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E c o d c -  Versus Ra-eted Policy: 

Public minion on the New Liberal Welfare AgMda 

ABSI'RACT 

Some poverty analysts have called for a shift tmard uniwxsalistic 

policies that do not target blacks and other minorities for assistance. 

Several assumptions about public opinion as a source of the vulnerability 

of race-targeted and welfare policies motivate this m e .  Using a survey 

based experiment frcan the 1990 General Social Survey, we test the 

assmptions that race- as wmpred to ecodcally-targeted policies: (1) 

are less popular with the American mass public; (2) attract a s~ller and 

weaker political coalition of support; (3) contradict values of 

individualism and increase the impact of prejudice on welfare related 

policy attitudes; and (4) do not compete effectively against new 

conservative reform proposals. The results shaw a tendency among whites to 

favor economically- over racially-targeted programs, but little difference 

among blacks. But two of the three policies examined achieve high absolute 

levels of support even when targeted on blacks. When a policy is targeted 

by race it is mainly white, male, and poorly educated respondents who fall 

out of a possible coalition of support. Prejudice is related to both 

econcanic- and race-targeted policy, suggesting that the image of the poor 

is already heavily color-coded. Other aspects of beliefs about inequality, 

including the perception of structural limits to e c o d c  opportunity and 

perceptions of racial discrimination shape policy attitudes. We discuss 

whether it is necessary to abandon race-targeting in order to fashion 

politically viable welfare policy reform strategies. 
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After a long period of inattention welfare policy and the plight of the 

ghetto poor are again central policy questions. Unlike mu& of the poverty 

research of the 1960s, however, contemporary analysts explicitly aim to 

formulate reform proposals that resonate with traditional American values 

(Ellwood 1988; Heclo 1986; Mead 1986; Murray 1984; Weir, Orloff, and Skocpol 

1988; Wilson 1987). For example, Skocpol argued that: vvNew policies must 

speak with a consistent moral voice to all Americans who would be recipients 

and taxpayers. m e  policies should reinforce fur&mental values such as 

rewards for work, opportunity for individual betterment, and family and 

mmmity responsibility for the care of children and other vuhxable 

peoplevv (1991, pp. 428-429) . ?his new enp?hasis ref 1- a recognition that 

public resistance to welfare spending and race-targeted policies (i.e., 

affirmative action) contributed to the political vulnerability of these 

policies. 

The linkage of social values and policy planning has arisen with special 

force in diagnoses of ghetto poverty. The ghetto poor, or urban underclass, 

probably represent less than 10% of all those in poverty (Rickets and Sawhill 

1988) . Yet, this totals soane 2.5 million people who visible enough and 

troubled enough to justify special considerationvv (Ellwood 1988, p. 195). 'Ilris 

group has beam the most pranhent symbol of the welfare poor (Ellwood 

1988). l e y  are likely to suffer from lorqer lasting and deeper poverty, 

suffer greater isolation frcun mainstream institutions and values than the 

nonghetto poor, and are disproportionately associated with problems of crime 

and juvenile delhquency (Wilson 1987). 

It is perhaps ironic that in approachiq the problems of the underclass 

liberal and conservative analysts agree on several basic assumptions. First, 
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there is -t that welfare policy must be reformed; second, that race- 

targeted policies cannot solve the underlying problems faced by the ghetto 

poor; and third, that any reform must be consistent with traditional American 

value orientations. Specific conservative approaches have called for sharp 

reductions in welfare provisions ( m y  1984) or called for imposing work 

requirements on those receiving welfare (Mead 1986). Bath approaches rest on 

assumptions a k a t  American values of individualism, self-reliance, hard-rk, 

and personal responsibility. 

In an effort to reclaim the policy-mkhg agenda, liberal analysts have 

called for lluniversalistic policies11 focused on creating employmnt 

opportunities, assuring adequate wage rates, child and family support, and 

improved educational programs (Ellwwd 1988; Weir, Orloff and Skocpol 1988; 

Wilson 1987). Wilson has argued for pursuing a Ithidden agenda.I1 

Accordingly, Itthe hidden agenda for liberal mlicv makers is to brove the 

life chances of the truly disadvantaged crows such as the chetto underclass 

bv emhasizim wrarams to which the more advantaged crows of all races and 

class backmounds can msitivelv relate1@ (Wilson 1987, p. 155, emphasis in 

original). In short, the goal is to l1help the poor by not talking about themf1 

(Heclo 1986, p. 325). These new policies aim to create a fmmsmrk in which 

people can support themselves. 

T h e  call far a shift from race-targeted to more lluniversalisticm anti- 

poverty approaches, in our judgment, rests on several assumptions about public 

opinion. First, proponents of what we will call the new liberal welfare 

agenda assume that race-targeted policies are less ppular than policies of a 

more general economic nature. Second, the difference in popularity is seen as 

reflecting the differing interests and relative sizes of the potential 
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beneficiaries for the two types of policies. Third, the new liberal welfare 

agenda assumes that policies of a more general econcimic nature, as wqmred 

with race-targeted policies, are more consistent with mican values of 

individualism and less likely to elicit mition based in anti-black 

prejudice. Fourth, the new liberal policy ag- is seem as mustering a 

m a r  appeal that may rival that of conservative policy approaches. 

Each of these assumptions is plausible hk previous reseamh has not been 

able to directly test these claims. Sociological research on poverty issues 

has focused heavily on the causes and consequences of ghetto poverty (Wilson 

1987 and 1991) , on sociohistorical and carparative analyses of the 

developrent of the welfare state (see essays in Weir, Orloff, and Skocpol 

1989), or both (see essays in Danziger and We- 1986 and Jencks and 

Peterson 1991). Few sociological examinations of public opinion on these 

issues are available (Cmghlin 1979; Feagin 1975; Kluegel and Smith 1986), and 

none of these deal in-depth with h m  or why race-targeted policies appear mre 

vuhemble than policies of broader scope. 

To this point, most  research relied upon in reaching assumptions about the 

new liberal welfare agenda involved simple wmparisons of qinal 

distrihtions for a wide array of survey questions dealing with race- and 

welfare-policy (DeBoer 1983; Shapiro et al., 1987; Shapiro and Smith 1985) and 

a few aggregate tre& analyses (see Shapiro and Young 1988) . Yet, 
straightforward interpretation of such comparisons is risky because of the 

many different surveys involved, different times and modes of administration, 

and variations in questionnaire context. In this paper we present research 

that uses large-scale my-based e>q?erimnts (Schuman and Bobo 1988; S&uman 

and Presser 1981) to test these assunptions about public opinion. We analyze 
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data fraan the 1990 General Social Survey (Davis and Smith 1990) which 

contained, first, a set of experimentally controlled questions that pitted 

economically-targeted policies against race-targeted policies; and second, 

assessed popular support for the two main conservative welfare reform 

proposals. 

Belaw we review the research on public opinion tcrward race-targeted 

policies and tuward welfare. This review provides a more ccanplete 

substantiation of the assumptions/hypotheses discxlssed above. We then report 

the experimental results and examine models of support for conservative policy 

solutions and traditional liberal policies. 

