
• Mr. Daniel Yankelovich 
21 Holiday Point Road 
Sherman, CT 06784 

Dear Mr. Yankelovich: 

THE WHITE H OUSE 

WASHI N GTO N 

June a, 1993 

Thank you for your materials on health care. I have shared 
a copy with the First Lady and Ira Magaziner. 

I will be in touc h s oon. 

to the First Lady 
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May 24, 1993 for l>JOf deJ I 
Ms. Margaret A. Williams 
Assistant to the President and 
Chief of Staff to the First Lady 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

I to 
JrQ Marz.tner 

I enjoyed the chance to chat with you after our meeting on Friday. There are several 

ways I would like to follow up. One is to send the materials I mentioned that 

elaborate the concept of a national dialogue on health care. I have enclosed multiple 

copies so that you can share them with the First Lady, Ira Magaziner, and others as 

you see fit. Here's what you'll find enclosed: 

• The Februar_y 1 memorandum to President Clinton from David Mathews and 

myself outlines a proposal for launching nonpartisan citizen discussions on 

issues of preeminent importance to the Administration - health care, the 

deficit, and welfare reform. The discussions would be designed to enhance 

public understanding and promote a constructive, fair-minded debate. 

• The Fortune Maiazine article explains a little more about the stages of public 

opinion using health care as the main example. 

• The American Assembly chapter (from an upcoming book on foreign policy) 

applies my ideas about how public opinion develops to foreign policy issues 

and posits "rules of public engagement" for each stage of public opinion. 

• The February 11 memorandum to Mack McLarty suggests several ways that 

President Clinton might strengthen his use of town hall meetings to promote 

greater public understanding of issues like health care and the economy. 

6 East 39th Street, New York, New York 10016-0112 212 · 686•6610 
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I was struck: by the First Lady's comment in our Friday meeting that she does not want the 

announcement of the health care reform package to be the "high point" of the national debate. One 

way to lessen this possibility would be to announce - right at the beginning when the plan is unveiled 

- a specific period of public discussion and deliberation. In a sense, I am suggesting that the 

Administration plan for two phases of national debate: an initial announcement phase and a second, 

more extended public discussion phase. 

In the first phase, I know that the Administration plans to launch a series of activities to promote its 

health care plan. Americans will want to hear - and deserve to hear - the reasoning behind the 

plan, and this is entirely appropriate. But our experience in public debate has taught us that "selling" 

the public doesn't engage people nearly as effectively as other forms of communication where people 

have the chance to think: through a problem for themselves. 

It may therefore be useful to plan for another kind of discussion - a nonpartisan citizen discussion 

that gives Americans the opportunity to look at a range of choices for addressing this issue. As I point 

out in the enclosed American Assembly chapter, research on public thinking about scores of public 

policy issues shows that presenting choices - and letting people wrestle with the pros and cons 

themselves - is a far better method for advancing understanding and promoting consensus than 

merely laying out the arguments for a single solution. President Reagan's experience with catastrophic 

care suggests just how prick:ly and unpredictable health care legislation can be without a strong, stable 

consensus to back it, a consensus based on broad public understanding and real deliberation. 

My colleagues at Public Agenda and the Kettering Foundation have already been at work promoting 

nonpartisan citizen "choicework" on health care on a small scale. But they are, as the enclosed 

memorandum from David Mathews and myself suggests, eager to play a constructive role in the 

upcoming national debate on the health care issue. 
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I have asked my Public Agenda/Kettering associates to elaborate the "national dialogue" concept in 

the form of a draft announcement the First Lady could make if she is persuaded that this approach is 

necessary to forming a national consensus. If she likes the idea, this will give her something concrete 

to use in discussion with her associates. 

There are two other ways I plan to follow up our Friday meeting. One is to send a fax to the First 

Lady answering a specific public opinion question she raised on Friday, and the second is to set up a 

meeting between some of my associates and your own opinion research people. If, in the meantime, 

you would like additional copies of the enclosed materials - or if you have questions and I cannot be 

reached immediately - please call Deborah Wadsworth or Jean Johnson at Public Agenda (212-686-

6610). They would be happy to help you. 

With best regards, 

3~ 
Daniel Y ankelovich 
President 
Public Agenda Foundation 

P.S. My recent book:, Coming to Public Judgment, also explores these issues in greater detail, and 

Deborah or Jean can get copies to you quickly if that would be useful. 



/ 
/ 



DANIEL Y ANKELOVICH 

February 11, 1992 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

"Mack" Mclarty 

Dan Y ankelovich 

Future Town Meetings 

There is a serious flaw in the "town meeting" format the President used last night in Detroit. 
I am taking the liberty of identifying it because so much is at stake in developing a sound 
method for engaging the public. 

The flaw is this: the kinds of questions people asked were exactly the same questions 
interests groups ask: what are you planning to do about my joblessness, my illness, my 
taxes, my relatives in Haiti and Croatia? In effect, people are saying, "How are you going to 
address my needs?" 

This format worked splendidly in the campaign. It exhibited the President's gift of empathy 
and his mastery of the issues. It served his purposes as a candidate. It does not serve his 
purposes as President, for two reasons. 

The first is that it reinforces the public mindset that dominated the 1970s and 1980s: "What 
have you done for me lately?" In a subtle way, it sends the message that the proper role of 
the public is to assert its rights and entitlements, and the proper role of government is to 
cater to them. The mood thus created is the very opposite of what the President wants to 
encourage, namely, a new focus on the need for reciprocity, responsibility and even sacrifice 
for the common good. It undercuts the President in ways that are bound to create 
disillusionment. 

The second - and more serious - flaw is that the format fails to engage the public in a 
genuine dialogue on how to solve problems rather than create new ones. The President says 
he wants people's ideas, but the format invites their de~ands, not their ideas. To solve this 
problem you need to set a specific agenda for the town meetings. For example, the President 
might say, "Here are three choices for reducing the deficit, with their pros and cons. What 
do you think?" Or, "Here are several choices for treating older patients with terminal cancer 
- which best combines compassion with common sense?" In our work at the Public Agenda 
and Kettering Foundation, we find that this format works wonderfully well. It elicits the 
public's thoughtfulness rather than its wish list; it makes people feel like citizens rather than 
subjects of a benevolent, but ineffective government. 

21 Holiday Point Road, Sherman, CT 06784 
Phone: (203) 355-9988 • Sec'y: (203) 869-2101 • Fax: (203) 350-5110 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

President Clinton 
David Mathews and Daniel Yankdovich 
February 1, 1993 
National Dialogues 

You have often stated that an objective of your Administration will be to reach 
out to people and seek to close the gap that separates the American public 
from its leadership. 

We represent two foundations whose main work in recent years has been 
dedicated to this task. Based on our experience, we have prepared for your 
consideration a plan for "National Dialogues" on urgent issues - in particular 
on rising health care costs. This issue re.quires a considerable measure of 
public consensus in order for a legislative plan to be implemented. You will 
recall that the Reagan Administration's Catastrophic Health Care Bill was 
recalled and defeated because of lack of public understanding and support. 

Ideally, the dialogue on health care can be the basis for a series of National 

Dialogues on those issues where the need exists to give voters the incentive 
and the understanding to judge hard choices and sacrifices. We believe that 

sustained public deliberation of such issues has to accompany political debate 
in Congress. 

We unhesitatingly recommend rising health care costs as the first issue for a 
National Dialogue for the following reasons: 

i. As you yourself have noted, unless health care costs are brought 
under control, your other priorities are in jeopardy. 

ii. Without active public support and understanding, you could end up 
with one half of your program (insurance coverage for those who 
now lack it), without the other half - reducing costs to defray the 
extra expense. Such a result would undermine your Administration's 
efforts to bring the federal budget deficit under control. 

6 East 39th Street, New York, New York 10016-0112 212· 686·6610 
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iii. At the present time, the public's sense of urgency about controlling rising health 

care costs is not matched by a readiness to accept change. To put it bluntly, the 

country is not ready for fundamental health care reform. Opinion polls that show 

high levels of public support for change arc misleading: they reflect the public's 

feeling of urgency rather than any realistic understanding and acceptance of 

change. In our experience, no gap between leaders and public has ever been as 

massive as the one that exists on this issue. Only a dialogue of the most serious 

and searching kind can narrow it. 

iv. Without a National Dialogue, or its equivalent, this issue can continue to fester 

unresolved as it has for the past twenty years, undermining other social and 

economic priorities. On the other hand, with the right kind of dialogue, we believe 

the country can be ready for significant change within a year. 

v. A National Dialogue will give people a "say" on an issue that will inevitably 

require sacrifice. Several centuries ago, the slogan of the people was "No taxation 

without representation." Today's slogan might be: "No sacrifice without a say." 

Our research suggests a surprisingly straightforward answer to the question of 

whether or not the public is willing to make sacrifices for the common good: 

when people feel excluded from decision making that affects their lives, they are 

not willing to make sacrifices. When they have a place at the table and feel that 

their viewpoint is being heeded, they take a far more responsible position. 

The material that follows gives you some background information about the experience of the 

two organiz.ations, and then outlines the National Dialogue concept. 

Background 

As you know, David Mathews, president of the Kettering Foundation, is a former Secretary 

of H.E.W. Kettering, as a research foundation, has designed the National Issues Forums 

(NIF), whose purpose is to stimulate serious public deliberation on the difficult choices that 

every policy issue - like health care - entails. These forums, sponsored by thousands of 

civic and educational institutions around the country, range from high school students, to 

middle class Americans from all regions of the nation, to prisoners behind bars. 
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At the forums, citizens of diverse backgrounds work their way from first opinions to more 

thoughtful and shared judgments. The forums are locally controlled and financed, 

demonstrating the hunger Americans have for democracy at the grass roots. 

As you know, too, Daniel Yankelovich has spent much of his career exploring and 

understanding public opinion on major issues. Dan is president of the Public Agenda 

Foundation. For the past 17 years, the Public Agenda has been devoted to enhancing public 

understanding of complex policy issues and providing the country's leaders with 

comprehensive, objective information about the public's views. Public Agenda works 

through "public choice campaigns" in partnership with local TV, newspapers, and 

community groups to stimulate balanced news coverage and local activities that involve 

citirens in making hard choices on issues such as education, welfare and taxes. Public 

Agenda also prepares the discussion guides on policy choices for The National Issues 

Forums. A recent book, The Health Care Crisis: Containing Costs, Expanding Coverage, is 
included here. 

For many years now, the two organizations have closely coordinated their work. Through 

their joint endeavors they have learned a great deal about what to do (and what not to do) to 

close the gap between leaders and public. 

Perhaps the main lesson learned is that the dominant model of public education is so deeply 

flawed that it accounts for a large part of the gap separating leadership from public. 

Nowhere is the gap wider and more dangerous than on health care, as reported in the 

enclosed publication, Faulty Diagnosis: Public Misconceptions About Health Care Refonn. 

Ironically the gap often widens when leaders try to "educate" the public. By "education," 

leaders usually mean a one-way communications effort to cause the public to arrive at 

conclusions the leaders hold. The irony here is that the leaders reach their own conclusions 

through a far different process than the one they prescribe for the public. 

One of America's most successful social inventions is its great variety of think tanks, 

conferences, workshops, assemblies, institutes, and councils where leaders and experts get 

together to deliberate and discuss vital issues. As veteran attendees of such groups, we are 

impressed with their ability to put partisanship aside, and to engage in serious dialogue in the 

interest of finding common ground. Certainly, your highly successful economic conference in 

December personified this approach; all of the attendees we personally know left the 

conference feeling good about it, and more importantly, left it with a new perspective. 
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All successful conferences have certain features in common: issues are carefully defined, a 

framework established, a wide variety of points of view expressed, there is a notable absence 

of manipulation, the opportunity exists to probe the full meaning of what the various 

speakers are seeking to convey, and above all, there is time to digest and to deliberate core 
ideas. 

On complex issues such as health care, it is not unusual for leaders to attend many such 

conferences over a period of months or years before they reach firm and thoughtful 

judgments. Yet, these same leaders will tum around and recommend a "public education" 

program featuring a few superficial ads, some articles and op-ed pieces in leading 

newspapers and magazines, and appearances on TV talk shows. These simple-minded PR 

conceptions are based on the erroneous assumption that people reach judgment mainly 
through passively absorbing information. 

In other words, for those who need it least - knowledgeable leaders and experts - the 

process of educating themselves on issues is active, lengthy, and conducted mainly though 

dialogue with those who hold diverse points of view. For those who need it most - the 

general public - the process is passive, brief, and conducted mainly through exposure to 

information or manipulation. Everyone knows the consequences: gridlock on issues that 

depend on public sacrifice and depth of understanding. 

We have developed a model of public education that eliminates this double standard. It sets 

forth the seven stages through which people move from superficial first opinions to firm and 

responsible judgments (Dan Yankelovich has applied this model to health care in a recent 

Fortune article which accompanies this memo). Stage Four - where people can get stuck for 

decades - relates to the failure of leadership to address people's emotional resistance. For 

example, one current proposal is to tax the public's health care benefits from employers 

above a certain minimum. This proposal is oblivious to the depth of the public's emotional 

resistance and is doomed to failure until and unless the resistance is confronted. (How to do 
this is too complex a subject to cover in this sketchy memo). 

Our model is still evolving: there is no easy way to engage several hundred million people in 

the kind of intimate dialogue possible among small numbers of participants. But it is far 

superior to existing models, and sounder in conception than Ross Perot's "electronic town 
meetings. " 
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Proposal 

The essence of the National Dialogue idea is a Presidential invitation to the citi7.enry to 
engage in a national discussion of one or two major issues each year, implemented through 

citizen forums in cities and towns throughout the nation. These discussions need to reach into 

every neighborhood and sector of our society. They need to highlight the valULS at the heart 
of every policy question, and the way issues affect people in every day life rather than the 
way experts frame issues. They need to enlarge the common ground citizens share with 
officials in government. They need to give the public the time and opportunity to confront 
the need for sacrifices and to work their way gradually from unrealistic thinking to 

responsible judgment. They need to make people realize just how difficult the choices are, 
giving the Administration the time and latitude it needs to act. 

