each one, please tE11 me whether you. 
agree or cisagree. 

(ROTATE ORDER) , 
A The best 'Ala,! to reform the welfa'e systefT' is for states to eliminate we;fare f,y children born out 
of wedlock to teena;;e mothe~ 

~AQre€ _Strong!y ,_Not so strong1Y 
_Disagree _S~rongly _Not so strcl1G'y 

S, The best way to refom; the welfare system is fer the govemment to prOV1de welfare for two 
}'flsro, then expect,recipients to wor~ " 

_ Strorlgly _Not SO Strongly 
_Strongly _Not so strongly 

'c, The basi way to reform the welfare system IS to replace Wi:lrere WIth a s;,'stem Of government" 
sUbSidized chill.'! care, health insurance. and )oes for all Amencan$ who reed tnem, 

_St"CnglY' _!\lot so strongly 

_Strongly _Not SO strongly 


4 (jf: NOT OBVICUS, ASK; Which of those prooosais do you like toe best? 


A._
B,_, "C' 


C_ 

5. NOW ,I'M GOING TO ASK A FEW OUESDONS FOR CCASSIF1CATIQN FURPOSES ONLY, 

6, DON'T ASK - Genaer M F 

7. How old are you? 

(If refused, can you tel: me v.tlich age group you are in?) 

__a 16-23 


_0. 24~30 


_c,31·35 

__d,3640 
_e.4'i-45 

45-50 
~.5155 
_h. 56-60 r 
_I. 61-65 
-', 66 and over 

8_ What is the highest grace you completed in s<c,'1ool (DO Nor READ CHO;CESj 

_a, some Ii.s. or less 

_ b h Ii graduate 

__c, sc~e college, no de)lIe€' 
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_c'. voc2tiona! Iraining, 2·yr. college 

_e. Ba:hefors degree 

_f Postgraduate 'NOrk c>( degree 


9 is yov ::ota! hOUsehold jncome, .. (READ AS ROUNDED OFF #$) 
_8. 10,000 or :ess 
_b 10,001 ·20,000 
_,,20,001 '. 35,000 
_0,35001 "55,300 
_ii, 55,0:;1 "75,0::10 
_',75,001·150,000 
_g, -:50,001 and over 
_h. Don't kno'N 

10. WOUld yo!.. mind telling me 'your race? 

_a, White [ 

_0 African-America, 


latinofa 
_d Asian 
_e. Native American 
_f. Other 

11 Did YOU VOle IT! tne last election? 
_ayes 
_b no 
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n 
" Table la, Moderate Certainty--ELIMINATE II 
II "The bes.t way to reform the welfare system is for states -to 
III eliminate welfare for children born out of wedlock to tEl~nage II 

mothers ... 
I II 


count 

(Column l) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CON~~OLS 


II 
I AGREE 1 2 2 

(32%) (10.5%) (10:5.) ~ I 

D DISAGREE 13 15 11 17 II 

(5") (68%) (89.5%) (89:5.) III 
Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/oK omitted from rood. oart.), ~p=.02~ 

" 
Table 1b, Moderate Certainty (Individualist vs. Others )··-ELIMINATE II 
Count 

(Column ') INDIVIDUALIST OTHERS 


Agree 11 11 

(46%) (l8' ) 


DISAGREE 13 49 

II (54\ ) (82') 

II Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted from mod. cert.) r p .... Ol 
H 

Ii Table 2a: Full Sample--ELIMINATE 

CountII I 
(Column ') INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CON''l'ROLS. I.

II Agree 12 8 5 10, II 
.(31\) (23.5.) (14' ) (20') 

II DISAGREE 25 25 30 26· 
(66') (13.5') (8.') (12') 

II NEITHER/DK 1 1 0 <) 

II (3' ) (H) 

II 
Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted), p~.3JII

II 
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II II 
Table 20; Full Sample (Individualist va. Others}--ELIMI~ATE, II 
Count II 
(Column \) INDIVIDUALIST OTHERS II

II II 
AGREE 12 23 


(32%) (22\) II 

II

II DISAGREE 25 81 II 
II (66%) (7H) 

II 
II NEITIIIlR/DK 1 1 II 
II (3%) (1t) 

II 
II Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DR omitted) p=.21 II 
II , ." 

i Table 3a, Moderate Certainty--TWO YEARS ~ 
II "The best way to reform tl'te welfare system is for the government I 
~ to provide welfare for two years, then expect reciPient,! to work.,,~ 

II count . II 
II (Column ') INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN COt.1TROLS II 