BAO 

Race-meted mlicies: There are solid cjmumb for assuming that race- 

targeted social policies face apposition. Racial attitudes have hproved, 

deteriorated, or gone unchanged, depending upon which type of question one 

examines. Where traditional prejudice is concerned whites1 racial attitudes 

have undergone a sweeping positive transformation. Widespread support among 

whites for segregation and open discrimination as principles that should guide 

black-white relations have yielded to increasing support over the last 50 

years for principles of equality (Jaynes and Williams 1989; Kluegel and Smith 

1986; schuman, Steeh and Bobo 1988). For example, national surveys shaw that 

support for integrated schooling rose from 42% in 1942 to 95% in 1983 

(Schuman, Steeh, and Bob 1988) . Yet, overwhelming majorities of whites in 

national surveys opposed special gavemment economic assistance to blacks and 

opposed school Wing and other gov-t efforts to enforce school 

desegregation. As recently as 1988 just a bare majority of whites favored 

legislation to prevent racial discrimination in the sale or rental of housing 



(Schuman, Steeh and Bobo 1988). 

In addition, support for racial policy questions typically exhibits weaker 

associations with respondent education, age, and region than occurs for 

racial principle questions. These pattems leave little grounds for 

anticipating positive m e  in the future. Also important to note is that 

black-white polarization on many racial policy questions is substarrtial. 

Majority among blacks is often matched by clear majority apposition 

among whites. 

To be sure, whitesg apposition to race-targeted policies is nut 

monolithic. Lipset and Sdneider (1978) emphasized that mxst white Americans 

support ggcmpematorytt racial policies. Race-targeted job training or special 

education programs often drew majority support. Hawever, ggpreferentialw race 

policies, su& as job hiring or college admission quotas, elicited widespread 

opposition. Kluegel and Smith (1986) reported that 76% of whites in their 

1980 national m y  agreed that "affirmative action program that help blacks 

and other minorities get ahead should be supportedg1 as ccanpared with only 51% 

who agreed that wemployers should set aside a certain number of places to hire 

qualified blacks and other minoritiesgt (Kluegel and Smith 1986, pp. 202-203). 

Welfare mlicies: The American public seems to be of at least two minds 

on welfare and poverty related policy. On the one hard, almst everyone is 

against welfare. As Ellwood observed: 

Everyone hates welfare. Conservatives hate it because they see welfare as 

a narcotic that destroys the emqy and determination of people who already 

are suffering from a shortage of such qualiti es.... Liberals hate it 

because of the way it treats people. [Recipients hate it because] the 

current system offers modest benefits while imposing a ridiculous array of 



rules that rob recipients of security and self-esteem. Wipients are 

offered no real help and have no real dignity (1988, p. 4). 

Kluegel and Smith (1986) faud that welfare spending was less poplar than 

govenrment job guarantees. A number of studies suggest that welfare and 

welfare recipients are viewed negatively (Caqhlin 1979; Feagin 1972; Kluegel 

and Smith 1986; Williamson 1974) . FYom the late sixties to 1980 public 

opinion shifted in an anti-welfare direction. "-ed to 1969," accozding 

to Kluegel and Smith, Itthe perblic is now more likely to agree that we are 

spending too mcrh money on welfare and to deny that people on welfare try to 

find work to supprt themelvest@ (1986, p. 154) . 
On the other hand, policy analysts (Ellwood 1988; Heclo 1986; Imi 1986) 

and public opinion studies (Coughlin 1979; Shaph and Young 1988) strongly 

suggest that most Americans care about helping the poor. Direct evidence on 

this point cumes from experiments conducted in the 1984 and 1985 General 

Social Surveys. A question calling for spending on, in one case, %elfaregt 

was experimentally pitted against, in the other case, wassistance to the 

poortt. Only 19% said "too littlew money was being spent on welfare as 

ampared to 65% who thought to0 little was being spent on assistance to the 

poor (Smith 1987). 

'Ihree types of factors may account for the difficulty faced by race- 

targeted and Great Society/War on Fwerty era welfare state policies. Such 

policies may contradict widely held values; they may run wunter to the 

interests of larye segments of the population; and they may face rejection by 

those prejudiced against minorities. 

Influence of Values: Traditional American values and beliefs about 

inequality shape bath attitudes toward race-targeted and welfare-policies 
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(Kluegel and smith 1986; ~c;humn, steeh, and ~ o b o  i988). -far as 

individuals attrihte socioecodc success or failure to personal causes 

(e. g. , ability or effort) and view the apportunity stsuchnce as open and fair, 

ceterius parilxls, they are unlikely to feel that govemmmt should intervene 

to help those less forbmate. A nonnative wmitmnt to equity notions (e.g., 

reward accodng to contribution and merit) also provides graunds for 

objecting to both race-targeted and welfare policy actions (Kluegel and smith 

1986). 

Huwever,  values and beliefs about social responsibility are also major 

dimensions of popular thinking about inequality. Such beliefs are consistent 

correlates of policy preferences (Bobo 1991; Katz and H a s s  1988; Kluegel and 

Smith 1986). Those who see class backgrow3 or other societal factors (e.g., 

limited job opportunities) as constraining socioecodc attadts tend to 

support race-targeted and welfare policies. Structural thinking of this kind 

differs from individualistic beliefs in that the former has a much stronger 

inverse connection to the individual Is own socioecodc status. 

Influence of Self-Interest: Simple individual- and groupself-interest may 

a-t for the vulnerability of policies that deliver benefits to specific 

subgraups of the population. Data at the individual level shaw a durable 

negative relationship between incume and w r t  for such welfare spending. 

Similarly, blacks are consistently more supportive of both race-targeted and 

welfare such policies than whites (Bob0 1991; Kluegel and smith 1986). 

Wilson (1987, pp. 118-120) suggested that policies targeted by inccsne or 

race are not likely to develop a wide coalition of support since many people 

would have no stake in them. The weak base of support would become an acute 

vulraerability Men the national economy is in a period of little grawth, or 
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decline. Under such econCanic conditions, the more the public programs are 

perceived by members of the wider society as benefiting any certain grc~xps ,  

the less -rt those programs receivett (Wilson 1987, p. 118). Bath Wilson 

and Skocpol credit graJing white middle class frustration with paying taxes to 

support welfare state pmgrams of no benefit to them, dur i rq a period of 

e c o d c  stagnation, as fueling a split in the Democratic party coalition ard 

the electoral success of Ronald F&agan. 

Influence of Prejudice: Part of the political weakness of "Great Societys1 

welfare progranrs may result from a perception that the programs are of 

disproportionate benefit to blacks (Wright 1977). The available survey data 

sham that those with negative attitudes taJard blacks as a group are also 

less likely to w r t  race-targeted and saw welfare policies (Bob 1991; 

Kluegel and Smith 1986; Sears 1988). =ch has shown negative racial 

attitudes to increase opposition to school busing (Bobo 1983; Sears, Hensler 

and Speer 1979), to affirmative action (Kluegel and Smith 1986), and to other 

government e c o d c  policies to assist blacks (Bobo 1988; Kluegel 1990 ) .  A 

number of ccanpeting theories have attenprted to explain these associations, 

such as traditional prejudice (Weigel and Huwes 1986), symbolic or modern 

racism (Sears 1988), and group conflict models (Bob0 1988). Several 

additional influential detemhants of racial policy attitudes have been noted 

(e.g., Schuman and Bobo 1988). Yet, there is little disagreement that 

prejudice of some type is often an impartant influence on the racial policy 

attitudes of many w h i t e  Americans. 