The Principles 

Listed below are principles that, in our experience, are indispensable to success. 

• Extreme selectivity. The public cannot focus on a large number of issues 
simultaneously. The now classic expression of this principle was the sign over James 
Carville's desk ("The economy, stupid") noted by virtually every reporter in 

America. 

Being restricted to only one or two issues a year, the choice of subjects is critically 
important. We have already given the reasons why we recommend health care for 
priority attention. 

• Counterin& resistance. The information-driven model of public education badly 
underestimates the need to address peoples' emotional resistance to changes that 
require sacrifices. ("No say, no sacrifice"). Conventional "public education" places 
too much emphasis on rational reasons for sacrifice without recognizing the depth of 
people's wishful thinking and the length of time people need to wrestle with 
disagreeable tradeoffs. 
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• Couraae, not wonkisb in&enuity. Health care has received lavish attention from the 

nation•s most cogent policy analysts. The concept of "managed health care" is a 

bureaucratic masterpiece. But the public will not accept it until leaders first confront 

the public•s conviction that "waste and greed" are the primary forces driving health 

care costs skyward. 

Sooner or later this waste-and-greed factor will lead you to confront one or another 

powerful interest group - for example, the legal pressure that feeds defensive 

medicine, or insurance companies whose functions are not justified on economic 

grounds, or the drug companies or the hospitals. One key to the public•s willingness 

to change is a President's moral courage in standing up to one or another of these 

groups - just as Ronald Reagan stood up to the air controllers' union. This was 

perhaps the defining moment of his presidency. The timing is your call - as it was 

with Jesse Jackson and Sister Souljah in the 1992 campaign. The principle is critical. 

People may exaggerate the extent of waste and greed and underestimate other factors 

such as an aging population. But until the very real greed factor is confronted 

morally, people will resist clever reform proposals. 

• "Working through" the policy choices. In our model of public debate, coming to 

grips with choices in a rational way (Stage Five) can only take place once people's 

emotional resistance has been worked through. Then and only then does the 

"choicework" phase begin. Public Agenda and Kettering have developed a systematic 

approach to defining choices from the point of view of the public rather than within 

the expert' s framework, and have learned how to conduct citizen forums in a cost­
effective way with a minimum of wasted motion. 

Kettering has produced a series of video tapes (" A Public Voice") that samples the 

results of the forums. We are sending copies along with this memo. 

• Incentives to pay attention. People will only pay attention to complex issues if they 

have an incentive to do so. It need not be a big one. In Public Agenda' s "public 

choice" campaigns, people have an opportunity to .express their views on a 

community "ballot" after considering the various choices, and that is ample incentive 
(Condition Critical is enclosed). 
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A National Dialogue should give the public two incentives - a Presidential invitation 

to spend three or six months in debate, and a mechanism, electronic or otherwise, for 

people to register their choices at the conclusion of the Dialogue (and only at its 

conclusion). 

• Public involvement. Even in an age of mass media, there is no substitute for face-to­

face discussion. For people to feel included they must have the opportunity to meet 

and discuss issues in their own world - over dinner tables, in coffee factory breaks, 

in churches, at schools. The National Dialogues should embrace the thousands of 

town meeting groups that exist and also create new ones. 

Americans today hunger for community - a sense of being part of a larger whole 

rather than an isolated individual. The National Dialogue is an opportunity for people 

to participate not just in national policy making, but in community building. 

• The media. The work of the Public Agenda has demonstrated unmistakably that 

partnerships can be shaped between commercial media and leaders who wish to 

engage the public in dialogue. Such partnerships have been forged in many cities with 

commercial TV stations and leading newspapers (many of them working together for 

the first time). The integration of these existing "networks" - expanded with 

Presidential support and Forum-type meetings - provides a vehicle for direct public 

participation on a massive scale. 

In conclusion, we believe that as you address the health care issue as President, you need the 

American people to join you in facing it. People have to understand what you already know 

all too well - how truly difficult the issue is. With your leadership, they have to confront 

the critical value question: To what extent should health care be a citizen right? We do not 

think that instant polling or Ross Perot's type of electronic town meeting will help you do 

this. Neither provides the weeks and months of time voters need to weigh policy alternatives 

and their pros and cons carefully. Neither produces the deliberation and the overcoming of 

wishful thinking that is essential to sound public judgment. And on this issue, a collective 

national "knee jerk" would be fatal to our political health. So, we have outlined an 

alternative strategy for reaching and engaging the public. We recognize that we have only 

given you principles and not a concrete plan of action, but we are prepared to provide 

whatever assistance your staff needs in turning these principles into a workable program. 



POLITICS & POLICY 

Wrestling 
with 
complex 
issues 
requires 
getting in 
touch with 
one's 
deepest 
feelings. 

lO alx-ept l he consequeoces--indud­
ing the co~ts-of ch;,mglng lhc exisl­
ing syslem. ·n le health C'are issue 
h~1sn ·1 ye! r.:ar.:h.:d Stage 4 among th.: 
broad public. 

■ STAGE 5: WEIGHING THE CHOICES. 
I le.re the 1,ublic doe~ whm we call 
choice work: weighing !he pros ~ind 
cons or ahernati\'e..,.; for dealing with 
an i~:.uc. In pr11c1icc Srnges 4 and 5 
O\•crlap. with people th inking through 
how they feel at the S[Jme time that 
they continue to resist roming to 
gtips wilh the hal'd choices. 

Wn:.;1l ing wi1 h complex b-.ues­
abortion. the death penalty. immig.r a• 
tion. Ct:IIWbhip . t: fl\' irl,.lfUtlt:ll l.:11 prv­
tcction. homclcss:n~s. as well as 
heahh care- requires geu ing in 
hJui.:h with l)nc '~ d cc.:pc~t \'alut.'i, amJ 
often realizing that these may conflkt 
with one anothet' on a pa11icul:u­
questiun. People n~•lllrnJly resi.st hav­
ing h'> comprnmisc m abandon chcr­
i:-.hed vt1lue!l. 

St:1.ge 5 is h:mJ work. ~md work that 
the public must do for itself: thet'e are 
no:-.hnr1cu1s.. In c:1rlicrMagi.:-; l ht~ me­
dia and experts do most of th<.· work . 
The media :,,pecialize ill con:,,eious­
nes.-. r::1i-; ing. ;111d they do it wel l. 
lcadc-rs ~u1d experts formulate the 
polic)' d)Qicc:,,. nu, th.: public rnu,1 
invest the elTort to grasp the choices. 
u11dcrsta11d their eoo~quenccs. and 
wr.:1,tle with the t.:l)11tli i.:ts lJf v,1lucs 
these choices entail. 

V in uall)' oone. of the choices on 
hi.:alth care hav.: rn;uJc it 10 Stal.ft' S. 
Stretching a bit. one choke m~~• be 
edging into this stage for 011e group 
in the popul~1tion. O lder Amerii.::mi, 
arc j ust beginni ng to weigh the pros 
a11d con:- or the so-called heroic 
mc:;il)uri;:~ physicfons oficn take 10 
keep elderly people ali\'e for a few 
more day~. weeks.. or mClnth::.. lv1y 
fim1 '$ surV(;ys show th:11 ovi;:r I hi; 
past five yc-.ars the percentage of 
o lder .4. meric::1ns h :c-.ving <lo uhts 
;:ibout whe1hcr (IIJ}1hing (Ind (.'very· 
thi11g should be done on th is front 
for as J()ng 1\S possible has grown 
from 40% to ()4%. 

Stages 3. 4. and 5 can be gr ouped 
under the genera) heading '·worki ng 
1hrough, ·· ;;1 term borrowed from psy­
chology. I find it apt because it has 
several <.'()nnotatio n.s that " thinking 

through .. doesn't have. II encom­
passes thc..,ught bol ;ilSO feelings ~md 
ethical co11ocros. AJ1d it signifies the 
hard work of MruggJing with c.:h ;.-mgc. 

■ STAGE 6: TAKING A STANO INTEUEC­
TVAJJ.Y and STIIGE 7: MAKING A RE­
SPONSIBLE JUDGMENT MORA.UY AND 
EMOTIONAUY, Ai, the lWO st~1gcs of 
resolmion. the.sc c:an be considered 
1ogc1her. T hese st:1gci; are linked, hut 
different. People ar c quicker to ac· 
cert change in their miods than in 
their hc;;1r1s. rvtost Amcric~•ns, for c:<· 
ample. accept in theil' minds the idea 
of equal oppor1uni1y for minoritic.s in 
the workplace. bu t they havcn·1 quite 
taken the: fin;il critie:11 i,tt'p iowarJ a<.:­
ccpting it wholeheartedly. 

The s.ame is true for First A mend­
ment guarant.:cs of frc:cdorn of ex­
press.ion. In their minds. Americans 
supf>Orl frecdoin of eiprc.s:,,it)n unre­
servedly. n..:cognizin.g how cs:;c;:ntfol ii 
is to preser\'i ng America·s priceless 
herit t1ge of pt,l i1 ic:·11 freedom. Bui 1he 
reason that h1ws and courts ;,ue indis­
pensnble 10 First i\mendme,11 prn-
1cc1 ion i~ 1ha1 offcnsivi.: ~pecch, llag 
burning. ~md pornography create such 
iruense ernCltional ,ind mor:)i revul ­
-:ion 1ha1. in 1hc he.ii of 1hc 1110111en1. 
the- public can c~1sily disrtgard its in• 
tellecl u:ll <.'<1m1l'1i1rne111. l otellcctual 
resolution requires people to clarify 
fuziy thinkiog. t'econcilc ineonsis:1c11-
<,:ics. <:on-:ider rdevant fat! :,, mu.I nc:w 
realities. and grasp the full oonsc­
quences t)f choices. b notional tCSO· 
lu1ion require:, p(.'i,)plc lo c.:onfrunt 
their own ambi\'alcnt feelings. ~1c· 
00111inoda1e 1hcin.selves to u11wel­
<.-ome rc:ali1ic$. and l)Vcrn•mc an urge 
to pro<.·r~L~tinate. 

In ;ll'riving m moral resolution. 
pi;:ople's tirsl impulse is to pul their 
own needs and desires ahc.~ad of ethi· 
cal commitment::.. Ou1 01lce 1hey have 
l ime 10 retlcc1 on !heir choices. espe­
cially if the larger soci<.·ty provides 
11lt1ral support. 1he ethical dimension 
asserts itself, ::ind people Slniggle I<.• 
do the right thing. o ften su<X'Cssrully. 

N 
O FACET t1f the he,,lth 
car e issue has arrived at ei­
ther s1age of resolution. Dul 
polls suggest lh..11. tinder 1he 

impetus of a national debate. health 
C<trC will lll (.l\ 'C forward in virtually 
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every stage .. The public wi ll learn 
that more lhan \\caste ~u1d greed ar e 
i nvolved in driv ing cosls h ig her 
(S1agc I ). People's sens<; of urgency 
will grow Jess panick)' and ,no1·e 
tightly C()ncenl rate<l l)n <:lJntrolliug 
and reducing costs (Stage 2). Voters 
will focu::. particularlr on choice.s c n-
1ailing :1 h1rgi;:r role for gowrnmcnl 
(Stage 3). 

Resistance will grow a~ people 
learn more about the op tions and the 
e:<te11t to which each i1wolve.s h igher 
c<.,sls tind less choice for 1hc individ­
ual Resistance will focus particulafly 
on <.•plions requiring t mploye.:s to 
pay more. limiting 1cchnology. ra-
1ioning h.:alth tare:. aod othe,wii,e rc­
stric1ing chuice ancJ access (Stage 4). 

If the debate genuinely engages 
1hc vol crl>. thcn lhc: puhl ii.:, in Stage 5. 
s.hould be ready to consider on their 
mer its proposals for some degree t'> f 
fodcr:11 n;golation of cosll), for ex­
tending coverage to those who lack it. 
for c-urh ing htrClic mea:.ures in the 
last months of life. Even proposals 
fot modest tax increases may receive 
a fair hcari ni.!. 

A few choicesmav<.~vcn make their 
"'">' t<t Stage 6. l fth~ na1iom1I Jeh,i le 
i-: pn:.1<luc1 ive, Americ,:ms will sup• 
port- at least imcllcctu,dly- propos• 
als for <lra:,,t ieall)' r c<lueing th.: 
incentives for malpr~1cticc lawyers to 
<ltivc- up settlement costs. They will 
a)!',(> :,,uppv rt propo~al~ !hat t'mplm­
size prC\'Cntion and that gi"'e inccn-
1ives to individuals 10 take ,s.reatcr 
rc:,,pon:,,ih ility for their own health. 

11 is too mu<.·h. I suspect, to think 
that Americ.ans c.an reach Stage 7-
lhc puhl ic jutlgrncnl :,tage-t,HI :,udl a 
vexing issue in so short a time. But 
1here may he some pre l i mi nary 
movement tuw::1rd ii. I f so. it will take 
the form of an agonizing rethinking 
(If comple1e health care as an i,rnliell• 
:1blc right 

Pc.oplc s1ill .support this r ight un­
qualifiedly. without thinking 1hrough 
i1s implic::itil'l ll'i. Odd;;; tire 1ha1 many 
)'cars and many crises will have to p:•ss 
before the A merican publ ic: fully ,,c­
tepl~ 1he need to r ation. regulate. re­
form. and even rcvolulioni:t.e health 
eare in Ame.r ica so lh<H it prc;;;cive-. 
-:ome:,,.emhlanccof a right r:.1 ther than 
a consumer good. without bankrup1-
ing 1he nation. IJ 
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HOW PUBLIC OPINION 
REALLY WORKS 
The publ ic's th ink ing on issues progresses through seven predictable stages, the dean of American 

pollsters fi nds. Pol iticians make a big mistake just looking at raw numbers. ■ by Daniel Yankelovich 

Views 
evolve 
from the 
unstable 
andflip­
flopping 
to the 
mature 
aadlOld. 

S
OMET IM ES a 1ru1h i:,. :-.o 
simple and obvious th~tl it 
elude~ detec1 io11 fo ,• ~·ears. 
So it is \\>ith public opinion. 