I! AGREE (;~.) (~:.) (8~~5') (!~.) II 

DISAGREE 7 B 2 ; 1 II 
IIII (29') (36%) (10.5') (5\) II 
UPearson Chi-Square (Neither/oK omitted) r p=.045 II 
~ (3/8 cells with expected"fraq. <5) ij 

fi II'
II Table 3b, Mod~rate Certainty (Populist vs. others )--TWO YEARS II 

II ~ 
II !II ,
II n
II Fisher's Exact Test* One-Tail (Neither/OK omitted) t p=.?5 II 
, I 

, .. 
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II II 
II Table 4at Full Sampla--TWO YEARS II 
II II 
I Count II 

(Column 0) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNI'l'J\RIAN CONTROLS II
I II 
II AGREE 26 20 30 27 II 
II (6S') (59\) (86') , ('/5% ) i 
II H 

DISAGREE 11 11 5 5 II
II (29') (32') (14\ ) 114% ) II 

II
II NEITHER/OK 1 3 0 4 II 
II (3' ) (9') ( 11\) II 
II II 
II Pearson Chi-square (Neither/DK omitted) t p"'~l1 II 
II II 

II , . 
Table 4b: Full Sample (Communitarian, DO not Strongly Agree)--TWO YEARSHII 

II II 
II DO NOT II 

Count STRONGLY AGREE II 
(Column II), INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS II 

II AGREE 26 20 17 27 II 
II (66\) (59\) (94% ) (750) II 
I III DISAGREE 11 11 1 5 

II (29\) (32\) 16\) '114%) II 
H 9 
II NEITHER/DK 1 3 0 4 II 
II P') (9\) 1110) II 
II II 

Pearson Chi-square (Neither/oK omitted), p=.056II II
!I II 
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II ~able 5a: Moderate Certainty--BENEFITS FOR ALL 
II 

"The beat way to reform the welfare system is to repla(~~ welfare' II 
with a system of government-subsidized child care, health II 
insurance, and jobs for all Americana whQ need them." ' 

II 
Count II 
(Column ') . INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS II 

II II 
II AGREE 	 14 13 16 10 II 

(5B') (59') (84%) . 153%) II
II 	 II 

DISAGREE 10 9 3 	 9II 	 II 
II ( 42%) (41% ) ( 16\) 147%) II 
II II 
II II 
II, Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted) I p .... 18 	 II

II 

II•
A Table 5bt Moderate Certainty (Communitll:rian va. Others}- II
I BENEFITS FOR ALL II 
II II 

CountII 	 II 
(Colwnn %) , COMMUNITARIAN OTHERSn 	 II 

II 	 II 
II AGREE 16' 37 II 
II (84%) (570) II 
II 	 II 

DISAGREE 3 2B II
Ii (16%) (43%) 	 II 

II
II 	 II 
II Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted from mod. cert. <;troup) I p-.03 	 I 
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It II 
II Table 6a: Full Sarnple--BENEFITS FOR ALL 

, II 
II Count II 

(Column %) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS II ~ II 
nAGREE 24 22 27 19 II 
II (63%) (65') (77%) (5~') II 
II II 
II DISAGREE 12 12 •• 14 II 
II (32% ) (35\) (23%) (H%) 
II II 
II NEITHER/OK 2 0 0 3 II 
II (5%) ~8'} i 
II II 

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted), p=.39II II 
I~ 

Table 6bl Full Sample {Communitarian va. Others}-- II 
BENEFITS FOR ALLII II 

II 
II Count II 
II (Column %) COMMUNITARIAN OTHERS I 
II 
II AGREE 27 65 II 

(77% ) (63\ )II 
I II 
I DISAGREE 8 38 II 
I (23\) PH) I 
II II 

NEITHER/OK 0 5 II
II (5%) II 

II II 


Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/oK omitted), P""'.13 
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II II 

II Table 6cI Full Sample (Communitariano, Agree Strongly}--: II 
II aBNEFITS FOR ALL II 
II II 
II 
II Count AGREE STRONGLY ~ 
II (Column' ) INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CONTROLS U 
II i II 
II AGREE 24 22 16 19 II 
II (63%) (65%) (l00% ) ('~') II 
II , II 
II DISAGREE 12 12 0 14 II 
II (32%) (35\) (0\) (39%) II 
II II 
I NEITHER/OK 2 0 0 3 II 

(50 ) (S%)R II 
II II 

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted), p""*02II II
II II 

,II 
II Table 7a: Full Sample--preference among ELIMINATE, TWO YEARS. II 
II and BENEFITS FOR ALL II 

II
II Count II 
II (Column 'l INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN CON~rnOLS II 
I II 
I ELIMINATE 3 3 1 5 II 
I 180 1 19%) (3' ) (14% ) II 
II 

TWO YEARS 16 11 19 19 II
II (42') (33') (54% I (!)3') II 

II 
BENEFITS 17 19 12 11 II 
FOR ALL ( ,,\) (Sa%) (3U) PU) 

II 
NEITHER/DK 2 0 ' 3 1 

(5\) (9') P\) II, II 
Pearson Chi-Square {Neither/DK omitted], p .... 22 II' 

, ' 
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,11 	 I 

II I 	 II 
Table 7b! Full Sample (Populist I Table 7c: Full Sample (Popul.ist vs. 