A key ccanplexity is the role of beliefs a b u t  the causes of racial 

inequality (Apostle et al., 1983; Sniderman and Hagen 1985). A particular 

configuration of racial beliefs may be essential in order to obtain white 
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fllpport for strong race-targeted policies. Many w h i t e  Americans are low in 

traditional prejudice (i.e., neither favor segregation nor believe that blacks 

are innately inferior to whites). Yet, the absence of traditional prejudice 

does not logically require a person to believe that racial discrimination 

constitutes a major structural hpdient to black advammmt (Kluegel 1990 ).  

structural attrihtions for racial inequality are, fur therm~re,  an empirically 

distinct dimension of racial attitudes quite different fram prejudice per se. 

'Ihinking in terms of such vvracial structuralism", h~k~ever, appears to be a 

near pre-condition of support for race-targeted economic policies (Kluegel and 

Bobo 1990). Recent analyses of modes of explaining racial inequality by 

demographic factors (i.e., age, education) and over the indicate that the 

decline in traditional prejudice has not been acaqanied by an hcretse in 

racial structuralism. Also, mall effects of education and of age on 

stru-1 attributions for race inequality leave little grounds for 

anticipating mvement in this direction in the future (Kluegel 1990 ) . These 
patterns obtain despite canpelling evidence of the persistence of 

discrimination (Feagin 1991). 

In sum, the underlying assumptions about public opinion contained in the 

new liberal welfare agenda have merit. Many race-targeted and welfare 

policies have proven to be tmppular. Individualism, self-interest, and 

attitudes of anti-black prejudice have been contrikdzors to this political 

vulnerability. However, these patterns do not give us very precise 

information on how costly race-targeting may be; on who falls out of a 

coalition of support when a policy is race-targeted; on the relevant mix of 

ideological and attitudinal factors that shape opinion; or on the viability 

of new liberal refonn praposals as conpared to an expressly consenmtive 
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reform agenda. Belaw we attempt to provide answers to these questions. 

D A P S . ~ ~  

The data came from the 1990 General Social Survey (Davis and Smith 

1990). The GSS is a full probability sample of English speaking adults living 

in hauseholds in the continental U.S. There were a total of 1372 respordents 

with a response rate of 73%. Our analyses primarily are based on data for the 

1150 white responlents to the survey. Rrther details on sanple design may be 

obined from Davis and Smith (1990) . 
R E s x x s  

New Libzml Eolicy Atti- 

Proponents of a new liberal welfare agenda maintain that race-targeted 

policies are politically vulnerable as anpared to policies of a more general 

e c o d c  nature. We tested the hypothesis exprimentally by developing three 

parallel questions that differed in whether the target of the policy was the 

poor in general or blacks in specif ic.l The questions are given in Table 1. 

We asked about the policies referred to in these questions because each 

involved steps govemmmt could take to ameliorate poverty, as Ellwocd put it, 

I t i n  which the govemmmtls role is to help people make it on their owngg (1988, 

p. 10). Consistent with a liberal emphasis on govenrment activism and 

responsibility, the policies call for gavernment inixxvmtion to help those in 

need. And yet, consistent with the dictates of American individualism, the 

policies create circurrstances wherein people can do a better job of providing 

for themselves. One policy a h  to increase the availability of job 

opportunities (Enterprise Zones). The other two aim to improve the human 

capital of individualg s by increasing educational opportunities (Special 

School Funds and College Scholarships). 
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- Table 1 here - 
Our experiment allows us to make a caparison that has not been considered 

heretofore; ~mely, race-targeted policies that do not challenge traditional 

values of individualism. There has been a tendency to treat universalistic 

policy as the only alternative to traditional race-targeted approaches such as 

affirmative action (Wilson 1987; Weir, Orloff and Skocpol 1988). However, it 

is not clear that ccgnpletely abandoning race-targeting is necessary to achieve 

political viability. Pursuing this type of ccanparison should provide a better 

test of how much race-targeting per se matters. 

Table 1 gives responses to the paired questions concernhg new liberal 

agenda policy by race. Because the policies addressed in these questions are 

consistent with prevalent beliefs and values, overall they elicit wide 

support. Ecodc-targeted policy conceznhg educational opportunity has the 

backing of about 90 percent of the population. The proposed %kerprise zonett 

policy for poor areas gets about 70 percent support. Parallel race-targeted 

policies with the exception of the proposed race-targeted enterprise zone 

(favored by about 40% of respondents) also are favored by majorities. 

Consistent with the claims of proponents of the nacr liberal welfare agenda, 

huwever, whites show substantially more support for all three ecodc- 

targeted policies than for the parallel race-targeted ones. The percent of 

support amng whites averages about 22% higher for ecodc-mer race-targeted 

policy. 

It also should be noted that there are no significant differences by race 

in support for ecodc-targeted policies. The differences by race for all 

three race-targeted policies, by contrast, are statistically significant (at 

the .01 level). In addition, black respondents equally favor each of the 
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e c o d c -  and race-targeted alternatives. ?he relative lack of white support 

for race-targeted policy is distinctive, and cannat be attrituted to factors 

that  equally influence white and black policy attitudes. 

In subeqen t  analyses we treat these questions as alternative indicators 

of a single underlying t r a i t  that we shall refer to as the New Liberal Policy 

factor. We view each set of three items-the ecodc-targeted and race- 

targeted-as indicators of respondents standirrg on this factor in  the 

respective randm halves of the survey. Tests for the equivalence of the 

factor structure between the two halves, and the weights used to meate factor 

scores are given in the A p p e d x .  

S O c t O ~ C  D- 

The simple self-interest of different socioeconcanic groups may explain why 

economic-targeted policy receives more support from whites than race-targeted 

policy. In particular, same groups of whites may see themselves or others 

l ike t h a n  as beneficiaries of more global ecodc-targeted policies, h t  not 

of race-targeted ones. 

W e  examine potential socioeconcanic dif feremes in the basis of support for 

e c o d c -  vs. race-targeted policy along several dimensions. Because New 

Liberal Agenda policies benefit lower income people, self-interest predicts 

greater support for economic-targeted policy among lower incame white 

respom%nts than higher income ones. If we  a M  s t r ic t ly  to  the status 

dimension of education, we get a similar prediction regarding education: 

W r t  for economic-targeted policy should be higher among respondents with 

lawer levels of education. Greater support for economic-targeted policy also 

may be faurd among younger relative to older people, since policies to p-te 

apportunity generally have greater direct benefit to the young (or their  



13 

children). Self interest considerations argue, h-, that we should find 

among whites no differences by age, hcom or education level in support for 

race-targeted policy. The higher level of support for ecodc-targeted wer 

race-targeted policy may be due to greater support for nonnnmic-targeted 

policy among younger, lwer inccane, and lwer education whites. 