We have gro\\ n so accustomed 10 sec~ 
ing puhlic opin i(m «1um11ificd in poll~ 
(771'.( s,~y th..::y support .. ,wtiom1I 
heahh ir1:,,ur.11K·c:· for example) that 
we m:1ke :;i11 unw i11ing-and. ;1-; ii hap­
peos. false- a:,,Sumption. W<: assumc­
th111 pohl ic opinic111 i :,, ,orne kind o f 
p h1;nomcnon like wrn d ,·e1<.,c i 1y. 
who:-.1.' va1iatimb e;ul bi.: measured. 
and thal the me:.-N1rcmen1 i:,, v;.1Jid. 

Public opinion 1s in foct less like :1 
p l1y:-.il'al pmn ::-., lhan a b iological 
lrne. evol\'ing in ::.cvi;:n stage-;, L:nh:S$ 
one l:11t),\'S opinion·s stage of devel • 
1,.1pmcnt 1.1n an i:-.,uc, 1x.1ll m1mhcr~ will 
usual ly mi::.k~td. A ny political lc~•dcr 
who really th inks 7Y} of H11er::. :-up­
por1 na1 iom1I hcal1h itNtrancc i:-. de­
luding him::.d f. A !lo I dcmonHr;,1t.; in 
my hool: Coming lo l'ul>lit· Judg,,u•nl. 
1)l1Cc nne -:cc, puhlic opinion in l hi:-: 
light. on-:: c,111 llt'H'r go bai::k 10 th1..· 
ol<l \\ i l)' or h)okiog at i1. 

P1.1hlic opin ion nn any i:-.,uc devcl• 
ops slowly c.w..:.·r ;;1 long pcrkl0-:11 
lca:,,l tcrl )Cars for a complex is.,u~. It 
i;:volves fmm in<:oherc nl gloh:. of 
op inion toward fu lly int egrated. 
thf•ughl fu l. mu.I t'l:lfl~ickrcd publ ic 
judgment. O n issui...._ in c;;1rly st,.1gcs of 
development. the quality of publ ic 
opin ion i.i> raw anJ unfm med. M ~1oy 
people cxpre~sstrong feelings. bul ve• 
hemcncc does not mean sett led views. 
Opinion:-. at thi:. :,,tag~ arc uns1ablc. 
llip-Oopping ~•t lhe 1,lig.htc:,I prov­
ocation. People have not chought 
1hrnugh the C1) 11sequcoces of 1heir 
vie~. Tl.ld:-iy,for cxamplc. mu~t o f 1hc 
public rcm;,1insmired in wishful think· 
i11g Cln protectiollisnl and health ca.re. 
RcrORl t:: JtAsSOCIATE J;,,,._,d Rn.full 

Dan Y,nk_.ovich has been charting American atthudet for three decades. 

rc~i-sting riny a11c mp1 to confront with 
rcal i:,,l i<.: information the co:-:1:. and 
Lr:1de•offs each entails. l'olitical can· 
<li<lates who act on the t'esuhs or opin­
ion polls o n 1hc::-:e hi.sue~ will soon fod 
the ground gi\'e way under their feet. 

A t 1he. opposite cod of 1he deve.l • 
opmcnlal spectrum arc i.1,l)UCl> on 
which public opinlon has had a 
drnoce rn mature. Whe11 public opin­
ion h:-t:-. progressed lhrough all :-.even 
Mages. its <1ualily is im pressive. Peo· 
pie's \'iews al'e solid aod Mable. oot 
mushy. l11ey hold l hcm com;is1cn1ly 

and coherently. tH:c..-cpting respon-:i­
hility for the tradc--o lfs involved. 

M any i:-~ues have r~ached this 
stage. but I want to cite one that. m~1y 
:,,c:t'm ::-.urpri~ing.. Mail)' policymakers 
fear thal !ht.: Amer i<.:an publii.:. undct 
pressure from the recent recession, i-. 
reverting to a p!'e- Wo rld Wat II for111 
<.1f i-:ol:.t1iu11il)m. Dul the: A merit.:an 
people have actu:.tlly thought through 
1he isolatio 11ism vs. intenw1ionalis1n 
is1:1uc. Having gone through all :,e-.c-n 
stages., thcy:igreewith those who urge 
1ha1 with the.end of 1he.Cold Wal'. the 
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n;.1tion <;;hould gin· gr..:.-~uer priority to 
ou r clo 1ncst ic n 1111.:c rn:-,-wi1houl . 
however. ahdicating our rcsponsihil• 
iI,• r,., lc:ukr of lhC fret.: world. 

· Unfortunately. opinion polhs as 
prbe11 1ly r~ported d11n'1 ind icate 
which !)l,~£'-' :l parti(.'ular i:-suc h,1:. 
re:1.::hed. I .t::;ukr:-. a11emp1ing lo cum­
munic:,tc with th._• putilic Mthou 1 thi,;; 
infonnatiou ri:-k g ricllud and fru:-,tr;_,. 
1ion, Whv'! lk<:<n,-.c to oommunic;.Hc 
wilh lhc.: populac:c • .t k :nlcr h:1:- to 
know whnc people arc <:oming from. 
wh{-rc the,· ,1::ind in lhcir thinkinf 
now. and ,~·h...-rc they :.,r._• hcad1:d, '°' 

I.Cl m~ il hhl1'ate th.: :-,even i,ltt~e, 
with ;_-t nitkal i~uc of the 1992 pr;')i• 
de,n ial c:unpaign: the ri, ing <.'°o:-,t of 
h-!11l1h rnrc. 

■ STACE 1: DAWNINCAWARENESS. I lerc 
JX'f.lpk' become aware of an issue or 
~,,ne ai,pcc.:t o f it. Budding awarcoe:-:. 
l~1unchc:-. the long ~ind ton uou, j m,r· 
ocy h)\, afd publ ic j udgmtnt. 

O n ht:;Jll h care ~• numhcr or m.;,­
::..,gc,;; h;wc reached Swgc I. A major• 
i1y M Ihc puhlic i:-, a,, arc thal hcahh 
c,m: co::.ts ~,re skvro<..·ketinc. llwl mil• 
lk1n:-of A 1nel'ica;)S h~l\"I! 110 he.1hh ill­
i,urnncc c1.,1, ,c ra:.!c. :-ind that th~ir l1,w1 
,·ovcracc b ~u ..... r i:.-k of lx·im:: lost l)r 
whi11 le(I a,,ay. The puhlic·; currclll 
,·icw i, 1 h~•t greed :111d wa::,lc MC :11 
fault lOO many p...-opk ,, ith their 
halld:. in the hc;1h h tare till. Evcrvone­
ha-. ~•n ~111c,·(11_11(' to te ll: 'I he ho~piwl 
that ch~u·gt"5- S-l0 fol' ~• S.l95 blHlk o r 
a,pirin. ll;c SI.0(111 -.1.1rge,1n\ fee for a 
ten-minute pro<:..:.-durc. lhc million,;; of 
Llulh1r:- th~1t ,1 id-. 10 lhc htuleh of n1~1l­
p ra1.:1 ice luw~•er-.. ~111d :,.c> on. 

t\t thi'- '-Wgc in lhc dcbah .. ' mo,1 
prop!...· ,c111ai11 largt.·ly wwwun.· of th.: 

more spcdfk dr i\·crs of rising health 
c;_1rc c,;o::,t:-,: ,uh·:.111w:-. in 1cd111ulo!t.:\'. 
1he high cos.I of caring for incrc<1~i~lg 
number.- nf d clt.:rly people and Al DS 
patients. and ri.sing:ldministrntive l.'X• 
pcn-.c:-.. among other-.. Nor i-. 1 lwn: 
much " '"aren...-ss or specific proposals 
hc ing lloa1cd 10 adclrc:-..-. the problem. 
P..:.-opk ghbly rder 10 the C:1nadian 
:-.plem hul duu ·1 know what ii i:-.. 

■ STACE 2: GREATER URGENCY. The 
:-Cl'Ond Stal?(.' i, a lllO\"I.' l'le\ OOd aw:,r\.'· 
uc,, to a .::.m,c (,f lH~t.•u~·v ahoul au 
i!)suc.·. H ... ·~•hh <.·arc h;.L, ... ml);.cd squ:,r._•. 
I)' in10 Ihis i,econd :.tag.::. The rcccs­
::.il)ll lws many people 1erri1led ;;1bou1 
joh secul'ity. :.ind much or this allxiety 
get, ch:mnclcc.l into wnrry :1h1Hl1 
h("alth <.'r,rc. ·1} pically someone \\ ill 
:-.:1y. ·· Jf 110:.1 my joh\\eCnuld manage 
lor a wh1k-. but wh;.11 lwppcn'- it' I ~ct 
:.iL·k and no lon~et h.i,..: ht:ahh in:-,ur­
ancc?" T hi..;, concern j..;, whv a1nw ,t 
fou, out of fivc A mericans {79' ;- ) bC'• 
Jic, c 1hc heahh , arc :-,y~lt.·m i, in cri­
sis. For now this scn"C o( urgt'n<..·y i" 
glubal :md diffu.:.c . T he dl"uniMuH 
::.cn1imc.:nt b a p~micky ;;1ppe;1l lO ··Do 
rometh illl?! .. 

T he:.c fir:.l " "o :-.tagc:. .ire p:.irb of 
a necesc!>:.irv ··<.·c.m~kHs!)nes::. rJbine ... 
The u:-1·,n . ·bo,·ro,H·d from 1hc wo7n­
en ':-, move ment. i-. :ipt fo r ,tet-(;r ihing 
how the publk learn!), :1bout ~10 i '.'IMH:, 

O oe t an he ;1wt1re of a prohl.::m \\ ith­
ou1 feeling i1 i-. imp1Jrt:.,n1 or 1h~1t 
~tm th int:: occd, to be don ... • abou1 it. 
.1.\ lihouih the heallh care i:-.:.uc ha:-. 
hccn kicldn,1? Mound for >('~lT~- l hc 
public':. C01b,1.'iOuSflC!)~ (') f ib impor­
tance :inti \tcli\t: rc:id inc:-.., h• do 
somc1hin2 ab<,ut it ha" r i,;;en onlv in 
the pal-I }:Car 01 !¾). • 

■ STACE 3, DISCOVER INC ll!ECHOICES. 
In lht: third ,1agc lhc publi<.· hq.:.in~ hJ 
focus on alternatives for deal in!! with 
issue:-.. The 1imingofS1ag.:: J varie:-,hy 
i:-...~uc. On :-l)llll.'. c.·hoiccs b,·cl>mc dear 
almo,1 immedit11dy. Bui on 11111:-,1 
th ... ·y do not. Som1.· 1s::.u ... ·s ('an f._•!)t...'r 
fnr vcan, hc::fore concrt:Lc. re~1, ihk 
ehoi~~s :1pp('ar. 

T he puhlic 1.'(mlc.·:-. hJ focu:. on 
chok ... ~s tha1 lc;idcr,; otlcr witlwot in• 
:-i.,tin£ upon .Jltcrn.iti\~:,, lu <.·on:-.idc1. 
Of1 ... ·n th ... ~ proffcn.:d op1ion:-. <lrc not 
1h~ h..:i,J chl1icc:-. and c.~c rrnin lv not I he 
only one:-.. S1agc 3 repn.:~..:01, prog· 
re:-..,. h<'t,, c,c,·. hecau:-c i1 hegin:- thr 
prorc::., of co,wcrting tht: 'j,uhlic':-. 
free-f!omiog coocern :1bou1 the need 
111 tin ,.omcl hing inlo pr<1p,1-.;·1I:. fnr 
~t('tion. 

I kalth care i:- a partieulady vivid 
C,'\;:implc of the d i~:.irderly manner hy 
,, hich the public OOfllt!) 10 roeu:- on 
choice:-.. Among le,u..lcr.-. ~111d c.:xpcrh 
hard I}' a da~• 1xL,;;scs \\ ithout a new 
idL·a for <.·oping "ith lhc i.:1 ii,i:-. But 
the publk· rc,m,in-. obliviou-. to n11.,:-,t 
ehoi-.:cs. 

F1.H1r choict::-. have hc~uu lo :-,wim 
into fo(.'US for the puhli(·. indk,uing. 
th...- i:.,ue·:-. p l'0!.!1'c:,,:,> 10 1he- 1hi1d s1agc 
of public opin;,n. T he lir, 1 r1,;lau:, lo 
malp raclic~: People are karn ing 
al->0111 the debate tf1 limi1 dam:1£:,C:-. in 
malp~t<.·1k·c sui1s. They ~lrc coming 10 
i,ec the link:- J)(' l\\ Cl!O multimillion­
dollar d:11rn1gc ..;,ettll:menl:-.. r i:.ing in­
sur:10t"'<" rat...'S for physicians. ,md the 
prc:-:.ure on doct<>t:-. tr, prae1 i<.x- dekn­
-.ivc (~md unnece-..,:irily c -.;pen:.ive) 
mc1.licinc. T lus undc,.._1.,ndin~ nc.111~ 
lit:-. tlu:ir p1't.· ... ·0 11ceptic,n.-. :1bcm1 i 1c.·cd 
:.1, 1he dri\er 11f Cl' '-'": Th.; kka 1h:1l 
ltt\\rcr, .ire e nriching thcmwh1.":- J I 

FROM PUBLIC OPINION TO PUBLIC JUDGMENT 

0 People begin 
to become 
aware of an 
issue. 

8 They develop 
a sense 
of urgency 
about it . 

€) They start 
to explore 
choic~s for 
deating with 
the issue. 

O Resistance to 
facing costs 
and trade-offs 
kicks in, 
producing 
wishful thinking. 

0 People weigh 
the pros and 
cons of 
alternatives. 

{)They take 
a stand 
intellectually. 

The first 
two stages 
are part 
ofa 
necessary 
"con­
sciousness 
raising." 

O They make a 
responsible 
judgment 
morally and 
emotionally. 
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Public c>pink>n on heaHh care b still in the early stages of dew-lopment, with people mwilling to face the hard ehok:es. 

~ 
Explor­
ing the 
choices 
depends 
in part 
onthe 
alterna­
tives that 
leaders 
offer up. 

the expense or 1hc sys1ein is inhcrcnlly 
cn.:<libJc. 