~ vs. othera)--Preference between I Communitarian)--preference between II 
TWO YEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL TWO YEAAS and BENEFITS FOR ALLII I 	 II 

II I 	 II 
II Count I Count II 
II (Residuals) POPULIST OTHERS ' I (Residuals) POPULIST COMMUNITARIAN II 
I I II 
IT TWO YEARS 11 54 I TWO YEAAS 11 19 II 
II (-4.7) (4. 7) (-3.8) (3.8) II 
II 
II BENEFITS 19 40 BENEFITS 19 12 III·
II FOR ALL (4.7) .(-4.7) I FOR ALL (3.8) (-3.B) II 
II . I 	 II 

Pearson Chi-Square, p .... OS Pearson chi-square, p=.05II I 	 II
II I 	 'I. 

. 	 II 
Table Sat Moderate Certl1,inty--preference among ELIMINATE .• II 
TWO YEARS~ and BENEFITS FOR ALL 	 II 


II

IIcount 
II(Column ') INDIVIDUALIST POPULIST COMMUNI'l'ARIMl CONTROLS II 
II II 

3 2 1 	 1 .,IIELIMINATE 	 II 
(13\ ) (9.5%) (6') ( 5''! II 

II 	 II
IITWO YEARS 11 8 	 8 13: II 
II 	 ( 47%) (38%) (4") (68') II 

,II 	 II 
IlBENEFITS 9 11 8 	 5 ' II 
II FOR ALL . (39') (52') (47%) (26") ! 

. II 
IIpearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted from mod. certainty) 
IIp··58 	 I II 
II 	 I; 
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. , 

II Table 8b: Moderote Ce:rtainty {populist ve. Othera)--praf-erence II 
II b<>tween TWO 'lEARS and BENEFITS FOR ALL 1111 

II 
II ~;::1dualB I POPULIST IIOTHERS 

1:::::S (2::)
: (-2 :.: ) ,III 

FOR ALL (2.4) (-2.4)11 

II Pearoon Chi-Square,p=. 20 II 

'.' Table 91 Location--BENEFITS FOR ALL 1'1' 

I II 
1111 "The best way to reform the welfare system in to replace welfare!! 
1
II 

with a system of government-subsidized child care, health 
insurance, and jobs for all Americans who need, thelt'l...· 

II 
II 

1 

11 ~~::;,." ') oraog: 
c 

County Wake ~~unty GreaterR~rOVidence ·Ii 

' 

1 
II AGREEi 18 

P8'1 

21 

(55\) 

41 

(6·'1· 

II 
II 

II OISAGREE (2~'1 (;;'1 (;~\I II 
II NEITHER/DK Q 1 4 II

143
II ~~~~\I (i!.) (;;:: :;;~l 1 

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted) f p=.lJ II 
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Bnqanderin9 publici Support, page 42, 
H Ii 
II Table 10: Sex~-BENEFITS FOR ALL II 
II 

Count II
II (Column 0) FEMIILE MALl'; II 
II 

AGREE 63 28 

II 165%) (62\) II 
II

II DISAGREE 30 16 II 

I 
 (3U) (35.5%) 


NEITHER/DK 4 1 

14% ) 12\ )


II 
TOTAL 97 45 142 

II (ROW III) 168%) (32%) 

PUlIrson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted, p"".63 

Table 11. Education-~eENEFITS FOR ALL 

II Count NO R.S. H.S. SOME COLL. Assoc. I B.A.I 
II (Column %) DEGREE GRAD. NO DEGREE VOC~ DEGREE a.s .; POS'1'GRAD 
II 
II AGREE 13 27 13 4 21 

, 
, 13 . 