Self-interest also may have a group basis. Wcanen may see themselves as 

potential beneficiaries of gender-targeted policies to prawte their 

opportunity, and thereby support race-targeted policies as an expression of 

support for the principle of targeting policy to specific groups. The 

proportionately higher concentration of blacks in the Scuth may mtivate 

greater apposition to race-targeted policies among %&hemem out of a 

greater sense of potential threat to their self-interest. L e s s e r  slpJport for 

race-targeted policy among whites from rural areas or small cities and towns 

may derive from a perceived lack of benefit from it, since the proportion of 

blacks in such places may be too law to qualify for assistance uxkr race- 

targeted policy. Because there is no or little difference between these 

respective groups in expeckd benefit, self-interest should play no role in 

shaping attitudes tcrward ecodc-targeted policy. In sum, the higher level 

of support for economic-targeted over race-targeted policy also may be due to 

lesser suppart for race-targeted policy among w h i t e  males, among white 

scpxtheyners, and among whites who live in small cities, tawns, d rural 

areas. 

- Table 2 here - 
Table 2 presents results of regression analyses testing for the above 

proposed differences in the effects of socioecodc variables on the New 

Liberal Policy factor.2 Column I gives regression results that correspond to 
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the simple t-test for the difference between means of the New Liberal Policy 

factor for the ranian halves of whites who alternatively anmered the 

ecodc-targeted or race-targeted policy questions. The single variable in 

this equation, labeled lgForm,u is coded "Ogg for respondents answering the 

ecodc-targeted policy questions and gglgl for those answering the race- 

targeted altesnatives. The regression coefficient gives the difference in 

means for the New Liberal Policy factor between respondents in the ecodc- 

targeted (i. e. the value of the lgConstantgl in column I) and race-targeted 

conditions. Consistent with findings in Table 1, the mean of New Liberal 

Policy is substantially lower for the race-targeted condition, and the 

difference is statistically significant. 

Column I1 gives regression coefficients for the additive effects only of 

socioecodc variables and- question form on New Liberal Policy. The 

respective coefficients for the effect of Form are essentially the same in 

Column I and 11. !this reflects, the random equality of respondents on all 

dmracteristics other than question form for the new liberal policy items. In 

other words, there are no ccanposition differences to account for in the 

analyses of ecodc- vs. race-targeted effects. 

The results of principal interest are presented in Column 111. The 

additive (main) effects in the Column I11 equation are the partial effects of 

socioemncmic variables on New Liberal Policy for the ecodc-targeted 

condition. To get the correspomkhg effects for the race-targeted condition 

we add the coefficients for the multiplicative (interaction) effects to the 

coefficients for the additive effects. 

Ihree effects are consistent with a differential simple self-interest 

interpretation. Gerder, age, and Southern residence affect New Liberal Policy 
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attitude in the predicted directions. Men and Southerners, respectively, give 

significantly less support to race-targeted policy than do wanen and non- 

Southerners. There are no statistically significant cliff- by race or 

gender in m r t  for economic-targeted policy. support for economic-targeted 

policy, as expc td  under simple self-interest, -rases with increasing age; 

but, age has no effect on race-targeted policy attitude. 

Rural-urban location equally effects support of economic- and race-targeted 

policy (urban residents are more supprtive), so it cannot accaunt for the 

lower support of race-targeted policy. The effects of incame and education 

are opposite those predicted under differential simple self-interest. Neither 

variable has a statistically significant effect on support for ecodc- 

targeted policy. Net of other factors, increasing income is associated with 

demeasing supprt for race-targeted policy. Increasing education, other 

factors constant, leads to increasing support for race-targeted policy. 

Figure 1 provides a graphical summary of the differences amng 

socioeconomic groups implied in Table 2. Here predicted means on the New 

Liberal Policy factor are arrayed for four typical clusters of socioeconomic 

variables, or ~fstatus groups.1t They are ordered in Figure 1 according to the 

socioeconomic status level implied by the canbination of i n a a n e  and education, 

and categorical statuses are varied to show expe&ed m a n s  on the Liberal 

Policy factor for typical high and l w  clusters for respondents in the race- 

targeted and ecodc-targeted conditions separately. The llWt cluster man 

is for white males, from the rural south, with a family inaane of between 

$10,000 and $12,500 (in 1990), and who have 11 years of formal education. 

Wedim 1" is cmpsd of white males, from the urban north, with family 

im=ames between $22,500 and $24,999, and 12 years of education. 9Wdim 2: is 
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ccmpsed of a t e  females, from the urban south, with family imxlanes between 

$17,500 and $19,999, and 14 years of education. The IWghgh" cluster mean is 

for white females, frcan the urban north, with a family hcae of $60,000 or 

mre, and who have 18 years of education. 

- Figure 1 here - 
The overall pattern shown in Figure 1 is one of little to no differences 

among groups in the -11 high level of support for ecodc-targeted 

policy, wupled with large differences in support for race-targeted policy 

among groups. 'Ibis pattern is consistent with the claims of proponents of the 

new liberal agenda that there are different constituencies for ecodc- and 

race-targeted policy. But, on the whole the pattern in Figure 1 does not well 

fit a simple self-interest interpretation. 

The pattern in Figure 1, hmever, does fit an explanation stressing the 

differential affect of economic ideology and racial attitudes on support for 

economic- and race-targeted policy. We knm from prior r- that 

traditional racial prejudice decreases and that overall there is a dest 

tendency for racial attitudes to became more liberal in general with 

increasing education (Schuman, Steeh and Bobo, 1988). We also knm that 

adherence to aspects of Amxican stratification ideology varies significantly 

by education and inam (Kluegel and Smith, 1986) . Of most relevance to our 

concerns, we ]maw that attrihtions for poverty beccm~ less individualistic 

with increasing education, and that structural attributions for poverty are 

made subtantially less often by higher incame persons. As noted earlier, New 

Liberal Aggenda proponents claim that race-targeted policies garner less 

supprt than economic-targeted policy, because the formex challenge prevalent 
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American ecanCanic beliefs and values, while the latter do not. In addition, 

New Liberal Agenda proponents claim that race-targeted policies, because of 

the direct identification with race, elicit apposition on the basis of 

prejudice and other racial beliefs and attitudes, while ecmmnic-targeted 

policies face little or no opposition on racial graunds per se. 

Operationally, these claims imply interaction effects such that aspects of 

e c o d c  ideology and racial attitudes have substantial impact on q r t  for 

race-targeted policy, h t  no influence on sup~01-t for econcanic-targeted 

policy. If such interaction effects exist, then the patterns observed in 

Figure 1 follow from what we knaw about the relationships of-education and 

inccane to e c o d c  ideology and to racial beliefs and attitudes. Table 3 

gives results from regression equations testing the proposed differential 

effects of e c o d c  ideology and racial attitudes on New Liberal Policy. We 

employ five indices, three concerning e c o d c  ideology and tm concerning 

racial beliefs and attitudes. Structuralism and Individualism, involve the 

attrhtion of poverty to structural causes and to individual (i.e. personal) 

causes, respectively. W t y  is a measure of the perceived fairness and 

necessity of incoane inequality. Prejudice is a measure of racial 

stereotyping of the kinds cammnly included in definitions of ffanti-bla& 

prejudice. ffDiscrkhtion is a measure of the perceived degree to which 

blacksf e t y  for jobs and housing is restricted by di-imination. 