A second choice oominl? into focus is 
inccnti,c:. fo r preve111io1\. People ate 
aware of the benclils or not ::.m1.>kini. 
adop1ing more nutrilious di~ts. f.'Xc rd;. 
ing, :,ml reducing , trc:-..,. This dt)c:.n·1 
nK·~•n 1h~1l their bch~1vior h;,1s changed 
dra:-,1icallv. 11 docs me[1n th~1t thev are 
focusi.ng ~m pren:n1 iun as a choic~. 

For some !!roups of employe(·s the 
11,e 11f he-tilth maint.::oancc o,·ganiza. 
1ions (HMO,) ha,;; bcrnme ;, 1hird 
choice. Typical!) this choice ts t'or<'<'d 
hy employer:-.. The 8mwth or man­
aged hrahh ca,c plam i-: m~ll.:ing pre• 
paiJ ahc.·1 o;iti \'C-S h') fc-\.'-fo r-scrvicc 
hc;.1lth c~ire increa:-,inflv familiar to 
so inc Sl.;'gm..:.-nts o( 1hc ·1~pul:.uion. 

A fourlh d1uiC('. l\!°SS s harply fo• 
<..'UM:d, i._ the idea 1h;1t imlividu:il:-. 
,hould he-come more rn,;;1 con-;dou, 
and l>cgiu 10 hriug 1heil' \\Cll-hc.)ncd 
<..·omumcr ~kill, lO th.; purch:tM." of 
her1lth c.ll'e. It rare lyoccur'- IO people 
10 shop .icl iH"ly frir c.1uali1y and price 
in the h...:-,1hh cart: ;trcna: I he idea of 
e, aluatiog hospirnl,;; for d<.~l'thc H1r· 
gel)\ for example. i, ullfamiliar and 
confusinc. Still. 1 he idea I h:.11 one 
should ~7pproadl health t•,1rc :.is a 
krunvlt.:clgetthlt:. CO:-.t -(."'()f\:,,..CiOuS COJl· 
Stimer isgradu;.1lly c11ming in10 focu;;. 

■ STAGE 4: WISHFUL THINKING. T hi:-. is 
where the pl1hlic's rc-.i-.1:mct: to foe. 
ing trade-offs. kicks in. Mos.I of I he 

time on mo-.t i-.sue:.-. lhi: puhlic raise:-. 
a. banicad\.' or ,, isht'ul think ing tlwt 
mu~t Ix (J\.C:rc1.>m:: hefore pcopk 
come to gr ips whh issues rcali,tic~tll~'· 
In opiuil"m 1:,olls i1 is easy to get peo• 
pie to cxprcs::. t1ppn_1v,HI for :.11:o rnuC(I• 
pia of improved ,;;crviccs a nd even 10 
cl;,im Iha! lhey \\OUkl .tCCept modc:-t 
incrc:tses in 1~1xc~ for lhem. Bui ~::i" • 

ing this in a survey ,rnd ~1ccep1ing it in 
rc:1l i1v ::,r.; wllt)llv diffc ren1 m.111er,;. 

It ,; d iflk uh tO know whelher I h.; 
public·$ Iendency ttJ\\ard \\ ish fu l 
thinf.: inc. isstront?.crnowlh;\n in e:1rlier 
pel'iod~·of Amefk-,rn life. t suspc.·ct it 
i-.. The public", rituali:-tie i11e:,ntatio11 
o( ··wastc. fniud, ~•nd :;,hu:-.c" may he a 
r,11ion;.\li.tatio11 to ~1\0id 1he need to 
confront :-.otiew l p r,,hlt:m:-. e,•cn 
though it has grounding in n.::.lli1y. 

~fainly. though. the publl<.' erect, 
ii-. wi~hful- lhink ing h;1rr i.:a<lc to pul'• 
lie-policy proposals bc<..·au-.e people 
fod exdudt.'d from ckcisio11°nw kin2 
on nwttc r-: tht1I a ff~ct 1hc.·ir live:-.. JI i~ 
r, 1ruisn1 th~tt people a<..·t mo::.t re~p-..m· 
-,ibl}' ,,hen they are 1>crsooally en· 
ca.\!c.:d. To nn•k~ ,acrillcc, um:.rud~­
inil). peopk must undcnmm~I wl;y 
thc,c a re needed. :rnd 1he\' must ha, c 
"011lL: s;ly in !he 1ypi:,. r~,n;l._, a nd Ci'm• 

dition:-. o f s:.tn ificx• 1hc\' :m.: ~•~kcd 10 
m:1kc . . ;\ :-.ignitk~IIH pan of the pub 
lie·-. resi,omcc t-1 foc in,g reality rc­
lkcts the f)(.'T('Cpt ion 1ha1 a -..criol•" 
discc,nncct :-.epat,ues toda}' ·:- leaders 
from the \'<lier-.. 

POLITICS 

No issue ilhhtrnh;s 1hi.-. resbt:.mcc 
hen er than health CTtre. People start 
wi1h the ;.1.:,.-,umptio n thaI c.:omplt:1c 
health c,are is. a r ig lu. such that "'ev• 
cryone should h;;,vi.: the right to get 
1he he:-.t po:-:-.ihlecare ~,sgood ~1s the 
trc:itmi.:n1 ::, millio m1ir.:.:: eci:-.'\ 91<"(" 
:,greed to this propositK>n~in a H arri!) 
poll. T hey 1hink .. hei'1l1h in:-urance 
:.h,)uld p~1)' for r1ny treamu·nt that will 
save live!-. even if ii ,:osh $1 rni llion to 
:-me ~• life .. (7 1 ' ( ). Reinforcing thi, 
ou1look i::. .i g ro:,., mi:-.und<:~1an<ling 
of whc.) bears 11w costs, People as· 
::.umc.: lh:.-t l t ht:y pay dircc.·tly for 70(( 
10 ~O' ;- oflhcir health car(· in~\m.tni.:c, 
;1~ 1hey do for au1n insurance-. , >ihile 
in rcaiity the:~· p:1y ror only ;.1bout 20<1 
lo .mc>; . 

Th(! pre5cn1 oul louk, in ,um: Pen. 
pie fed a sense or urgt·nt·~• abou1 
ch~mging 1he hcal1 h c:,re l>}'~te,n hut 
h~1\'cn·1 even b Cl?\111 to «.rnfron1 rcal­
islically 1h~ hard choice:-. that need to 
be made. Unfortunately. polic;ymaJ..­
" 1':,, ,:ire l:.trgcly unaware of 1hc depth 
tm d inlcnsil) of th :: publiL.-:, l'c~i:,. 
1anC'C. for the simple rca,on I hat the 
hulk or it h;,s n~)I )'t.!'t made i1sclf 
fe lt- voters h~l\'e nol wt focu,cd on 
the hard choices.. · 

The :-,it ua1iou is; :1nalogous. to 
what happened in 19S8 lO lc~i~la• 
tion on c-arnstmphic health can.~ in• 
.sur~mcc for the dderlv. In Julv of 
that year. Congrc:.,s P:1~cd ;,1., bill 
pull ing. a $2.fKlO cnp on OUL•of.pock­
et co:;.1, for cat:1-.1rophic hcah h care 
in hos.pirnb. Legislators h;td b :.,dl~ 
mi,in1crpre1 cd puhlic opinion. The) 
h~,cl learned frnm pL•lling d:11<1 that 
two-t hi!'Ll !'I. o r older Americans 
(69(() were deeply <.'<11h:..:1 oed abm1t 
cmastrophk care ~rnd suppr•rtcd :i 

prn:1-rnm 10 addrc~ it. Hui l h(:~ 
went un 11.> infer 1h:i1 ulJi:r A111eri• 
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Chapter 1 

THE RULES OF PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT1 

by 

Daniel Yankelovich 
and John Immerwahr 

Even under ideal conditions, the relationship of the public to 

foreign policy is replete with difficulties. Compared to domestic 

issues, opinion polls show that average Americans know less about 

foreign policy, care less, are more volatile in their views, and 

base their attitudes more on slogan-like generalizations (e.g. no­

more-Vietnams) than on the specific merits of the issue. So, 

except when war threatens, the challenge of engaging the public in 

foreign policy is formidable. 

Today's conditions are far from ideal, and engaging the public 

is particularly daunting in the present post-cold war climate of 

opinion. As former Senator Mathias observed in a previous American 

Assembly volume, "The greatest problem that confronts American 

leadership with respect to future foreign policy is to achieve a 

new national .. consensus in the absence of a powerful threat." 2 

For the past two generations our nation's adversarial 

relationship with the Soviet Union has been the framework within 

which all foreign policy initiatives were evaluated. Absent that 

framework, it is difficult for the public to know what criteria to 

bring to bear in making foreign policy judgments. For forty years, 

leaders and public alike were prepared to go to great lengths to 

contain a menacing Soviet power; today there is no consensus that 
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the country should spend even a fraction of the "peace dividend" to 

ensure a peaceful, democratic Russia. 

Ever since the troubles of the economy have come to preoccupy 

the public mind, voters have pushed foreign policy issues to the 

rear of the national agenda. Although for much of the post-war 

period foreign policy ranked near the top of the public's concerns, 

the combination of mounting concern for domestic issues and the 

collapse of the Soviet Union has greatly reduced public interest in 

international problems. On the Gallup/USA Today index of fifteen 

issues for discussi on and debate in the 1992 Presidential campaign, 

national defense ranked fourteenth out of fifteenth, with only 43 

percent feeling that it was a "very important issue" (Gallup/USA 

Today, January 1992). When the goals of foreign policy are 

discussed, by two to one margins (62 percent to 31 percent), voters 

give greater priority to the pursuit of our economic interests than 

to more traditional political-military objectives. In brief, the 

gap between foreign policy leadership and the public--large under 

any circumstances--is particularly difficult to bridge under 

present conditions . 

Traditionally, leadership has managed this gap by limiting the 

influence of the public in the for.eign policy arena. Most foreign 

policy initiatives are taken without much public consultation . 

Even on issues that involve putting U.S . troops in harm's way, such 

as in Somalia, leadership sometimes does not bother to consult or 

inform the public until after the fact. 

2 
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Increasingly, however, despite its l ow level of interest in 

foreign affairs, the public insists upon being in the loop, 

especially when sacrifice and hard choices are involved. The 

public has come to feel that foreign policy competes with domestic 

problems for attention and resources. As a result, the public is 

no longer prepared to delegate critical foreign policy decisions 

to the judgment of experts; there is a concern that foreign policy 

leaders will distract the country from more pressing domestic 

issues . As the nation struggles to find solutions to both its 

domestic and foreign problems, leaders can expect a new 

aggressiveness and insistence on the part of the public that it be 

directly engaged in shaping the new post-cold war foreign policy. 

Here we bump up against an unexpected obstacle. In the past, 

foreign policy leaders may have been reluctant to go to the trouble 

of engaging the public in complex foreign policy issues. But they 

never doubted their ability to do so . Yet the sad truth is that 

the foreign policy community has little or no idea how to go about 

engaging the public under these new post-cold war conditions. 

£elling the Public 

What foreign policy leaders db understand is the conventional 

top- down method for winning public support. In this approach, 

leaders first get together and hammer out policy positions among 

themselves. This process, which might take months or even years on 

complex policies, is often characterized by extensive, open, and 
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thoughtful debate. But once a position is reached, the process of 

winning public support for it is usually far less thoughtful and 

open . It then becomes largely a matter of selling the public on 

decisions that leaders already have made . 

The t echniques for selling the public are familiar. Leaders 

make speeches, brief reporters , write op- ed pieces, and appear on 

talk shows to convey their thinking and to share a tiny fraction of 

their knowledge with the public . In effect, leaders present a 

simplified version of a lawyer's brief t o the public , justifying 

their policy recommendations in a one- way process of communication . 

Let us hasten to add that the top- down method is quite 

appropriate for many issues . It works well when public interest 

and concern are low, either because the issue is highly technical 

or because it does not touch people's lives directly. The decision 

of the National Air and Space Administration (NASA) to implement 

the shuttle program, for example, was intensely debated within the 

expert community but, appropriately, most of the public discussion 

was focused on selling the program to the public. The traditional 

method also works well on issues where n o special sacrifices or 

actions are demanded of the public. Many foreign policy decisions 

have no immediate impact on the pul;,lic. There is no special reason 

to engage the public in a lengthy debate about our policy toward 

Namibia, for example. Finally, this process works well when the 

goals of the policy are widely shared by the public and the 

leadership community as in the cold war era . 

4 
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But the conventional top- down approach is surprisingly 

ineffective for other issues. It does not work well when the 

public has a real stake in the issue, such as militar y i ntervention 

in Bosnia or the North American Free Tr ade Agr eement (NAFTA). It 

does not work well when t he publ ic does not share the l eadersh ip ' s 

assumptions and priorities. It is especially ineffective on issues 

where demands will be made on the public, and wher e t h e public is 

expected to accept sacrifices . As a growing number of observers 

have noted, the top-down approach has not even worked well for 

domestic policies; it is hardly likely to do much better for 

foreign policy. 

The Need for a New Approach 

So we are confronted with a prickly dilemma: foreign policy 

issues have grown more elusive and less clear- cut. The public is 

eager to focus on urgent domestic concerns but is unwilling to 

delegate the shaping of foreign policy to experts who might give 

foreign policy too large a share of the resources needed to fix our 

domestic problems . Foreign policy leaders are (more or less) 

wil l ing to engage the public to win its support, but don't know how 

to do so, and, worst yet, don ' t ka ow that they don ' t know. 

What is needed, then, is a new method for winning public 

support for vital foreign policy initiatives, t o substitute, where 

appropriate, for the more familiar and traditional approach. Let 

5 
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us call this new method "engaging the public," to distinguish it 

from the top- down approach. 

Engaging the public differs from top- down communication in a 

number of ways. Instead of seeking to persuade the public to buy 

into policy positions that leaders and experts have pre-packaged, 

the public is drawn more directly into the process of deliberation. 

Instead of one- way communication, there is dialogue between public 

and leaders. Instead of a public relations campaign, a more 

complex process of debate, discussion, and interaction between 

public and leaders is instituted . 