II 
II 
II DISAGREE' 

193%} 

1 

177%) 

7 

154\) 

11 

(290) 

8 ' 

'1 68 '1 ), 
,

9 , 

(52% ) 

10 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

II 

(HI 120%) (46\) (57\) 

NEITHER/DK ° 1 ° 2 
(3' ) (14\) 

TOTAL 14 35 24 14 
(Row %) 110%) 124\) (17% ) PO\) 

Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/OK omitted), p"'.OOB 

12.9%) 

1 I 
P%I 

31 
(22'1 

(40%) 

2 
(8\ ) 

25 
(17% ) 

143 

I 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
I 
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Table 12, Incoma--BENEFITS FOR ALL 	 II , 
II 
II 

Count $10,000 S10,001 $20,001 $35,001 $55,001 $7~j,OOl S150,000 II 
to to to 	 to to II 

II (Col\llt1n %) Qr less $20,000 $35,000 $55,000 $75,000 $150,000 or more II• 
II II 
IIAGREE I' 12 15 22 12 ; 5 1 II 

(87.5%) (86.) (62.5%) (65%) (63%) (36%) (25%)II 
II 

I II
II DISAGREE 2 1 9 11 7 '8 3 
II (12.5%) (H) (37.5%) (32%) PH) ,5H) (75% ) II 
II II 
IlNEITHER/OK 0 1 0 I 0 I 0 II 
II (7') (3% ) (7% ) 

II 	 II 
IlTOTAL 16 14 24 34 19 14 4 12511 
II (Row \) (Il% ) (11\ ) (19% ) (27%) ,(15%) (11\ ) (3\ ). IIII ' 	 II 
IIpearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted; 18 refused to state income) , II 
IIp~·02, (6/16 cells with 	expect. freq <5) II 
11 	 II 

II 	 II 
Table 13; Ethnicity/Race--BENE~lTS FOR ALLII II 

II II
II count WHITE AFRlCAN"- LATINO/A ASIAN- NATIVE OTHER II 
II (Column %) , AMERICAN AMERICAN AMERICAN II 

II 
II AGREE ?7 9 1 1 1 : 1 II 
II (62%1 (69%) (l00% ) (100%) (100%) (100') 
II II 
II DISAGREE 43 	 ' 3 0 0 0 0 II 

(23%)II (35%) 	 II 
II 	 II,II NEITHER/OK 1 0 0 0 0 II 
II (3% ) (8%) II 
II II
II TOTAL 124 1l 1 1 l' 1 14' II 
II (Row %) (88%) (9') (. H) (. H) (. H) (.,7%) I 
II 	 : II 
UPearson Chi-SquAre {Neither/OK omitted}, p .... ?S. II 
R(9/12 cells with expect. freq <5) II 
jl ~ 
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Engendering publi.c Support, page 44 , 

, 
Ii I IITable 14 : Age--BENEFITS FOR ALLII 
II 
I 18 26 36 46 56 66 

Count to to to to to and 
(Column ') 25 35 45 55 65 older 

AGREE 17 23 15 14 11 12 
(85% ) (66') (58') (64') (58') (57%) 

.11" DISAGREE 3 11 11 7 7 7 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

NEITHER/DK 

(15% ) 

0 

(31%) 

1 
.< 3') 

(42') 

0 

'(32' ) 

1 
(4%) 

(37%) 

1 
(5% ) 

(33% ) 

2 
(10%) 

II TOTAL 20 35 26 22 19 21 143 I,
II (ROW %) (14' ) (24%) (18%) (15% ) (13% ) (15% ) II 
II 
II Pearson Chi-Square (Neither/DK omitted). p"".49 
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Engendering Public support, page 45 

, 
Table 16t Location--Preference among ELIMINATE, TWO YEARS, II 
and BENEFITS FOR ALL 

II 
Count Orange County Wake county Greater Provide'ncell 

II (Column %) NC NC RI II 

II , , II

II ELIMINATE 2 3 7 II 
II "( 9% ) (6%) POol II 

II II 


TWO YEARS 4 31 30II II 
II ( 17%) (63%) (42%) II 
II II
II BENEFITS FOR 15 14 30 II
II ALL (65%) (29% ) (42') II 

II
II NONE/OK 2 1 4 II 
II (9%) (2%) (6%) II 
II II
II TOTAL 23 49 71 14311 
II (ROW') (16O) (3H) (50%)· II 
II II 

Pearson Chi-Square (NOn,e/DK omitted). p=.OlII II,II 

Ii 
Table 17: Sex--Preference among ELIMINATE. 'I'WO YEARS, •II I 

II and BENEFITS FOR ALL II 
II II ,II Count II 
II (Column %) FEMALE MALE II 
II II
II ELIMINATE S 4 IIII . (8%) (9% ) II 
II 
II TWO YEARS 43 22 II 

(44\ ) (49%) II 
II II 

BENEFITS FOR 41 17II II 
(42%) (380) IIII ALL II , 

NONE/OK 5 2II II 
(5%) (4%) II 

II U 
II TOTAL 97 45 142 II 
II (Row %) (68%) (32%) II 
II II 

Pearson Chi-Square (None/OK omitted). p=.86II
II II I 
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h tI 
H Table 191 Education--Preference among ELIMINATE, TWO YEARS, II 
II and BENEFITS FOR ALL II 
n II 
n Count NO H.S~ H.S. SOME COLL. [>J;SOC .1 B.A.! II. 
I (Column ') DEGREE GRAll. NO DEGREE voe. DEGREE B.S. POSTGRAD IT 
II II 
II E:LIMINATE 1 4 2 2 I 2 II 