Question wordings and details of index construction for each measure are given 

inthe ApJpktk. 

Column I of Table 3 gives coefficients from an additive (main) effects only 

model. Overall, net of the influence of socioecodc variables, support for 

New Liberal Policy is shaped by e c o d c  ideology and racial attitudes in 
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eqectd  ways. The greater the importance whites give to structural causes of 

poverty, the greater the support in general for New Liberal Policy. m e  

partial effects of Individualism and Equity are not statistically 

significant. Net of all ather variables in the equation, prejudiced whites 

show less support far New Liberal Policy than the mn-prejudiced. Of all the 

economic ideology and racial attitude measures, Discrimination has the largest 

partial effect. The greater the perceived extent of disahhation against 

blacks, the greater the wrt in general for New Liberal Policy. 

- Table 3 here - 
Column I1 in Table 3 gives coefficients for statistically significant 

interaction effects of socioeconomic and attitude variables with question form 

on New Liberal Policy, and the correspordhg main effects. There is but one 

statistically significant differential effect of the attitude variables, the 

interaction between Form and Discrimination. ?hw the perceived extent of 

Discrimination significantly i n f l u m  support for New Liberal Policy among 

r m e n t s  in the economic-targeted condition, it has a mch larger influence 

(three times as large) among those in the race-targeted condition. Among the 

socioecodc variables, the interactions of South and Age with Form found in 

the analyses of Table 2 are no longer statistically significant. However, the 

interactions with Gender, Incoane, and Education remain significant, and are 

approximately the same size in Table 3 as Table 2. The pattern in Figure 1, 

then, remains, when the differential effects of economic ideology, and racial 

beliefs and attitudes are controlled. 

In summary, firBings to this point in aur analysis show that Gender, 

Eztucation, and perceived Discrimination play key roles in producing the higher 

level of support for econcanic- over race-targeted policy. Men and the lesser 
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educated dbpqx&ionately join the ranks of the opposition when the foc=us 

shifts f m  universalistic to race-taqeted policy. Perhaps surprisingly, 

this shift does not evoke any greater level of opposition (net of other 

factors) among the prejudiced. But, it does make whites8 perceptions of the 

extent of discrimination against blacks highly salient. 

~ V I W S [ ] G T , + R P R A T . ~ C Y  

To evaluate the claims of New Liberal Agenda proponents that support of 

universalistic policy to help the poor rivals that of conservative policy, and 

that such policy reso~tes better with American e c o d c  beliefs and values we 

examine whites8 attitudes taward welfare and toward traditionally 1-1 

policy to help blacks.Here we analyze responses to three questions. Ihe first 

two include conservative critiques of welfare, respectively invaking a 

requirement l8that people must work in order to receive welfare,11 and proposing 

81reducing welfare benefits to make working for a living more attractive.I8 

Though they are critiques of the existing welfare system, they have in recent 

years taken on the status in effect of consemative policy solutions. 

Proponents of consewative policy often put them forward as solutions to the 

')welfare messg8 that is in turn proposed as a major vcausew of contemporary 

poverty (Mead, 1986; Gilder, 1981) . The third question proposes a 
traditionally liberal solution oE/ &ect intervention by the federal 

1 

g- to help improve the standard of living for black Amerians. Though 

it does not refer to a specific policy, it invokes a 181ibera188 label by 

calling for federal govermmt action in a race-targeted manner to improve an 

outccane, rather than to facilitate opportunity. 

- Table 4 here - 
The percentage distritutions for w h i t e  responses to these four questions 



(Table 4) provide initial support for certain claims of New Liberal Agenda 

proponents. The camparison of Table 1 to Table 4 shms that support for 

economic-targeted policy is of a level equal or higher than that for either a 

Work e e m s - i t  (85% in favor) or for Reducing Welfare -fits (72% in 

favor) .In contrast, white respondents show little support and fllbstantial 

opposition to liberal policy. Only a small fraction of whites strongly 

support Govenrment Assistance for Blacks to improve their standard of living. .- 
About 16% unequivocally sqprt for assistance t o  improve the standard of 

living for blacks (responses ltlN and "2" ) ,  and approxh&ely 50% 

unequivocally appose it (responses "411 and "511 

- Table 5 here - 
The regressions of these three policy attitudes on sociodemgraphic 

variables, and e c o d c  ideology and racial belief indices (Table 5) provide 

further sqprt for New Liberal Agenda claims, and help to place previous 

findings in a broader context. Ttm major observations may be drawn from the 

regression results in Table 5. First, economic ideology plays a stronger 

role in shaping responses to conservative and traditionally liberal policy 

than it does regarding new liberal policy. Structuralism has statistically 

significant effects on all policy attitudes, b t  in relative tenns (judged by 

the standardized regression coefficients) it has a subtantially weaker effect 

on support of the New Liberal Policy factor than on either conservative or 

traditionally liberal policy attitudes. Though Equity ard Individualism have 

statistically significant effects on the two conservative policy and the 

traditionally liberal policy items, neither measure of e c o d c  ideology has 

significant effects on New Liberal Policy. The perceived faimess of jnccune 

inquality (Equity) significantly affects conservative and traditional liberal 
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policy, such that those who perceive inCarne hequality to be necessary and 

fair support conservative, and appose traditionally liberal policy. 

Individualism also has a significant effect, su& that whites who attrilxlte 

poverty to individual failings are more likely to favor havirq a work 

requir-t for receiving welfare benefits and to support reducing welfare 

benefits. The weaker influence of economic ideology on support for New 

Liberal Policy supports the claim that it does not challenge American economic 

beliefs ard values while traditional liberal policy does. Second, racial 

beliefs have a stronger influence on attitudes t a w d  traditional liberal 

policy than on attitudes toward either conservative or new liberal policy. 

Relatedly, it is noteworthy that: a) Prejudice has stronger relative effects 

on traditional liberal policy attitudes than on either conservative or new 

liberal policy evaluations, and b) the perceived extent of Discrimination has 

an effect on support of traditional liberal policy rivaling its effect on the 

race-taryeted version of the New Liberal Policy measure. 

These findings argue that the effect of racial prejudice is nnrted when 

conservative policy is evaluated by whites-even when conservative policy is 

race-taryeted. Hclwever, race-targeting makes - beliefs about discrimination 

highly salient regardless of whether it is a conservative or liberal policy 

that is the focus of the targeting. These findings support the claim of New 

Liberal Policy proponents that new liberal policy mutes race prejudice, with 

an important qualification. That is, the simple addition of race-targeting to 

basic new liberal policy does not make prejudice more salient, txrt does make 

the terdency on the part of whites to deny or dawnplay discrimination highly 

important. 
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axumEI- 

Cur  results have three implications concemhg the viability of alternative 

welfare reform agendas. First, race-targeting does reduce the level of 

support for public policy. On average we faund a drap of twenty-two 

percentage points when the focus of policy shifted frosn the poor to blacks. 