Engaging the public is more difficult than persuasion or 

information sharing . It demands more time and energy from leaders, 

and greater sensitivity to the nuances of the public ' s thinking. 

The difficulty should not be minimized. The price of winning 

public support for issues that require this approach is the 

adoption of a new set of rules for public engagement in foreign 

policy issues . These rules of engagement are the principal subject 

of this chapter . 

The Stages of Public Opinion 

The key differences betwean top- down communication and 

engaging the public reflect radically different theories of h ow 

public opinion actually works, theories that are almost never made 

explicit. It is only when we clarify the difference between two 
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implicit theories of public opinion that a workable strategy for 

engaging the public becomes clear. 

The top-down approach is based on the theory that public 

opinion is driven by information and persuasion. In this view, 

what prevents people from supporting a position is that they do not 

understand the issues. The appropriate role of leadership would 

appear obvious: leaders inform the public about the issues and 

present a cogent case for a policy solution. The theory leads to 

this three-step model schematized on Chart 1. 

Chart 1 

TOP-DOWN 
COMMUNICATION MODEL 

Formulate New Policy 

' Information/Persuasion 

' Action 

On the face of it, this approach makes sense. Since leaders 

have much more information than the public, it is up to them to 

impart some of their information persuasively. Once the leader's 

arguments are absorbed, the public is expected to reach the same 

conclusion as the leadership. 
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The engagement approach is based on a more complex model of 

how public opinion works. Over the last several decades, together 

with colleagues at the Public Agenda Foundation (in collaboration 

with the Charles F. Kettering Foundation), we have been studying 

how public opinion develops on a series of policy issues, domestic 

and f oreign. What we have learned is that public opinion moves 

through a multi-stage journey, starting from ignorant, volatile, 

impulsive, initial responses to issues (which we call ''raw 

opinion") to firm, thoughtful, and responsible judgments (which we 

cal 1 "public judgment 11
) • 3 At certain stages the public does 

assimilate information, but the information component is often of 

secondary importance, as compared to cultural values and moral 

convictions. The main stages of the journey from raw opinion to 

public judgment primarily involve reconciling conflicting values 

and overcoming emotional resistances--a process in which 

information plays a relatively minor role. 

Sending foreign aid to the Russians, intervening militarily in 

Bosnia, lifting the ban on gays in the military, endorsing the 

export of jobs t o Mexico, putting American troops under United 

Nations command, encouraging Japanese investment in American 

businesses--these are matters ofi deep concern that engage our 

prejudices, emotions, and values, as well as our minds. In the 

end, these kinds of policies cannot be effectively sold to the 

public in the traditional top-down manner. 

8 
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Instead of seeking to inform and persuade, leaders need to 

stimulate people to be more thoughtful, to confront their own 

prejudices and resistances, to embrace long-term goals as opposed 

to the impulses of the moment, to weigh the pros and cons of policy 

choices seriously and responsibly. Average Americans are as 

capable of carrying out this difficult chore of citizenship as 

their leaders--if we cast the issues in their framework (not that 

of the experts ) and if they are given the time, necessary 

incentives, and communicative leadership. 

Those leaders who are willing to go to the trouble of winning 

public commitment to ensure that people will stick with a policy 

even when the going gets tough need to ground themselves in a 

better understanding of how public opinion works when peoples' 

feelings, prejudices , and moral values are engaged. In the balance 

of this chapter, we will set forth the various stages through which 

public opinion evolves and suggest what rules of engagement are 

appropriate at each stage. 

Analysis of the public's response to hundreds of issues shows 

that the public moves through seven distinct stages in the journey 

from raw opinion to public judgment . These stages may sometimes 

overlap, but they warrant being distinguished her e for a very 

practical reason : the rules for engaging the public are different 

at every stage. Leaders trip over themselves and defeat their own 

purposes when they take actions inappropriate for the stage the 

public has reached . The seven stages are schematized in Chart 2. 
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In what follows, then, we describe the seven stages of public 

opinion, and the rules of engagement appropriate to each. 

CHART 2 

ENGAGEMENT 

I OOEL I 7. 
Full 
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THE SEVEN- STAGE JOURNEY FROM RAW OPINION TO PUBLIC JUDGMENT 

STAGE ONE : DAWNING AWARENESS 

The first stage of what we call the long journey to public 

judgment is the public's growing awareness that a problem is 

developing. What drives public awareness is a combination of events 

reported by the medi a, plus people ' s own responsiveness to the 

world around them. While this stage of the journey is somewhat 

more obvious than later stages, it is an essential point of 

departure for the journey . Unless people are aware of issues, they 

certainly are not going to make any hard choices associated with 

resolving them. 
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The methods for creating public awareness at this initial 

stage of the journey are identical for both the top- down and 

engagement approaches. In both, it is the job of experts and the 

media to sound the "wake-up" call. Leaders traditionally have 

understood this as an important part of their role. Since this 

stage of the journey is well understood, it is not surprising that 

our culture has developed highly effective means for calling 

people ' s attention to an issue. Indeed, this stage calls for 

precisely the kind of one-way communication {with an active 

leadership and a passive public) that leaders are most comfortable 

with. It is only when we get into the later stages that new and 

less familiar communication approaches are called for. 

Examples: Competitiveness and Developments in the Former soviet 
Union 

An excellent example of an issue that has grown gradually in 

public awareness is the competitiveness problem. One indicator is 

awareness of the trade deficit. In 1977, only a bare majority {53 

percent) was aware of the trade deficit (Roper, September-October, 

1977) . But as the trade deficit grew, as more and more attention 

was directed t oward it by the medi.a, and as people experienced the 

impact of stagnant economic growth on their own lives, 

consciousness of America's competitiveness problem grew 

accordingly . By the mid- 1980s, awareness of the trade deficit had 

reached the 75 percent level, and by the end of the decade 
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awareness exceeded 80 percent (Los Angeles Times, 1985; 

Gallup/Times Mirror, January- February 1989). By now, awar eness and 

concern about the competitiveness crisis is nearly universal. One 

survey found that 84 percent of the population reports that they 

"really get upset" about America's falling behind other countries 

economically (Analysis Group, February 1990) . 

Turning to another theme of this book--the future of the 

former Soviet Union--we can see that leaders have led a large 

majority of the public to at least this first stage of awareness. 

Sixty percent of the public says that it has been following 

political developments in the former Soviet Union (CBS News/New 

York Times, March 1993) . 

It is important to note that the growth of public awareness on 

issues is not always automatic; there have been spectacular 

examples where important issues failed to capture public attention . 

The key factor here is almost always the role of the press. (As 

political scientist Bernard Cohen observed a n umber of years ago, 

"The press may not be successful much of the time in telling people 

what to think, but it is stunningly successful in telling its 

readers what to think about. 11 4 ) When the media falls down on its 

job of bringing an issue to the a ttention of the public, public 

awareness is inevitably stalled. The savings and loan (S &L) 

crisis, for example, developed gradually and was well known to many 

in the banking community, but the media paid relatively little 

12 
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attention to it until the problem reached an advanced state . Had 

the media been more alert, taxpayers might have been saved hundreds 

of billions of dollars . 

STAGE TWO : A GROWING SENSE OF URGENCY 

To gain public support for a solution, it is not enough for 

people just to be aware of a problem. Before beginning the hard 

work of deliberating about it, people must be convinced that an 

issue has some urgency. They must believe that unless something is 

done about the problem soon, the consequences will be dire. 

The shift from awareness to urgency is rarely automatic. The 

public can be aware of a serious problem for years without 

assigning a great deal of urgency to it. For example, people have 

been aware of many environmental threats for decades without 

developing a sense of urgency. People were aware of rising health 

care costs and the growth of the federal budget deficit for many 

years before concluding that action was urgently needed. 

Example: Aiding Russia 

A good example of awareness without urgency in foreign policy 

is the issue of giving aid to Russia . 

nation's leadership has been concerned 

For several years, the 

about the dangers of 

potential instability in the former Soviet Union. As we have seen, 

leadership has succeeded in making people aware of the issue. But 

13 
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attempts to give the issue of aid to Russia some real urgency for 

the public have so far been less successful. 

survey results show that people are well aware of potential 

problems in Russia: 

• 79 percent express some degree of concern that if the former 

Soviet Union does not receive enough help from us, their 

nuclear weapons and technology will spread to other countries, 

and an equal number is concerned that if the former Soviet 

Union does not receive enough help there will be serious food 

shortages there (Gallup, April 1992). 

• 67 percent express some concern that if the former Soviet 

Union does not r eceive enough aid from us, an unfriendly 

government may seize power there (Gallup, April 1992) . 

These concerns would suggest a certain amount of urgency 

regarding the need to help Russia. But despite that, there is 

little support for actually doing much more to help. The vast 

majority of the public (75 percent) thinks that we are alr eady 

helping Russia to move toward capitalism and democracy (Gallup , 

March 1993) . Fifty- four percent oppose giving more aid to encourage 

Russia to adopt a democratic government and a market economy; only 

38 percent favor doing this (Yankelovich Partners/Time/CNN March 

1993) . 

This example shows that the public is able to play back 

concerns expressed by foreign policy experts but obviously does not 

give them the same weight . Although these worries may be urgent 
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for leaders, for the public they remain low- level concerns. They 

lack urgency because the possible dire consequences that are 

required to give an issue real urgency remain remote and 

theoretical, rather than real and pressing . Soviet nuclear 

technology does not seem to be spreading, and places like Iraq seem 

to get what they need from other sources. While people may be 

waiting in longer lines than ever in Russia, the public is not 

deluged with daily pictures of starving stick- figure babies (as 

they see in the coverage from Africa). 

In fact, for the vast majority of people, the real danger is 

that we will give so much aid to Russia that we will not have 

enough left for our own domestic needs. Three-quarters of the 

public says that what concerns them is that the United States will 

give too much financial aid to the former Soviet republics when we 

badly need it here at home; only 15 percent say that they are 

concerned that we may not provide enough aid (Los Angeles Times, 

January 1992). The dire consequence that people worry most about, 

in other words, is that the United States might sacrifice its own 

wellbeing for the Russians. 

Focus group respondents express, for example, fear that if we 

help the Russian economy, the res~lt will be a loss of U.S. jobs . 

People are worried that goods produced by low- wage workers in the 

former Soviet republics will undercut U. s. products. For many 

people, the idea of helping the Soviet Union evokes memories of 
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helping other former enemies such as Japan and Germany, countries 

that are now seen as taking away American jobs . 

Rules of Engagement 

At t his stage, the top- down and the engagement approaches 

begin t o diverge from one another . Leaders often assume that if 

the public does not see the u r gency of a p r oblem , i t is because 

people do not have enough information about it . But, as we see 

from the example above, people are aware of at l east some of the 

consequences of failing to come to Russia ' s aid, and they still are 

not convinced of its urgency or even its desirability . 

How should leaders go about the task of imparting a sense of 

urgency to the public on issues such as this one? We propose that 

l eaders keep in mind two rules of engagement . There is no 

guarantee that these will work every time; even under the best of 

circumstances, the public may simply not share leadership ' s 

priorities. But following these two rules will give leaders a much 

better chance than will the top- down approach. 

1. Identify the reasons for the urgency gap . There are many 

possible reasons why, on any particular issue, the public may not 

share leadership's sense of urgQJlcy . One reason is different 

priorities . With respect to aid to Russia , for example, the 

foreign policy community is still mainly focused on the military 

and political aspects of foreign policy while the public is much 

more concerned with its economic aspects. 
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emphasis is not surprising. It is difficult for the foreign policy 

community to shed habits of thought ingrained over several 

generations. The reality is that the public has probably made the 

transition from the cold war era faster than the experts have. In 

any event, the two groups--the experts and the publ ic--are in 

different stages of the transition, and consequently do not see 

things in the same light. 

Another reason the public may not share the experts' sense of 

urgency is that the threat may be too abstract and, therefore, not 

real enough to rouse people to action. For decades people felt no 

urgency about rising health care costs, because the costs were paid 

by others through the third-party payment system. It was only when 

the problem grew so serious that employers were demanding higher 

co-payments for fewer services that people demanded action. 

A third reason for the urgency gap is more subtle. Most 

people feel excluded from foreign policy decisions. Looking in 

from the outside, they adopt the stance of critics rather than 

participants. The attitude is, "It is their problem, not our 

problem." When people feel excluded, it is not easy to stir up 

feelings of urgency. 

These are only a few of the causes of an urgency gap, but 

perhaps they are enough to indicate why it is imprudent for foreign 

policy leaders to guess at the public's frame of mind. The 

likelihood is that the guess will be wrong, since the public and 

the foreign policy community rarely think alike. 
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variety of research techniques available f or revealing the public's 

mindset, but policy makers should be wary about relying on 

"quickie" media-sponsored polls. They are rarely subtle enough t o 

dig beneath the surface, nor are they usually concerned with the 

reasons that urgency may be lacking. 

2. stimulate grass-roots demand for action. Ideally the demand for 

action should well up from below rather than be imposed from above. 

When the demand for action does come from the public, people feel 

ownership in the issue and engage it as participants rather than as 

critics . 

What would make aid to Russia assume greater urgency for the 

public? The best solution would be for leaders to credibly attack 

the public's zero-sum assumption: "aid helps them, hurts us." This 

assumption may be unfounded but it has t o be understood and 

r esponded to sympathetically, even to the point of acknowledging 

that, at first glance, it seems plausible . The argument that we 

might, putatively, save defense dollars in the future will not be 

persuasive. The case can be made persuasive if the policy itself 

can be broadened so that it results in direct economic benefit to 

the United States. Could Russian oil make us less dependent on the 

Middle East? Could American jobs be created in helping Russia to 

build a new infrastructure? Could access to vast new markets help 

to simulate our own economy, as happened in Western Europe after 

the war? A positive answer to these questions could transform what 
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appears in the mind of the public to be a zero-sum strategy into a 

win-win strategy. 

In brief, if the policy context of aid to Russia were shifted 

from a military-political one to an economic one, and if this shift 

were both real and credible (and not merely spin control), then 

thoughtful segments of the public would begin to demand action 

rather than brush it aside as a deflection from the nation's real 

priorities. 