II (H) (11% ) (a% ) (1st) (3%}1 (a> ) II 

II II 

II TWO YEARS 5 13 13 6 18 , 10 II 
II (36%) (37%) (52%) (46\ ) (60\ ): (40\) II 


, II 
,II .BENEFITS FOR a 17 a 3 10 12 II 
II ALL (57\) (49\ ) (32%) (23\) (33% )' (48%) II 
II 1 

, 
II 

II NONE/DK 0 1 2 2 I ,, 1 II 
II (3%) (n) (15\) Po): (4l ) I 
II I 
II TOTAL 14 35 25 13 30 25 I• n (RoW %) (l0%) (25\ ) (lB%) (n), (21\); , (18%) I 
n n 
n Peerson Chi-squere (None/DK O111itted), p .... 61 II 
II II 

Ii tI 
IITable 19~ Income--Prefarence among ELIMINATE. TWO YEARS, , n
II and BENEFITS FOR ALL II 
II II
IICount $10;000 $10,001 $20,001 $35,001 $55,001 $75,001 $150,000 

II to to to to to' II
II(Column 0) or leaa $20,000 $35,000 $55,000 $75,000 $150',000 or more II 
II n
IIELIMINATE 2 0 2 2 1 ,1 2 II 
II (12.5') IS%) (6%) (5') IH) (50)) II 
II II 
lIowo YEARS 6 4 8 17 12 10 1 II 
II (37.5\) (29%) (33%) (50%) (63\ ) (71\ ) (25%) II 
II I II
IIBENEFITS FOR 7 10 13 14 6 '3 1 II
IIALL (44\) (71\) (54\) (41\ ) (32%) (21\) (25% ) II 
II II
IINaNE/OK 1 0 I 1 0 . 0 0 II 
II (6% ) (U) (3% ) II 
II II
'IITOTAL 16 14 24 34 19 14 4 12511 
IIIROW » ( 13%') (lU) (19\) (27\ ) (15\) ( 11%) (3%), II 
II II 
IIPearson Chi~squere (NOne/OK omitted; 18 refused to state ~ncomej , p"".OO5 II

I (12/24 cells with expected frequency <S) II 
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, 

h 	 Ii 
II Table 20: Ethnicity/Race--preferenoe among ELIMINATE, 'l'WO ·YEARS t 
I ~nd BENEFITS FOR ALL
II 	 ' ' II
II Count WHITE AFRlCAN LATINO/A ASIAN- NATIVE O'l'HER 
II (Column') .'AMERICAN A.M.ERICAN AMERICAN II 
II 

ELIMINATE 10 2 o o o o II
II (8%) (15') 

II TWO YEARS 59 3 1 1, o o ! 
II (48') (23\ ) (100%) (100') 	 II 

I 
II BENEFITS FOR 48 8 o o 1 1 

ALL (39\) (61% ) ( 100%) (l00%) 

NONE/OK 7 o o o o o 
II (6\ ) 

II 
TOTAL 124 13 1 1 1 1 14111 
(Row til (88%) (9%) (.1\ ) (.1\) (.7%) ( .1\) II 

,I 	 II 
Pearson Chi-Square (None/DK omitted), p=.S9

II (13/1a oells with expected frequency <5) ~ 
II 	 ", 

II
II Table 21: Age--Preference among ELIMINATE, TWO YEJ\.RS, II
II and BENEFITS FOR ALL 

11 18 26 36 46 56 66 
11 Count to to to to to .nd 
II (Column %) 25 35 45 55 65 older II 

! II
II ELIMINATE 1 o 1 1 5 

(5i ) (4\ ) (5%) (26%) 
I 

II 
II TWO YEARS 10 19 15 8 6 
II (50%) (54%) (58\) (36%) (29%) II 
II 	 BENEFITS FOR 8 13 9 13 6 10 II 

ALL (40\ ) (3H) P5') (59<) (32\) ( 48\) 

NONE/OK 1 3 1 o 1 1 

(5% ) (9% ) (H) (5%) (5% )


II 
TOTAL 20 35 26 22 19 21 143 

II (ROW %) (14\ ) (24\) (18% ) P") (13\) (15% ) 