Ihe reasons for the decline in support under race-target- include self- 

interest. Ideological factors also contrihte to the difference in support. 

A perception that blacks face current discrimination is a larger factor in 

supprt  for race-targeted policy than for policy targeted on the poor. when a 

policy focuses on blacks the potential coalition of support tends to lose 

white males of lcrw &cation k u t  high inccsne, and to scane extent Southerners. 

' Ihis is not the profile of a highly politically active person. I m  education 

is associated with lower levels of participation. Yet, in terns of -lute 

numbers this represents a large segment of the electorate, especially those 

pivotal voters colloquially known as ItReagan Democrats11. 

Second, despite the above, race-targeting does not invariably reduce the 

base of policy support to merely a self-inter- minority of potential 

program beneficiaries. Two race-targeted versions of the policies we asked 

about-Special School Funds and College Scholarships-achieve fllbstantial 

popularity (around 70% in both cases). 'Ihis ha-, we believe, because such 

policies blend race-targeting with an affirmation of individualism. 

Consistent with the speculations of Lipset and Schneider, race-targeted but 

mnpnsatory policies aimed at improving human capital resources will strike a 

resonant chord. In addition, such policies appear to mitigate scane of the 

influence of prejudice. 

These findings underscore the need to judiciously balance the trade-off 
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between the political viability of universalistic policy and the direct 

responsive to the mast needy of namcwer targeting. If policy goals reach 

beyond atta- poverty to include reducing or eliminating black-te 

econcanic inequality then, judged strictly f m  the vantage point of public 

opinion, our results suggest that it makes sense to retain soane race- 

targeting. The one strong proviso is that policy be mindful of cherished 

values of individualism and thus presumably emphasize inpmhg skills and 

human capital resources. 

Third, whether liberal reform strategies emphasize universalism and dawn 

play targeting or pursue the two in tandem, they are likely to face stern 

ccanpetition on the right. Conservative reform agendas appear to have a strong 

claim on the hearts and minds of most w h i t e  Americans. Imposing wrk 

requirements for welfare and reducing welfare benefits, especially the former, 

have a remarkably broad appeal. What is more, these reform strategies have 

exceptionally direct resonance with individualism and closely aligned notions 

of equity. Among all of the policy variables we considered, the conservative 

agenda seems to flow most readily from the apparently ungenerous view of 

individualism naw in asax thq  in the U.S. 

We wish to emphasize that neither policy making nor public opinion are 

static w. Gamson and colleagues (Ganwn and Lasch 1983; Ganrson and 

Modigliani 1987) have suggested that dynamic issue cultures develop a r m  

matters of welfare policy and affirmative action. These cultures consist of 

ccanpeting ways of framing the issues. An issue frame involves devices such as 

metaphors, catch phrases and other symbols that invoke one interpretative 

slant on an issue. The longevity and success of a particular f-, they 

suggested, hinged on the activities of thee sponsoring the frame (especially 
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as they ccunpete w i t h  sponsors of alternative frames), related media packaging, 

and the degree of cultural resonance of frame elenmts. 

Our viments, in effect, test the mass appeal of different policy 

frames. The degree of success of any welfare reform frame will hinge in part 

on public opinion. wily important ingredients are cuinpetition among 

sponsors of different reform strategies and haw the media wframesll the issue 

for the public at large (Iyengar 1990). It is not possible to forecast the 

outcare of political ccanpetition among the new liberal, the conservative, and 

the traditional 1-1 strategies of canbatting paverty on the basis of these 

data. The data do suggest, however, that likml reforms expressly mindful 

of individualism, justified on grow% of need and social responsibility-even 

if race-targeted-may prove to be politically viable. 

The experimental iterrs we used allawed us to simulate central aspects of 

ongoing political debates. It did so in a way that helps identify potential 

supporters and opponents of specific policies and the cultural resonances (or 

hurdles) that policy advocates need attend to. A key lesson of these 

experiments is that there is no single attitude or predisposition taward 

welfare reform. Different proposals do tend to meate different potential 

coalitions of v r t .  Competing praposals also vary widely in the type and 

degree of cultural resonance they elicit within the population (Hassenfeld and 

Rafferty 1980). ?he nature of these coalitions and resonances can and should 

be made the subject of direct apirical investigation. 



1. Many of the questions analyzed, including those on new liberal policy, are 

taken frm a m e  on intergroup relations included in the 1990 GSS, 

constructed by a skcamittee of the General Social Survey Board of amxeers. 

The first author of this paper paper chaired this comaittee, and the second 

author served on it. The other mnbexs are Mary R. JaclaMn, Jahn Shelton 

Reed, Haward Schurmn, A. Wade Smith, and Toan W. Smith. 

2. Questions wordings and response format for these socioecodc variables 

are given in Davis and Smith (1990). 
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APPENDIX 

Index Construction 

New Liberal Policy 

Polychoric correlations - generated by using PRELTS (Joreskog and Sorbom, 
1986) - among the New Liberal Policy items are given in Table Al. Results for 
tests of the equality of factor structures between the ecodc-targeted and 
race-targeted items also are presented in this table (battam panel). 

Table Al here 

Model A tests the hypothesis that the loadings only of the respective 
economic- and race-targeted policy items are equal. Model B tests the 
hypothesis that both the respective loadings and error variances are equal. 
Though only the results for Model A are statistically significant (at the .01 
level), the Goodness of Fit index for Model B (.993) indicates that a model 
assuming equal loaaings and equal error variances fits quite well. Overall, 
these results strongly argue that we may treat the sets of ecodc- and 
race-targeted items as having the same underlying factor stsucture, and justify 
using coamnon weights to produce a summated M e x .  

To produce a set of coamnon weights we fit a model to the correlations among 
three items for the entire sample, formed by combining responses to parallel 
e c o d c  and race-targeted policy items. The matrix analyzed, in effect, 
contains the correlations among items concemhg support for enterprise zones, 
for increased spending on schools, and for college scholarships irrespective of 
economic- or race targeting. The follawing weights estimated under this model 
are applied to produce factor scores for New Liberal Policy: 

New Liberal Policy = .I88 Ehterprise Zone + .483 Schools + 
.377 College Scholarships . 

Economic Ideology 

Table A2 gives the results fran a confirmatory factor analysis of items 
involving e c o d c  inequality. Four items concern the rated importance of 
skmdmnl (SCXIOLS and JOBS) and individual (MORALS and JOBS) causes of 
poverty. T b  items concern the justice of e c o ~ c  inequdlity: the need to have 
inequality to pmvide incentive for hard work (IN-) and to motivate people 
to aoquire advanced education (SNDY) . The final item concerns equality of 
opportunity (OPPOlUUNITY). (Ekact wordings for all items are available in 
Davis and Smith (1990). 