STAGE THREE: FIRST RESPONSE TO SOLUTIONS 

As an issue becomes more urgent, there is a growing desire f or 

action. At this stage , people start to look for solutions. In 

some cases ideas for solutions rise up from the grass roots, such 

as the nuclear freeze movement of the 1970s. But typically 

solutions are shaped and presented by leadership. 

What is characteristic of this stage is that people are often 

groping for an answer to a problem they have only just begun to 

take seriously, and which at the same time causes them acute 

anxiety. Not surprisingly, they may overreact to proposals even 

though they may not have thought through the complexities of the 

issue and the consequences of the.i.r views. As a result, at this 

stage of public opinion development, people's responses are usually 

unstable and given to rapid fluctuation. 

What makes both this stage and the following one difficult to 

grasp is that the public's decision- making process diverges from 
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the more systematic process that leaders adhere to in their formal 

analysis of issues . When leaders in the military, government, 

business, or think tanks deal with a problem formally, they follow 

a systematic approach that starts with the analysis of a problem 

and concludes with the development of an array of options for 

dealing with it. 

In the hurly- burly of political life, however, decision making 

is far different. It is much less systematic, and much more based 

on trial and error. Culturally, Americans react to a problem by 

moving quickly to action, giving short shrift to lengthy and 

laborious analysis. The tendency is to leap to solutions without 

pausing to formulate alternatives and without deliberating on which 

solution would be optimal. Instead, people consider one solution at 

a time, and move on to alternatives only when serious doubts about 

it develop. This may not be the ideal way to approach a problem, 

but research shows that it is the way the American political 

process actually works. It also helps us understand how Americans 

react to possible solutions when they first encounter them. 

Example: NAFTA 

One example of this trial-and-error style of thinking is the 

public ' s reaction to NAFTA. People have a sense of urgency about 

both the problem of immigration and the potential threat to 

American jobs. As leaders tossed out ideas about how to deal with 
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this issue, the public initially reacted dogmatically, eagerly 

seeking a solution to the problem. 

The early reactions to a North American free trade agreement 

thus tended to more emphatic than what developed later. 

• A March 1991 question found that an overwhelming majority (72 

percent) thought that a North American free trade agreement 

would be good for this country (Gallup, March 1991). 

• In more recent surveys, however, people are saying that they 

have not heard enough about the agreement--49 percent 

felt this way in early 1993 (ABC News/Washington Post, 

March 1991). 

In other words, people seemed surer of their position in 1991 

before they had really had a chance to think about the subject. 

Two years later, in 1993, after the issue had been ventilated in 

the 1992 Presidential election, we found people saying that they 

have not heard enough about it. Rather than starting with a need 

for more information and gradually moving toward a solution, people 

sometimes start with the solution, and only later come to realize 

that they need more thinking and information about the problem. 

RuLes of Engagement 

An understanding of how public opinion works at this stage 

suggests a number of implications for communication with the 

public. 
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1. Assume that poll results about solutions are soft. 

this stage that public opinion polls are most 

It is at 

liable to 

misinterpretation. Policy makers need to learn, therefore, to 

interpret the findings for what they are: initial reactions rather 

than either final support or ultimate rejection. 

When people are first reacting to a solution, their opinions 

are highly unstable, and poll results can shift dramatically based 

on small changes in the wording or order of questions. In some of 

the early opinion polls on NAFTA, for example, support for the 

agreement could change by large margins based on small changes in 

question wording. The reason for this is clear: sometimes people 

are saying yes to a solution when all they really mean is that they 

want someone to deal with the problem; they are not yet focusing on 

the details of that particular solution. At other times, the 

public reacts violently against a proposal, because it has not yet 

realized the unattractive implications of that proposal may be 

necessary . In both cases, what it is registering is an initial 

reaction, rather than a firm public judgment one way or the other. 

The danger is that policy makers will over-react in two 

different ways. If the public opinion survey results show that the 

public opposes a promising solution, policy makers may throw up 

their hands in disgust, and assume that the public is complet ely 

hopeless (rather than working to facilitate the public's movement 

through this stage). In other cases, leaders make the opposite 

mistake: they seize upon the favorable early opinion polls as a 
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mandate and rush ahead, only to find that public suppor t evaporates 

when the implications of the choices become clearer. 

2. Use polic y proposals as "trial balloons ." Leaders can also 

accelerate the public's journey to sound judgment through the use 

of trial balloons. If leaders know that a policy will encounter 

serious public resistance, for example, military intervention in 

Bosnia, the sooner the resistance can be brought into the open, the 

sooner it can be confronted and dealt with. This is the subject of 

stage four, which follows below. 

STAGE FOUR: RESISTANCE 

When people start to consider new policies seriously (rather 

than merely as " trial balloons" as in the previous stage), the 

journey to public judgment hits its first real bump in the road. 

Any serious foreign policy initiative is bound to meet resistance. 

The question is, how serious is it, and how can it be countered . 

Sometimes the resistance is mild; other times it is fierce and 

unyielding. The key point to keep in mind is that resistance 

always indicates strong feelings. People don ' t resist a new 

proposal because they don ' t have the facts. They resist either 

because the proposal is seen to conflict with cherished values and 

beliefs, or because it seems to collide with their interests 

(raising their taxes, threatening their jobs, causing them 

inconvenience). These perceptions may be erroneous or exaggerated. 

If so, factual information can help to dispel the misconceptions. 
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But when strong feelings are involved , simply giving people the 

facts can be an ineffective and alienat ing t act ic f or t hose whose 

feelings are being ignored. 

During t he presidential campaign of 1992 , for example, the re 

was some discussion about lifting the ban on gays i n the mi l itary. 

But it wasn ' t until after the election, when the p r oposal to lift 

the ban began to loom as a r eal possibility , that serious 

resistance started to emerge; only then did the conflict come t o 

the surface . on the one hand, there is in the culture a general 

movement toward acceptance of alternative life styles. Majorities 

of the public are comfortable, for example , with the idea of a gay 

person serving in the president ' s cabinet (Gallup, June 1992) . 

(Indeed, only a minority of the public says that being gay would 

disqualify someone as a presidential candidate.) But , on the other 

hand, many people still harbor a deep- seated emotional antipathy 

toward homosexuality and a lingering conviction that it violates 

moral values. Their emotional resistance is triggered when they 

imagine themselves sharing close quarters with a gay or lesbian 

person. When the proposal to lift the ban on gays in the military 

is taken seriously, it causes these conflicts to come to the 

surface . 

In politics, we are most familiar with conflicts between 

groups of people, such as the bitter and irreconcilable conflict 

between pro- choice and pro- life groups on the abortion issue. But 

most conflicts regarding public policy issues take place within the 
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individual psyche. Most of the time, these conflicts lie dormant 

until events force them to surface. (For example, in good economic 

times an individual might support both affirmative action fil).g a 

seniority system; economic cutbacks cause a conflict between these 

values as society makes hard choices about who will be laid off 

first.) 

People find it difficult enough to deal with emotional 

conflict in their personal lives. When it comes to public policy, 

they are usually under less pressure to resolve the conflict. If 

they can avoid doing so, they will. 

Examole: United States as the World's Policeman 

One good example of inner conflict is the public's view of 

the proper role of the United States in world affairs. On the one 

hand, people say that they want the United States to assume a lower 

profile in world affairs, but on the other hand, they are not quite 

ready to relinquish or share American power with our allies or with 

international organizations such as the UN. What is at stake here 

are two conflicting value systems that people wish to embrace 

simultaneously. on the one hand, voters want to focus on the 

domestic economy and limit our copitments abroad. At the same 

time, the appeal of a special leadership role in world affairs-­

moral, political, military- - is deeply embedded in our national 

identity. There is a deep suspicion of our allies and a sense 
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that, when the chips are down, the United States must ultimately 

act on its own. 

Survey findings document this conflict. Some of the most 

interesting findings surround the concept of the United States as 

the world's policeman. Only a small minority of Americans ( 21 

percent) endorses this concept in principle, while 75 percent 

oppose it (Yankelovich, Clancy Shulman/Time/CNN, March 1991). 

On specific issues, however, there is strong support for the 

United States playing the role of world policeman. Some examples: 

• Eighty percent support U.S. air strikes inside Iraq, because 

of Saddam Hussein's violations of UN resolutions (Harris, 

January 1993). Nearly six out of ten (59 percent) think that 

we should continue military actions until Saddam Hussein is 

removed from power (Gallup, January 1993). 

• Fifty- seven percent say they favor using U.S. ground forces t o 

restore peace and humanitarian aid in Bosnia (Gallup/Newsweek , 

January 1993), and 54 percent say they think the United States 

has an obligation to use military force in Bosnia if there is 

no other way to get humanitarian aid to civilians and prevent 

atrocities (Los Angeles Times, August 1992). 

• As many as 70 percent support the general principle that "the 

U.S. and the United Nations should take clear actions" to stop 

all sorts of human rights violations against dictators such as 

General Rodriguez in Paraguay (Market Strategies/Americans 

Talk Security, November 1991). 
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The conflict crystallizes when people are asked about 

relations between the United States, the UN, and our traditional 

allies . One side of the public ' s thinking resonates with the idea 

that the United States should not attempt to "go it alone" in 

foreign policy : 

• Eighty- seven percent believe that the United States should 

commit its troops only as part of a UN operation (Gallup, 

December 1992). 

• Seventy-three percent believe that the United States should 

commit troops only in concert with allies (Gallup, December 

1992) . 

But when people are asked questions that evoke the other side of 

the conflict (namely that the United States must stand up for its 

own interests), large majorities support the notion of unilateral 

U.S. action. For example, almost two-thirds of the public ( 63 

percent) believe that the United States should be willing to commit 

troops on its own in some cases (Gallup, December, 1992) . 

When both values are directly pitted against each other, the 

result is a kind of stalemate, as we can see in the following 

question : 

Now that the Soviet Union no longer exists, do you think the 

United States should share world power with other nations, or 

should we use our power to ensure that no other nation can 

challenge our dominance in world affairs? (Yankelovich, Clancy 

Shulman, March 1992.) 
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Responses: 

Share world power 46% 

Ensure no one can challenge us 43 

Not sure 11 

This example helps to illuminate the nature of what we mean by 

resistance: the presence within the same individual of two 

conflicting values. In this instance the two values are a belief 

in the "special mission" of the United States to act unilaterally 

to protect its own interests and to impose its own moral standards, 

coex isting with a belief in the need to act in concert with allies 

and to delegate the world-policeman role to international bodies 

such as the UN so that we can pay more attention to urgent domestic 

concerns . 

People are reluctant to give up either value. This reluctance 

gives rise to a variety of forms of resistance: wishful thinking 

( "Surely we can do both if we put our mind to it.") , avoidance 

( "Why can 't we just ignore the conflict?" ), contradictory thinking 

(support of mutually exclusive policy options), and procrastination 

( "Maybe if we are lucky it will just go away."). 

Rul~s_of Engg_gement 

This stage and the next highlight the most important 

differences between the two models . The greatest limitation of the 

top-down model is that it is often ineffective in dealing with 

resistance caused by conflicts in values because it either ignores 
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them or rides roughshod over them. The reason it does so is 

because the top-down theory of public opinion assumes that the 

public's thinking process is driven by information and persuasion. 

Most resistance, however, cannot be overcome by giving people more 

information or even by providing a more persuasive argument. 

Rarely do the arguments of policy makers address the fundamental 

value conflicts that are at the root of resistance. 

By contrast, the engagement model takes 

emotional resistance caused by conflicts in values. 

engagement are important here: 

seriously the 

Three rules of 

1. Allocate time and attention to resistance. The first principle 

is simply that foreign policy leaders recognize that such conflicts 

exist and cannot be ignored. Acknowledgement of this reality 

should take several forms. Leaders should give people plenty of 

time to "work through" these conflicts; they cannot be resolved 

overnight. Leaders should also make sure they understand the 

public's inner conflicts and how these might differ from their own. 

The foreign policy community has its own subculture and value 

system. It is sufficiently removed from the general culture that 

leaders should never assume that their own value conflicts (or lack 

thereof) are shared by the general public. It is always worth 

making the extra effort to learn the precise nature of the public's 

inner conflicts when resistance makes itself felt. 

2. Bring the conflict into the open. Leaders must be prepared to 

bring the conflict into the open where it can be confronted and 
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discussed. One reason the race problem continues to fester in the 

United States is that the real nature of racial conflicts is rarely 

made explicit. As long as white Americans are reluctant to discuss 

the sources of tension with black Americans as openly as they do 

among themselves in private, then the processes of reconciliation, 

compromise, and resolution cannot proceed. Making conflicts 

explicit, and giving both sides of the conflict their proper weight 

and dignity are important leadership functions, without which 

procrastination and resistance will persist indefinitely. 

3 . Create the conditions for public resolution to occur . Finally, 

leaders must r ecognize that the public has to do the heavy lifting 

here. Leaders alone cannot overcome these resistances. Leadership 

needs to provide a format for people to work through the conflicts 

themselves. But if an issue has real urgency, and leadership has 

successfully identified the resistance that stands in the way of 

facing the issue squarely, then the public itself can do the hard 

work of resolving its own value conflicts . And, with some 

leadership support, it will do so. If people can get together 

(literally or figuratively) and deliberate, they will almost always 

gravitate toward balance and compromise . 

It is this deliberative process that in recent years has been 

almost totally absent from American life, due partly to the 

dominance of the top-down model . 
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STAGE FIVE: CHOICEWORK 

once people have worked through their resistance to dealing 

with an issue, they are ready for the hard work of sorting out 

various choices, weighing the pros and cons, and beginning to make 

the hard trade- offs. We call this stage " choicework, " emphasizing 

both the process of wrestling with choices and the fact that this 

is a very arduous task for the public. 

In one way this is the easiest of all the steps for policy 

makers to understand. This is how leaders themselves come to grip 

with an issue when they are being systematic: an array of options 

is developed, their costs and consequences thought through and 

discussed. What is new and different about the engagement model is 

not the process itself, but the idea that--at least on certain 

issues--the public must take part in a similar process. 