Pearson Chi-Squ~re (None/OK omitted), p=.Ol 

(6/18 cells with expected frequency <5) 
 ,/ II 
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11 11 
Table 22! Voted in \94 elections--Preference among ELIMINATE, II~, TWO YEARS, and BENEFITS FOR ALL II 

n II 
I Count II 
n (C01UlM ') VOTEO DIDN'T V01"E II 
II II 

ELIMINATE 12 0 .11II 
II ( 11') II 
II II 

TWO YEARS 52 12II II 
(41\ ) (41', )11 II 

II II 

i BENEFITS FOR 43 15 
ALL (39\) (52\ ) II 

II II 
NONE/DK 4 2II II 

II (n) (7%) U 
II II 
U TOTAL 111 29 140 II 
U (Row,) (19') (2H) II 

i II 
Pearson Chi-Square {None/OK omitted}, p-.12 

(1/6 celIe with expected frequency <5) ~ 




PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD WELFARE REFORM: ' 
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Overview 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates and American Viewpoint, leading Democratic 

and Republican public opinion research firms respectively. lscently collaborated 

on an extensive study of public attitudes toward the welfare s~tirtem and proposals, 

for wenara reform. This research included eight focus groups (four sessions , 
among wMe votere, two among African Americans. and !we ,among Latinos). as 

well as an in-depth national telephone survey. The interviews'for this survey were 

conducted between November 12 and 15, 1993, among a representative sample 

of 1,020 registered voters. 

The focus group discussions and survey resuns both suggest that while 
, , 

votere approach the issues of poverty and wenare with a conservative diagnosis, 

they ara nol eager to embrace conservative prescriptions for reforming the wenare 

system. 

In assessing the causes of poverty. Americans generally blame a lack of 

individual effort more than circumstances. The majority of black votere have a 

different perspective on this point, however, and contend that a shortage of jobs 

Is a leading cause of poverty. Still. there is an overwhelming consensus across 

the electorate that the current wanara system is badly broken. In fact, many 

Americans say the weWare system today exacerbates the Iproblem of poverty. 

because they believe it encourages dependence and fails to provide sufficient help 

for people to make the transition to seff-reliance. 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates 
I American Vlewpolnt 
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Voters' primary goal for we~are reform is to move recipients off we~are and 

into the work force. The public believes this can best be achieved by requiring 

and encouraging the efforts Of individuals to help themselves. and by giving 

people the necessary tools for seH-reliance. A plurality of voters think that 

improving and expanding education and job training programs is the best way to 

reform the weffare system. In addition, there is strong support for other 

government investments, such as providing subsidized child care to poor mothers 

who want to work. 

At the same time, a strict two-year limtt on welfare benefits is one of the 

least supported reforms of the we~are system tested in the survey. When voters 

are given the choice between a strict two-year limit and a two-year limn followed 

by a public service work requirement for those who cannot find jobs, they choose 

the latter by an overwhelming seven to one. If there were II strict two-year limit, 

a larga majority 01 the public would prefer that n be applied only on a case-by

case basis. More than 70% of voters, for example, would.make exceptions for 
• 

mothers wITh preschool children and mothers on weffare who work part time at 

low-wage jobs. 

The focus groups, in particular, provide eloquent testimony to how readily 

the public recognizes both the complexities of weKara reform and the difflcu~las 

of moving many Americans out of poverty. When participants are asked to 

address specific case studies of families on weffare. they acknowledge thaI not 

Peter 0, Hart Research Associates 
American VIewpoint 
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everyone can achill\le seH·sufficiency within two years. Furthermore, there is a 

, , , . I ",- ) 

'. 
.. ; broadly held concern about the potential for some reforms to unfairly punish the 

,,0 •. " 
,j,' ' , ,,' ," • ' , . 

, .,' , children of weffare families. The survey finds that fully 88% of the public agrees ·" ',; 
: .', '. _.'.' 

(including 54% who strongly agree) that many poor children would be hurt through 

no faufi of their own by a strict two-year cutoff. 

In the end, the success of weUare reform will not be judged simply by how 

many people are eliminated from the income support system, but rather by how 
•

.'" -I ." '" !, , , 
" " 	 effectively a reformed weHare system mOves people from dependency to work.. '" 

" 
" " 

A reform program that takes people off welfare but leaves tham without the ability 

• 0 • to provide tor themselves and their children will be viewed as inadequate. if not 

unacceptable. 

A DIscredIted Welfare Snt~m 

Sll\Ienty-nine percent of voters feel the current welfare system is not working well, 

o 0' 0 ;'. 	 with fully 49% believing that it is not working at ail well. This assessment puts the 

welfare system well below the educational. tax. and health ell"e systems-which are
• . . .. themselves poorly regarded-and on about the same Ill\Iel as the criminal justice 

-," 

system. This criticism is politically and ideologically broad·based: 67% of African 

" ",, 
Americans. 69% of white Iiberais. and n% of Democrats sey the welfare system 

.. , 0 

" ' 
I • ,,' is not working well. No significant sector of the American public considers the 

status quo acceptable. 