Table A2 here 

consistent with findings of prior research (cf. Kluegel and Smith, 1986) we 
hypothesize that three factors are needed to account for the correlations among 
these items. (Because all these items are ordinal, we use polychoric 
correlations in all factor analyses. ) The three factor model given in Table A2 



fits very well (Chi-square with 7 degrees of freedom = 6.57, p = .475), and is 
used to estimate weights respectively for the Structuralism, Individualism, and 
Equity factors: 

Structuralisn = .296 SCHOOLS + .I77 MORALS + .455 JOBS - .205 EFFOKI! - .038 IN- - .043 SNDY + .213 OPPORIUNTIY , 
Individualism = .I11 SCHOOLS + .467 MORALS + .I63 JOBS -.372 EFFOKI! 

+ .056 INCENTWE + .063 STUDY -.078 OPPOKCUNITY . 
w w  = - .053 SCHOOLS + .I24 MORALS + .I77 JOBS + 

.I65 EElQKC + .307 IN- + .347 SIUDY - 

.078 NOCWNCE 

Racial Attitudes 

Several item are available in the 1990 General Social Survey that may be 
used to measure racial prejudice. lbo of the cammonly used items-attitudes 
tawam3 legal p-ition of racial intermarriage and taward the right to 
practice residential segregation against blacks-are only available for 
two-thirds of the cases. To maximize the pcrwer for statistical tests, we employ 
only those Itracial prejudicett items available for all respondents. 

Specifically, we employ an item c o x e m i q  the attribution of the black- 
white socioeconomic status gap to a lack of "in-born ability to learntt 
(ABILITY) and five items that form part of a question concerning 
ttdmracteristicsw of groups. The latter five items consist of respondentst 
ratings of graupst standing on seven point scales with the follawing 
edpints: (1) hard-working vs. lazy (W) (2) violence-prone vs. not 
violence prone (VIOLFNT) (3) unintelligent vs. intelligent (INIEUJGEKT) (4) 
self-qprting vs. live off welfare (WELFARE) (5) paeiatic vs. unpatriotic 
(PATRIUTIC) . Because by definition white anti-black prejudice (cf . Pettigrew, 
1982) involves attributing less positive characteristics to blacks than to 
whites, we ccarqxrted five difference scores by subtracting ratings for blacks 
froan ratings for whi tes .  A high score on the resultant item indicates a 
perception that whites possess more of a favorable trait than blacks. 

We employed three items involvirq perceived discrimination against blacks. 
The first itera involves agreeing or denying that the bladc-white 
sccioecaromic status gap is t%inly due to discrimination.tt The secord and 
third itens concern assessments of the amxlnt of discrimination (on a scale fran 
Ita latw to "none at alltt) faced by blacks in ttgetting good jobstt (JOB DISCIUM) 
and in hying or renting tthausing wherever they wanttt (HOUSING DI- . 

Table A3 here 

Based on previous analyses of the same or similar items (Kluegel and B o b ,  
forthcoming), we hypothesize that racial prejudice and perceived discrimination 
items load on two separate factors. Results of a confirmatory factor analysis 
of all nine racial attitude items (Table A3) support this hypothesis. Factor 
weights were estimated urder the model in Table A3, and used to form indices as 
follaws : 



prejudice = -.066 DI-ON + .093 ABILITY + .004 JOB DISQUM 
+ .001 HOUSING DISQUM + .288 LAZY + .085 VIOLWT 
+ .I58 INTELLIGENT + .396 WELFARE + .I58 PATRICYI'IC , 

Discrimination = .I16 DI-ON + .000 ABIL,ITY + .717 JOB DISCRIM 
+ .203 HOUSING DISCRIM - .001 IAZY + .001 VIOLEMT 
+ .OOO INTELTJGWT - .002 WELFARE - .001 P2UXUI'IC . 



Table Al. Correlations among New Liberal Policy I-, and Tests for the 
Equality of Factor Structures Between Race- and -&Targeted I-. 

1. Giving business aml industsy 1.0 
special tax beaks for locating 
in largely black areas 

2. Spending more mney on the .58 1.0 
schools in black neighborhoods, 
especially for pre-school and 
early education programs. 

3. Providing special college .59 .70 1.0 
scholarships for black children 
who maintain good grades. 

4. Giving hiness and indtustry - - -  1.0 
special tax keaks for locating 
in poor and high unemplayment 
areas. 

5. Spending more money on the - - - .49 1.0 
schools in poor neighborhoods, 
especially for pre-school and 
early education program. 

6. Providing special college - - -  .38 .65 1.0 
scholarships for children frcan 
econcanically disadvantaged backgrounds 
who mintain good grades. 

Degrees of Goodh?ess of 
Chi-square Freedam Fit Index P 

Model 

A. Equal Loadhq~  8.40 2 .997 .015 

B. Equal Loadings and 15.67 3 .993 .008 
4ual m r  Variaxes 
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Table A2. Confhnatory Factor Analysis Results for Econcanic Ideology Items. 

1. scXm0r-s 
2. mRALS 
3. JOBS 
4. m m  

Correlated Ekrors 

rEFFDFU", JOBS = .085 

Factor Correlations 

1 2 3 
1. Stsucturalism 1.00 
2. Individualism .31 1.00 
3. EuUi ty  -. 04 .48 1.00 

Individualism 

a. The question wording for items 1 through 4 is as follows: 'Uaw I will read 
a list of reasons soane people give to explain why there are poor people in this 
country. Please tell me whether you feel each of these is very important, 
scanewhat important, or not important in explaining why there are poor people in 
this country. A. Failure of society to provide good schools for marry Americans 
(SU-DOLS). B. Imse morals and drunkenness (KXVKS). C. Failure of industry to 
provide enough jobs (JOBS). D. Lack of effort by the poor themselves (EFFORT). 

b. Ihe question wording for items 5 through 7 is as follaws: Were are 
different apinions about social differences in this country. Please tell me for 
each one wfrether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly 
disagree. A. Only if differences in incaane are large enough is there an 
incentive for individual effort (INCWIWE) . B. No one would study for 
years to became a lawyer or doctor unless they expeckd to earn a lot more 
than ordinary workers (STUDY). C. One of the big problems in this country 
is that we don't give everyone an qua1 chance ( O P P O ~ ) .  



Table A3. Confirmatory Factor AMlysis Results for Racial Attitude Items. 

1. A B m  
2. LAZx 
3. mom 
4. IltcmLIGENT 
5. WELFARE 
6 .  PATRIUTIC 

7. DI-ON 
8. JOB DISCRIM 
9. HOUSING DISCRIM 

Prejudice Discrimination 

Correlated Errors 

Factor Correlation 

1 2 
1. Prejudice 1.00 
2. Discrimination -.I4 1.00 

a. The question mrding for items 1 and 7 is as folluws: "On the average 
blacks have mrse jobs, income, and housing than white people. Do you think 
these differences are . . . A. Mainly due to dismimination (DI-ON) ? 
B. Because most blacks have less in-born ability to learn (ABlIJlY)? 

b. 'Ihe question wording for items 2 through 6 is as follows: 'Wow I have 
scaoe questions about different groups in our society. I'm going to shaw you a 
seven-point scale on which the characteristics of people in a group can be 
rated. In the first statement a score of 1 means that you think almost all of 
the people in that group are 'rich. A score of 7 means that you think almost 
all of the people in the group are 'poor. A score of 4 means that you think 
that the group is not towards one end or another, and of course you may choose 
any number in between that comes closest to where you think people in the group 
stand. 

c. Ihe question wording for items 8 and 9 is as follaws: wHawmuch 
discrimination is there that hurts the chances of blacks to [get good paying 
jobs (JOB DISCRIM) / to or rent housing wherever they want (HOUSING 
DISCRIM)]. Would you say there is a lot, same, only a little, or none at all?" 