One of the advantages of involving the public in the process 

of deliberation is that this is an excellent way to transfer a 

sense of ownership. If foreign policy leaders want people to make 

a real commitment t o policies so that they stand behind them even 

when they involve hard choices or sacrifices, leaders need to find 

a way to help people become invested in those decisions. 

Obviously, many foreign policy iss.ues do not require this level of 

public ownership. But for the few that do, there is no better way 

to bring the public toward a stable and responsible position. 

In practice, this stage and the preceding one often overlap. 

Weighing alternative choices is a good way to bring people's 
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resistances to the surface to work them through. But while these 

stages may overlap in time sequence, the business of seriously 

weighing alternatives usually does not begin until people's 

emotional resistances have been confronted. 

In other words, there are two analytically distinct tasks the 

public must accomplish once an issue has been fully engaged. One 

involves resolving value conflicts--a task for the heart as well as 

the mind. The other is more purely cognitive (weighing pros and 

cons). The relationship between the two tasks is often complex. 

Deciding among competing alternatives is hard work intellectually, 

especially when choices involve difficult-to-assess tradeoffs. 

Decisions become even harder when there are deep-seated conflicts 

of interests and moral values to be worked out. 

Rules of Engagement 

The engagement model and the top-down approach differ 

strikingly at this stage. The essential contrast is between 

including the public in the deliberative process versus simply 

giving people information or selling them on a previously decided 

option. 

For the public to share full¥ in the deliberative process, a 

number of conditions must obtain. All of them revolve around the 

concept of " choicework"--the empirically grounded discovery that 

the single best mechanism for advancing public deliberation is to 

give people real choices to mull over. 
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Research on public thinking about scores of public policy 

issues shows that presenting choices is a far better method for 

advancing deliberation than merely laying out the arguments for a 

single solution: presenting choices gives people a systematic way 

to consider the consequences of alternative solutions so that they 

can be weighed against each other thoughtfully and judiciously. 

Examination of choices is the essence of the deliberative process; 

it is the one that leaders themselves follow when they are serious 

about solving a difficult problem. 

The message to foreign policy leaders is this: a solid public 

consensus for new policies is most likely to flow from including 

the public in the consideration of choices. This means that 

leaders must give up their double standard, which has traditionally 

meant presenting options to each other but single solutions to the 

public. 

The rules of engagement for this stage dictate that special 

effort is required in preparing the conditions for public 

choicework: 

1. Enough choic es. The choices have to be the right ones, and 

there must be enough of them. It is not enough to present choices 

if they are all inadequate. 

In some cases the choices can be confined to two alternatives. 

In the national debate about the response to the Iraqi invasion of 

Kuwait in 1991, the county eventually focused on two fairly clear 

choices: direct military intervention or continued sanctions. In 
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most cases, however, such as improving trade relations with Japan, 

the issues are tremendously complex. Unless the choices presented 

to the public include at least one credible solution to a problem 

that people feel is urgent, the deliberative process will be 

aborted. 

2. The public's framework . not the experts ' . The choices must be 

defined in the public's terms rather than in the terms experts 

favor. Frequently experts use terms that mean something very 

different to the public. During the cold war, for example, there 

were countless discussions of arms control. By arms control, most 

experts meant achieving a balance of arms, usually at a high level. 

To the public, however, the idea of arms control meant arms 

reduction. In effect, the two groups were talking past each other, 

thinking that they were speaking to each other but not really 

communicating. In fact, the public's conception of arms reduction 

was not employed until the very last years before the collapse of 

the Soviet Union. 

3 . Allocate sufficient time. Deliberation takes time . It is not 

enough to present choices, do an instant poll, and expect that the 

process has been completed . It takes an irreducible minimum amount 

of time to accomplish any diff$icult form of working through 

choices, especially if strong feelings are also involved. Even 

when an issue does not stir emotional conflicts, it takes time to 

grasp and absorb all of its implications . It often takes leaders 

themselves months or even years to come to a consensus or 
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compromise; it is hardly reasonable to expect the public to do it 

overnight. 

4. Give the public an incentive. Because deliberation is hard 

work, people must have be motivated to do it. One of the most 

effective incentives is to convince people that leaders will 

actually listen to them and take their thoughts seriously after 

they have gone to the trouble to debate and work their way through 

an issue. 

A national election forces leaders to listen. In a 

presidential election, a debate on foreign policy will draw seventy 

to eighty million viewers. This same debate, in a non-election 

context, might have only one or two million viewers. The main 

reason people f o llow debates in presidential elections more closely 

than debates at other times is that an election offers them an 

incentive; at s ome future date they will vote, and their vote may 

make a difference. 

Elections on specific issues, however, are neither practic al 

nor even desirable. People must have an incentive, but it need not 

be as tangible as an election. Any sign that leaders are heeding 

the public's concerns will serve as an incentive. Informally, 

through their speeches and interviews with media, leaders may 

invite the public to debate various choices. More formally, other 

mechanisms can be invented to give the public a sense that leaders 

are really listening. The Public Agenda Foundation, for example, 

has experimented with what it calls "public choice campaigns," 
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where l eaders and the media work together at the city or state 

level to present a range of choices on a controver sial issue. The 

final step of the process is a mail- in "ballot" where citizens 

register their final opinion, with some assurance that leaders will 

take what they say seriously . The public is hungry for any sign 

that leaders are responsive to their views . A great deal has been 

said about public apathy, but our experience has been that as soon 

as the public comes to feel that leadership is genuinely interested 

in what it has to say, t he apathy melts away as if by magic. 

5 . Make leadership debates meaningful to the public. Our research 

suggests that indirect and vicarious methods of expediting the 

public's choicework can also be used to great effect, if done well. 

For example, congressional debates carried by the media sometimes 

work well . When they do, people feel that they are participating in 

the debate themselves. 

Unfortunately, most congressional debates seem remote from the 

public's concerns and fail to expedite the public ' s choicework . 

Debates fail to engage the public when t hey are pursued in either 

a lawyer-like or a partisan manner--the usual style of 

congressional debates since most people in Congress are lawyers and 

partisans. • 
On rare occasions, however, leadership debates do engage the 

public. Here again, the national debate in 1991 over the proper 

r esponse to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait provides an excellent 

example of how the public can become vicariously involved in the 
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deliberative process. The debate in Congress over military 

intervention or continuing non-military sanctions was strikingly 

different from the usual partisan, lawyer-like format. The voters 

appreciated the difference and were helped by it. In this case 

their elected representatives were seen to be honestly deliberating 

and searching for an answer to a very difficult problem. The 

legislators agonized over the issue and were honest in expressing 

their own doubts and reservations. Rather than advancing interest 

group positions or offering lawyers ' briefs, they drew on their own 

personal experiences and values, and the public was able to 

identify with them. 

This form of public deliberation (which was widely covered by 

the media) creates a climate where the public feels it is 

participating in an extended process of debate and deliberation. 

The public nature of the debate helped people to do the choice work 

associated with stage five. As a result, Operation Desert Storm 

developed strong public support. 

STAGES SIX AND SEVEN: INITIAL ACCEPTANCE AND FULL COMMITMENT 

In the final stages of the process, people sign on, having 

worked through both their emotional resistances and the weighing of 

pros and cons . Full resolution moves through two distinct stages, 

as people advance from an intellectual assent to a full commitment 

of both heart and mind. Empirical research shows that the 

cognitive aspects come first, while the moral and emotional aspects 
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lag behind. People form a resolution first in their heads; it 

takes a while for their hearts and consciences to catch up . 

Example of Initial Acceptance: Women in the Military 

One area where people have come to at least an intellect ual 

r esolution is on the question of women in the military . The 

public has thought this through and is r eady to accept the idea of 

women in the military, at least on an intellectual l evel. In this 

connection it is interesting to contrast attitudes today with 

attitudes a decade ago . 

• Ina 1981 survey, for example, the clear majority (59 percent) 

opposed the idea of women serving in combat positions. Only 

36 percent favored this concept (NBC/Associated Press, July 

1981) . 

• Today the numbers have completely reversed. In one survey, 74 

percent said that "qualified women" should be allowed to serve 

in combat positions (Gallup , April, 1992). 

Once again, there is a striking contrast between attitudes toward 

women in the military and attitudes t oward gays in the military . 

(The issue of gays in the military, as we have already noted, is 

still caught in stage four--resistance.) A January 1993 survey 

showed that people oppose lifting the ban on gays in the military 

by margins of 48 percent opposed to 43 percent in favor 

(Yankelovich Partners, Time/CNN, January 1993). 
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Although Americans have intellectually accepted women in the 

military, 

concept. 

it is far from clear that they have internalized this 

Americans have not yet dealt clearly with the reality of 

women in combat positions, and rema in uncomfortable with the idea 

of women in the front line. It will take time for this new reality 

to be emotionally internalized. 

Example of Full Commitment: Support for a Strong Defense 

One area where Americans have made a full stage seven 

commitment is to the maintenance of a strong defense. Given the 

concern that people have with the economy, one might expect that 

deep cuts in the defense budget would be enormously popular. But 

there is strong support for moderate cuts. People have thought 

this issue through, and support intellectually, emotionally, and 

morally the concept that America must remain strong, even though 

the cold war has ended. 

Rules of Engagement 

Here are the rules of engagement that are useful to observe in 

these last stages of resolution. 

1 . Synthesize conflicting values . When two conflicting values are 

both important to the public, resolution can be enhanced by 

compromises that preserve at least some elements of each of the 

conflicting values. Political leaders are usually comfortable with 
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reaching compromises among themselves, but some degree of inspired 

tinkering has to be carried out with the public as well. 

cutting the defense budget is a good demonstration of this 

principle. People want to devote all available resources to the 

domestic economy, but they also value a strong America. If the 

country were to pursue either radical cuts in the defense budget or 

no cuts at all, one or the other value would be flatly rejected. 

The idea of moderate cuts preserves elements of each conflicting 

value. 

2. Make the context explicit. To ensure final resolution, leaders 

must relate policies to a broader vision. Whether it be working 

with the UN to achieve the world pol iceman role, or U.S. -Japan 

trade, policies must be articulated in a way that stresses their 

place in the broad context of America's interests and ideals . The 

issue of a strong defense has such powerful support precisely 

because it has been attached to a broader vision of America's role 

in the world. 

In foreign policy more than domestic policy, people think in 

terms of general principles (often encapsulated in slogans and code 

words) . People easily forget the specific pros and cons of an 

argument, but they remember the general principles (e.g., "protect • 
American jobs, " " create a level playing field," "keep America 

strong") and relate policies to them. The key here is to find and 

articulate the general principle that will reinforce resolution. 
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3. Celebrate the result. Finally, leadership needs to find 

occasions to pause to recognize and celebrate a genuine 

accomplishment of democracy. Reaching public judgment on an 

important issue is not a small task, and everyone deserves--and 

needs--to be congratulated on achieving it. This includes leaders, 

experts, and the public alike. 

CONCLUSION 

The top-down model grows out of a concept of leadership 

implicit in representative democracy where leaders take 

responsibility for solutions, and the electorate holds leaders 

accountable for results. Taking their case to the public may help 

leaders to inform people and win their support, but the main avenue 

of public accountability is at election time when leaders who have 

not done a good job can be replaced ( "Throw the rascals out. " ) . 

The division of tasks is clear: the leaders do the thinking, the 

public judges the results. 

This concept has great strengths, but time has shown that it 

also has certain limitations. In today's complex world, 

accountability only at election time is frustrating to the 

electorate. For one thing, our governance system has evolved 

ingenious ways to insulate itself from the public, and the public, 

excluded from the process, fights back by blocking solutions that 

require it to make sacrifices. 

increasingly trapped in a far 

As a result, the country is 

more serious gridlock than that 
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between the legislative and the executive branches, much discussed 

in the 1992 presidential election. 

Not surprisingly, the top-down model of leadership is now 

being challenged in many quarters, not just in government. Nowhere 

has the top-down model been more deeply entrenched than in large 

corporations . Traditionally in business the boss makes the 

decisions; the employees are informed and expected to carry them 

out. But some corporations have discovered that in today's brutal 

economy, there are serious limits to this traditional style of 

leading and communicating with employees. In virtually all major 

business corporations today, the management styles of the mass­

production era are being transformed to fit the new age of 

information. 

The old techniques work well enough when conformity will do 

the job; they don ' t work well when what is needed is dramatic 

change--not just better compliance with the rules, but genuine 

commitment from the entire workforce. Companies are discovering 

that if they need to reinvent the company so that it can survive 

and prosper in today's world, they must shift from the old top-down 

form of management to one where people are wooed rather than 

ordered around, and where a vision of the future is shared by all 

rather than being the exclusive concern of senior management . The 

result is a form of leadership essentially political in nature. 

Instead of the boss dictating the direction, managers have to find 

ways to make people think for themselves and internalize the goals 
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of the institution. There is still a boss; indeed the CEO function 

becomes more important than ever. 

different. 

But his or her role is 

In the world of theory scholars, including philosophers such 

as Germany's Jurgen Habermas, and American social thinkers such as 

Jane Mansfield, Amitai Etzioni, and James Fishkin, have also been 

exploring the concept of deliberative democracy based on new 

principles of communication and leadership . A number of research 

institutions and foundations such as the Public Agenda, the 

Kettering Foundation, the Markle Foundation, and more recently The 

American Assembly, are also exploring these concepts. 5 

This way of thinking has yet to penetrate the world of foreign 

policy. In the cold war era, it was not needed. The foreign policy 

community was entrusted with carrying out a goal--contain communist 

expansion--which virtually all Americans accepted. Today there is 

no comparable single threat and no widely shared goal. There is, 

in fact, a disparity in emphasis, with the leadership continuing to 

stress America's political-military-moral objectives, while the 

public has shifted its emphasis to the economic domain. 