" " ,., ,- '. " 
, " " 	

Peter D. Hart Research Associates 
.' ' ", '<', American 	Viewpoint.. 

•, 
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Welfare is not seen as helping the people ~ should. Fewer than one in five 
I 

voters feels that most current recipients deserve to receive benefits (two in five say 

about han are deserving; the remainder believe less than half should get benefits) . 
• 

However. this rejection of welfare does not imply a public unwillingness to help 

poor Americans. .While a 55% majority says the government spends too much on 

people on welfare. far fewer feel it spends too much on poor people (25%). poor 

families with children (15%). or poor children (6%). In fact, a ,large maior~ (64%) 

feel that government actually spends too little on poor children. 

Dissatisfaction with the wenere system centers on one key concern: work . . 
Voters believe wenere fails to achieve what. in their eyes, should be its primary 

goa!: getting poor people back on their feet and into jobs. When asked to name 
I 

the top goal for nsformlng wenare. 52% of voters select helping people get off the 

welfare rolls and into the work force. placing this well ah":"d of such goals as 

eliminating fraud and abuse (28%) or ending long-term I dependence (29%). 

Americans will extend a helping hand to those in need, but the quid pro quo is that 
I 

recipients should strive to improve their skills and to find .wrk-and the system 
• 

should enforce this bargain. 

Interestingly. dissatisfaction with the wanare system: is not driven to any 

significant extent by concerns over money and spending, I A meTe 7% choose 

saving taxpayers money as a top goa! of reform, well behind every other option. 

By a lopsided 85% to 4%, voters say the system's problem ~ spending money the 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates 
American Viewpoint 
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,6 " 

wrong way, nol spending toa much. And by better than five'to one, Americans 

would favor reforms that help people leave welfare even ~ this actually costs a lot 

" more money in the short run than the present welfare system. 

Whether voters look at the issue through the prism of, values or of public 
" , 

';., 	 policy, and whether they have a liberal or conservative perspective, they give 

weffare a failing grade. Because the system Is not seen as promoling work and 

'. 	 Independence, welfare loses with voters in two ways: ~ seems incompatible ~h 

most voters' own values and Ilfe'decisions. and it does not appear to provide poor 

people what they really need in the long run. 
, ., 

rl!l!are, Reform ProQosa!!! 

,. 
As one would, expect given this level of dissatisfaction, vot~rs voice substantial 

,.,

,'. 
support for reforming the weWare system. Indeed, majar~les express approval for 

every single reform proposal tested. which suggests that Americans have a 

considerable appetite for change, However, the Inten~ ,of support varies In 
,I 

Important and Instructive weys among the four categories of proposals tested. 
• 	 I 

First, proposals that demand more from absentee fathers meet w~ nearly 

universal agreement from voters. More than nine in ten Americans ,favor laking 
.-.. 

tougher measures to conect child support (95%) and requiring fathers who do not 

pay support to work at public service jobs (91 %J. This follows logically from the 

public's view that the biggest cause of poverty is the breakdown of families and 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates 
American Viewpoint , ' 

" 



7 


family values. Approaches to welfare reform that help ~renglhen families. 

especially those that encourage paternal responsibility. will be very well received 

by voters. 

Another category of proposals for which there is virtually no public 

opposition consists of those that directly move welfare recipients into jobs. An 
, 

overwhelming 93% of voters are in favor (71 % strongly) of requiring welfare 

recipients to work for their weWare checks. while 87% favor (57% strongly) 

providing public service jobs to poor people who cannot find private-sector jabs. 
, 

The greater intensity of support for the first proposal-with ~1% strongly in favor 

compared to 57%-suggests that "require" has some rhetorical advantage over 

"provide" in the reform debate. 

We would note that as voters think abou1 the issue of poor women working. 

they draw some important distinctions. A majority (60%) of Americans believe that 

weWare mothers who have preschool children should be required to work. 

However, even among this 60%, two-thirds say the work requirement should be 

part lime rather than full time Gust 17% of voters overall favor a ful~time work 

requirement). When ~ comes to mothers of infants, there is even less support for 

requiring work (47%). and again there is a two-to-one preference for part-time 

work (only 14% of voters favor a ful~time requirement). 

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

economically viable option for welfare recipients. There is very strong sentiment 

Peter O. Hart Research Associates 
American Viewpoint 
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for providing weHare mothers who go to work with both child care (95% of voters 

favor this proposal, 71% strongly) and heaHh care (89% favor, 68% strongly). 
,,' , 

',',f.;

Iv Receiving considerable but less intense support are proposals to raise the . '. 
.-;!. 
',,I' 

minimum wage to $5.00 an hour (75% favor, 54% strongly) and to allow recipients 

to earn wages up to the poverty line without losing benefits (83% favor, 48% 

strongly). In addition, the survey measures considerable support for expanding 

education and job training programs for the poor to help them make the transition 

to work. 