Table 1. Percentage Dis t rh t ions  for New Liberal Policy Itens by Race. 

I3VEWRISE ZONES SF F N 0 SO N 

1A. Givingbusinessandindustry White 7.7 35.5 25.0 24.6 7.2 557 
special tax breaks for locating Black 27.8 41.8 21.5 5.1 3.8 79 
in largely black areas. Other 10.7 35.7 14.3 28.6 10.7 28 

lB. Giving business and industry White 18.4 52.2 16.2 9.9 3.3 554 
specialtaxbreaksforlocating Black 25.7 45.7 14.3 10.0 4.3 70 
in poor and high maployment  Other 17.9 53.6 21.4 7.1 0.0 28 
areas. 

SF'- SCHOOL FUNDS 

2A. Spending more money on the White 17.4 50.8 15.3 12;3 4.3 563 
schoolsinblackneighborhoods, Black 50.6 43.4 3.6 2.4 0.0 83 
especially for preschool and Other 31.0 44.8 6.9 13.8 4.0 29 
early education program. 

2B. Spending more money on the White 29.4 56.8 7.9 4.5 1.4 555 
schools in poor neighborhoods, Black 45.8 45.8 4.2 2.8 1.4 72 
especially for pre-school and Other 50.0 40.0 6.7 3.3 0.0 30 
early education programs. 

3A. Providing special college White 16.6 53.1 14.1 11.5 4.8 567 
scholarships for black children Black 56.1 39.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 82 
who maintain good grades. Other 30.0 50.0 13.3 6.7 0.0 30 

3B. Providing special college White 36.7 54.7 5.7 1.6 1.3 558 
scholarships for children from Black 47.2 44.4 5.6 2.8 0.0 72 
econcunically disadvantaged Other 54.8 38.7 3.2 3.2 0.0 31 
backgrounds who maintain good 
grades. 

NOTE: SF = strongly favor, F = Favor, N = Neither favor nor oppose, 0 = oppose, 
and SO = Strongly Oppose. 



Table 2. IZegressi~n Mts for Effects of Sociodemographic Variables on 
for New Liberal Policy. 

New Liberal Policy 

Additive (Main1 Effects 

Form (l=race-targeted) 
~ ( l = s o u t h )  
Small City/- 
Rural 
Age 
Gender (l=female) 
Incoaae 
-cation 

Multi~licative (Interaction1 
Effects 

ScxlthxForm 
Age x Form 
Gender x Form 
Incoane x Form 
Education x Form 

-1. Dl* 
.006 - - 

-. 004 
.006 
.OD 
.016 

m: The values in -theses are standardized partial regression 
coefficients. vvFormtv is a 0, 1 variable, with a value of 1 assigned to 
resporiients who answered the race-targeted questions, and 0 if they answered the 
ecodc-targeted questions. Wouthvv is coded 0 for persons f m  the non-south 
and 1 for persons currently residirrg in any of the folluwing states (and the 
District of Qlumbia): Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia, North 
Carolina, sarth Carolina, Georgia, ~lorida, K a t u c k y ,  Tennessee, Alabama, 
Mississip~i, Arkansas, Oklahama, Irruisiana, and Texas. Urban-rural residence is 
represented by three 0, 1 variables for merit residence in an SMSA, a small 
city or town (not in an SMSA, population from 2,500 to 49,999) , or a rural area 
(an area of less than 2,500 population or open country). SMSA is the acluded 
varible in the regression analyses. "Genderm is coded such that 1 is female and 
0 is male. Age and Education are in years. lXcome is family inam= coded in 20 
categories, f m  under 1,000 to $60,000 or more. See Davis and Smith (1990) for 
detailed infomatian. 



Table 3. -ion Results for Kfects of SociodPmographic Variables, 
Eicancmic Ideology and Racial Attitudes on New Liberal Policy. 

~ e w  Liberal policy 

Additive (Main) Kfects 

south (l=scPrth) 
Small CitylTckm 
Rural 
Age 
Gendez (l=femle) 
Imxane 
Ectucation 
Form (l=race-targeted) 

Structuralisll 
Individualism 
nsuiw 
Prejudice 
Discrimination 

Multi~licative (Interactionl 
Effects 

Gender x Form 
Imxane x Form 
Ectucation x Fonn 

Discrimination Form 

NUITS: Ihe values in parentheses are standardized partial regression 
coefficients. See Table 2 and ZIppendix for definitions of variables. 



Table 4. Percentage Distr-ions for Attitudes Toward Conservative Welfare 
P r a p o s a l s ~ R K ~ a n d R E D U C E W E L F A R E B E N E F I T S )  and 
Traditional Liberal Policy (- ASSI- mR BIACKS). 

Percent 
mvEmMEm ASSrmCE F#R BLACKS 

(N) 

1. Govenrmerrt should help 
2. 
3. Both 
4. 
5. No special treatment 

WELFARE WRK 

1. Stsongly favor 
2. Favor 
3. Neither favor nor oppose 
4. OlJPose 
5. mng1y oppose 

REDUCE WELFARE BENEFITS 

1. Strongly favor 
2. Favor 
3. Neither favor nor oppse 
4. OPP-e 
5. -nglY oppse 

WITS: The question wordings are as follows: (1) ASSISI!ANCE FOR 
BLACKS, Soane people think that blacks have been discrimhated against for so 
long that the government has a special obligation to help improve their living 
stanaarcls. Others believe that the government should not be giving special 
treatmnt to blacks...Where would you place yourself on this scale ...I1; (2) 
WELFARE WRK -, It.. .requiring that people nust work in order to 
receive welfare."; and (3) REDUCE WELFARE BENEFITS, ll...reducing welfare 
benefits to make working for a living more attractive." 



Table 5. Regression Results for Effects of Soci-c Variables, 
IWmmic Ideology, and Racial Attitudes on Atti- Taward 
Welfare and Government E c o ~ c  Assistance to Blacks. 

E a l t h  (1-1 
Small City/- 
Rural 
Zbge 
Gender (leemale) 
Incaane 
Eiducation 

structuralism 
Individualism 
mtY 
Prejudice 
Discrimination 

Welfare 
work 
Recluixement 

l?&uce 
Welfare 
Benefits 

Govenrment 
Help 
Blacks 

m: m e  values in tbe body of the table are standardized partial regression 
coefficients. See Table 2 and the Appendix for definitions of variables. 



Status 
Group ~ i g h  

4.286 
Medium 2 

4.1 24 
Low 

Economic-Targeted 

Race-Targeted 

Figure 1. Predicted Means for N w Liberal Policy by Status Group 1 