The final category of potential reforms focuses on limiting welfare benefits. 

The "family cap" approach of limiting additional benefits for children born to women, 

on weHare earns a Significant amount of support (68% favor, 48% strongly), 

although this proposal is far less popular than plans that require or facilitate work. 

A general two-year limH on benefits, however, garners much· less intense support 

(65% favor, but only 35% strongly), making it one of the least supported reforms. 

The limited popularity of the strict two-year limit approach is further 

confirmed when this plan is described more fully without specifying a job 
. 

guarantee: a narrow 55% to 42% majorlly of Americans faJar this proposal, with 

only 25% strongly in favor. This level of support is considerably weaker than that 

tor an aiternative reform plan that provides lor up to two, years of job training 

foUowed by a public service work requirement for those unable to find private

seator jobs. A commanding 92% of voters favor this public service afternative 

Peter O. Ha.rt Research ASSOCiates 
American Viewpoint 

•
, 
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(64% strongly), and when this proposal is matched against t~e two·year lim~, it is 

preferred by an overwhelming 83% to 12%. 

Significantly, African American voters strongly rejeCt the two-year limit , 
approach. with 24% in favor and 74% opposed, This question, along with many 

. I 

others on the survey. indicates that African Americans are considerably more 
. 

sympathetic to the plight of those on wenare and are much less attracted to relorm 

measures that cut benefits than are whites. (latino voters, conversely. generany 

express views similar to non· Latino whites. They favor the two·year Ilm~, for 

example, by 53% to 45%.) These general racial differences, however, disappear 

when ncomes to the job training and public service reform plan. African American 

voters (95%), like whne voters. overwhelmingly support thls alternative proposal 

and prefer it over the two·year limn (95"A. of Latinos also favor the plan). 

Anatysl, 

These results all point to the central finding of the research: for voters, welfara 

reform Ie about getting people to work, not limiting benefits. Americans want 
, 

to see the systam fixed, not recipients (or their children) punished, 

Voters do net believe that all people on weijare can or will quickly find Jobs., 
, 

but they expect recipients to make a demonstrable effort to work their way out of 
, 

poverty. Voters want a kind of social contract with the poor: they will help those 

who also will help themselves, 

Peter D. Hart Research Associates 
American Viewpoint 
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Many voters see a strict two·year limit as a rigid and Simplistic solution to 

a complex and difficuft problem. For example, eight In ten Americans say any limit 

should be applied on a case-by-case rather than being a hard·and-fast cutoff. 

Majorities favor exempting such groups as mothers of young children, welfare . 
mothers who already work at low-wage jobs, and people In high unemployment 

areas. In the focus groups, support for punitive approaches: faded considerably 

once the discussion turned to concrete examples of the types of families on 

welfare. 

Intervening between voters' conservative analysis of the welfare system and 

possible support for a strict lWo-year limit is a strong sense of p[l!gmatlsm. 

Americans foresee many negative real-world consequences of such a limit. 

including more homeless families (62%), a lack of jobs for those cut off (60%), and 

rising crime rates in poor neighborhoods (57%). A majority. of voters believe that 

most or all of the recipients who would be cut off under sUch a plan would not 
. 

subsequently find jobs. And voters' greatest concern by far Is tho Impact of 8 
, 

cutoff on children: BB% agree (54% strongly) that many poor children will be hurt 

by the cutelf, through no !autt of their own. 

Lower socioeconomic status whtte voters seem especially moved by realistic 

assessments of the limit's impact and the bleak job prospects in today's economy. 

For example, blue conar whiles express more conservative views than do upper-

status while collar whiles on such questions as the underlying causes of poverty 

Peter D, Hart Research Associates 
. American Viewpoint 
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and the number of recipients who deserve welfare benefits, yet they are no more 

likely to support a strict Mo-year lim~. That is because they are significantly more 

Hkely to see negative consequences from a ll~, such as an increase in homeless 

families, a shortage of jobs, and an increase In crime and disorder in poor 

neighborhoods. , 

On the other side of the reform debate, the public is drawn to _ffare 

reform initiatives that emphasize the twin goals of promoting work and 

strengthening families. Voters will support new programs and even some new 

spending toward these enas, provided they see personal responsibil~ and 

accountabll~ being encouraged. 

Peter D. Hart Research AssOCiates 
American Viewpoint 



THIS FORM MARKS THE FILE LOCAlION OF ITEM NUMBER 
LISTED IN THE WITHDRAWAL SHEET AT THE FRONT OF TfUS FOL~D:;O;ER;;--