As a result, foreign policy leaders need to find new ways to 

work with the public. What i~ called for is not just new 

communication techniques, but a new concept of leadership, one that 

shifts from the traditional "we do the thinking" style to one that 

encourages a more deliberative public. This will not be required 
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all the time , or for every issue . on most decisions, foreign 

policy leadership can continue as usual, with most of the decisions 

made outside of the spotlight of the public. But on a few critical 

issues where real public commitment is required, a new deliberative 

form of leadership is needed. The seven-stage theory of public 

opinion presented here should give leaders a practical method for 

seizing upon it and making it work. 
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NOTES 

1 This chapter is based on research conducted by the Public Agenda 
Foundation, with support from the Behen Foundation. 

2 Steven Muller and Gebhard Schweigler, eds., 1992. From 
Occupation to Cooperation: The United States and United Germany in 
a Changing World Order. New York: W.W. Norton & Company, p. 77. 

3 For a more detailed discussion of this concept, see Daniel 
Yankelovich, 1991. Coming to Public Judgment: Making Democracy 
Work in a Complex World, Syracuse, N. Y.: Syracuse University 
Press. 

4 Quoted in Maxwell E. Mccombs and Donald L. Shaw, "Structuring the 
Unseen Environment." J. of Communication 26:2 (Spring 1976), p. 13. 

5 For more elaboration, see Daniel Yankelovich, Corning to Public 
Judgment. 
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your resume on to our personnel office for their consideration. 

Your expression of support and faith in the President and Mrs. 
Clinton is very much appreciated. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 

Chief of Staff to the First Lady 
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Ms. Maggie Williams 
Chief of Staff to 

Hilary Rodham Clinton 
The White House 

Marissa Yatco 
1356 So. 28th Street. #7 
Arlington, Virginia 22206 

(703) 549-77'l9 (H) 
(202) 842-2200 fN) 

April 8, 1993 

16th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

~ 
l 

~~ 

I have enclosed my resume for your perusal. I am Interested In a position In Mrs. 
Clinton's office that I may be qualified for. 

Let me briefly Introduce myself. I have lived In the Washington D.C. area since 1971 
and worked mostly as a legal secretary. My brief marriage [I am separated now] 
gave me the opportunity to go back to school, get an •American• degree; and at the 
same time, worked part-time In large, •prest1goua• law firms In the area, I.e., Hogan 
& Hartson; Arent, Fox; Covington & Bur11ng. 

After a legal secretarial job for many years and learnlng alt that I can, I channelled my 
efforts on the administrative, management field which Is where I am now. It Is 
something new; something new Is always a challenge and exciting. I am happy 
where I am and with what I am doing; but will welcome the opportunity to work for 
Mrs. Clinton whom I admire and have admired since the first Couple campaigned for 
the presidency. It Is a great honor. 

I have always envisioned myself working at the White House, but have only applied 
now because of my faith and belief that Mr. and Mrs. Clinton will be the difference In 
our country. It's been a long time coming. I would like to be a part of the difference 
and the change. 

Feel free to call me at work (8:308.m. to 5:30p.m.) and/or at home. I look forward to 
hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Enclosure 

' 
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Kathleen M. York 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 18, 1993 

10810 Tioga Springs Circle 
Plain City, Ohio 43064 

Dear Ms. York: 

Thank you very much for your letter of October 28, 1993. We 
appreciate your concern regarding the Clinton Administration's 
efforts to improve our nation's health care system. To better 
address your concerns, I have forwarded your letter to the Office 
of Domestic Policy. 

Again, thank you for your comments. 



.. 

October 28, 1993 

Ms. Margaret A. Williams 
Chief of Staff 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania A venue 
Washington, DC 
20500 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

Kathleen M. York, RN, BSN 
10810 Tioga Springs Circle 

Plain City, Ohio 43064 
(614) 873-3630 

-~JU:/\ 

L 
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~ ~~ I 
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I am writing you to express my grave concern over the exclusion of home health 
care in the Clinton Health Care Plan. I am a pediatric nurse and have worked for 
the last six years in the Pediatric Intensive Care Unit at Children's Hospital in 
Columbus, Ohio. I have watched children over the years in immeasurable 
suffering, languishing for months. I have seen some of the same children again 
and again, return to our unit. They live with their conditions 24 hours a day, 365 
days per year. They definitely need the home health care supports. Children do 
better at home, in a loving, caring environment. The hospital is not a place for 
children to grow up in and with out home supports, they will inevitable never be 
able to leave. A parent can not provide 24 hour care for a ventilator depended 
child. The children will spend months unnecessarily at our hospital. Take a 
child with cystic fibrosis. The may require intravenous antibiotics. This 
procedure can easily be done at home. This provides a less invasive, stressful 
environment for treatment. In addition, it is around $2000.00 savings to 
administer this treatment at home. Please expand the beneficial service of home 
health care in your plan. 

Very Truly Yours, 

'7/1-~ 72/J&;JU 
Kathleen M. York, RN, BSN 

~l/0-
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Ms. Patricia Young 
National Coordinator 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 23, 1993 

US National Committee For 
World Food Day 
1001 22nd Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20437 

Dear Ms. Young: 

Thank you for your letter of April 30 , 1993, regarding our 
nation's commitment to end world hunger. I apologize for the 
delay in sending a response, but thousands of wonderful, 
concerned individuals like yourself have taken the initiative to 
write in to express their concerns. I am trying to respond to 
each and every person. 

I have forwarded your correspondence to President Clinton. 
Please be assured that your concerns are very important to the 
President. 

Sincere!_ 

~ 
Maggie Williams 

J~ 
Chief of Staff to the First Lady 



U.S. NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR WORLD FOOD DAY 

1001 22ND STREET N.W. 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20437 
TELEPHONE: 202-653-2404 
FAX: 202-653-5760 

NATIONAL COORDINATOR 
PATRICIA YOUNG 

SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS 

A Oay Wltt>out St arvation 
ACCION Internat ional 
Action fo r Corporat e Accountablllty 
ADRA lntarnatlonal 
Alrlcan Mau,odltt Epi scopal Church 
African Methodist Epi scopal Zion Church 
Alrleare 
Agrlcullural Cooc,eratlve Otvetopment 

lntern11tonal 
Agr1cultural Minion•. Inc. 
Agrleulture Councll o f Ame,lc1 
Alllanea tor Food a nd FIO.r 
A U,P.oplel Congre11 
Alpha Kappa Alpha Soro,lty, Inc. 
Altarnatlva Gill Marllat1, Inc. 
AltemaUv•• 
American Academy ot Pedlatrlc1 
American Agrlcultural Economic,, 

Atsoclatlon 
American Agrlcultural Movement 
American Agrl,Women 
Ametlc an A nthropoJoglcal A11ocl1t1on 
American Auoclatlon lor International Aging 
American A11oclatlon lo, W orld Mealth 
American Anoclatlon ot Collegaa tor 

TeacMr Education 
American Auoclatlon of Community and 

Junior Collagaa 
Amedcan Aaaoclatlon of Retired P11aon1 
American Auoclatlon of School Admlnlstratora 
American Association ol Stale College• and 

Unlv1r1ltl11 
American Asaoci atlon ot Teacher Educato,a 

In Agrlculturt 
Ametlcan A11oclat1on of University Wo,nt;n 
Amerlcen Bakers Auoclatlon 
American 8apt111 Churches 
American Baptist Women 
Amerlcen College ot NutrlUon 
American Council ot the Uni ted Natlona 

Unl ver• lty 
American Councll on Contumer Interest, 
American Council on Education 
American Ole1a11c Auoclatlon 
American Farm Bureau Federation 
American Farm Foundation 
American Farmland Trust 
AFL•CIO Food and Alllad Service Tradtl 

Otpartment 
Ameri can Federation ol State, County and 

Municipal Employ••• 
Am•rlcan Federation of Te1chera 
American Fore1try Attoelallon 
American Forum 
Amerlc-an Home Economic• A11oc11t1on 
American lnatllutt of 8 iologlcal Selene•• 
American Institute o f Cooperation 
American lnterna1ional Aquaculture 

f oundation 
American Jewish Commltt" 
Amerle«n Jtwlth Joint Ol1trlbut1on 

CommlltN 
American J1wl1h World Servlc,e 

• American Muallm Councll 
American Public Health A11ocIat1on 
American Public Welfare Association 
American Red Cron 
American School Food Service A1toel1Uon 

• Ameri can School Health Aaaoclatlon 

ttont,nueo on back) 

OCTOBER 16 - A FOCUS FOR YEAR-AROUND ACTION 

Ms. Margaret A. Williams, Chief of Staff 
Office of the First Lady 
The White House 
Washington DC 20500 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

April 30, 1993 

Knowing of Mrs. Clinton's very high regard for Mrs. Roosevelt, I am writing to ask 
that she follow her example and convey a proposal to the President concerning our 
nation' s commitment to ending hunger. I am enclosing background on this request, 
but allow me to highlight several points. 

. In 1943 Mrs. Roosevelt learned of efforts to create an international food organiza­
tion and urged the President to lend his support. He did, and convened the 
44 allied nations in the first United Nations meeting, held at Hot Springs, 
Virginia. The delegates drafted the plans which led to the creation of the UN 
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the largest specialized agency of 
the United Nations. 

. Plans are underway to commemorate this significant event on June 7th, including 
a Congressional Resolution, meetings at the State Department and USDA and a 
ceremony at the location in Washington where the FAO Interim Commission met. 

. It is hoped that the President will present the Proclamation to the FAO Director­
General and use the occasion to make an announcement that could carry as much 
potential significance as President Roosevelt's statement on •freedom from· 
want• did in 1 943. This would be in keeping with the deep concerns so often 
expressed by the President and Mrs. Clinton. 

The original request was made to Mr. Mclarty by Ted Williams of Christian Child­
ren 's Fund and Senator Charles Robb. I learned on April 29th that the occasion is 
not on the President's calendar. This is a matter of deep regret for everyone who 
has invested so much time to make this event a benchmark affecting the next 50 
years of work on food security, so I am writing to urge Mrs. Clinton's intercession. 

I am sending a letter directly to Mrs. Clinton from my home in Scranton, Pennsylva­
nia in the hopes of catching her attention(!), but I am also writing to you because I 
believe this request needs urgent attention. I would be happy to meet with you to 
answer any questions. 

Respectfully yours, 

a~ r 
>«t. ' 

Enclosures 



U.S. NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR WORLD FOOD DAY 

1001 22ND STREET N.W. 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20437 
TELEPHONE: 202-653-2404 
FAX: 202-653-5760 

NATIONAL COORDINATOR 

PATRICIA YOUNG 

SPONSORING ORG ANIZATIONS 

A Oay Without Stal\'ttlon 
ACCION International 
Acllon for Corporate Ac;count1blllty 
AORA lntarnatlontl 
African Methodist Eplscopal Church 
African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church 
Afrlcare 
Agrlcu llural Coope11tlve Development 

lnternatlonal 
Agrlcuttu,al ~4111lon1. Inc. 
Agdculture Councll of America 
Alllence for Food and Fiber 
AII-Peoplu Congrau 
Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority, Inc. 
Alltrnatlve Gift Marketa, Inc. 
Alternetlvea 
American Academy of Pediatric• 
American AgJlcullural Economic• 

Auoclatlon 
American Agrtcultural Movement 
American Agrt-Woman 
American Anthropologlcal Aatocla tlon 
American Auoclatlon f0t International Aging 
American Aa.oclatlon fOf World Health 
American Auoclatlon ol Collegea fo, 

Teacher Education 
Ame,lcan Aaaocfatlon of Community and 

Junior Cotl•o•• 
American Ataoclatlon of Retired Peraona 
American Auoclatlon ol School Admlnl1trator1 
American Auoclatlon of Stall Collegea and 

UnlYBflltlea 
American Atsoclatlon of Teacher Educato,1 

In Agrlcullura 
American Association of University Woman 
Am111e1n 8ak•r• A11oclatlon 
Amerlc1n 81pt11t Church•• 
American 8ap l11t Woman 
Am1rlc1n Coll•o• ot Nutrition 
American Cooncll of the United Nation• 

Unlverally 
American Councll on Conaumer lnt1re1t1 
American Counclt on Educ1t1on 
American Dietetic A11octaHon 
American Farm Bureau Federation 
American Farm Found1t1on 
Americ an Farmlend Truet 
AFL-CIO Food and Allied Service Trt dtl 

Otpar1mtnl 
American F~ratlon of Stt lt, County and 

Municipal EmployHI 
American f ~eratlon of T•achera 
American Fmestry Aooclatlon 
Ametlcan fo,-um 
American Hom• Economlea Aaaoclatlon 
Ametican ln1tltut1 ol Biologica l Selene.ti 
American Institute of Cooperalk>n 
Ame,lc.an International Aquaculture 

Foundation 
Ameri can Jewish CommlltN 
Ame,lcan Jawl1h Joint Ol1trlbut1on 

Commlltff 
American Jewlah World Servlc• 

• Ame,tcan Mu■lfm Councll 
American Public Heallh Aaaoclatlon 
A~ rlcan Public Welfare AaaoclaUon 
American Red c,ou 
American School Food Sarvtca Auoclallon 

• Ameri can School Health Auoclatton 

tcon11nuad on back) 

OCTOBER 16 - A FOCUS FOR YEAR-AROUND ACTION 

Ms. Margaret A. Williams, Chief of Staff 
Office of the First Lady 
The White House 
Washington DC 20500 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

April 30, 1993 

Knowing of Mrs. Clinton's very high regard for Mrs. Roosevelt, I am writing to ask 
that she follow her example and convey a proposal to the President concerning our 
nation's commitment to ending hunger. I am enclosing background on this request, 
but allow me to highlight several points. 

. In 1943 Mrs. Roosevelt learned of efforts to create an international food organiza­
tion and urged the President to lend his support. He did, and convened the 
44 allied nations in the first United Nations meeting, held at Hot Springs, 
Virginia. The delegates drafted the plans which led to the creation of the UN 
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the largest specialized agency of 
the United Nations. 

. Plans are underway to commemorate this significant event on June 7th, including 
a Congressional Resolution, meetings at the State Department and USDA and a 
ceremony at the location in Washington where the FAO Interim Commission met. 

. It is hoped that the President will present the Proclamation to the FAO Director­
General and use the occasion to make an announcement that could carry a~ much 
potential significance as President Roosevelt's statement on 'freedom from 
want• did in 1 943. This would be in keeping with the deep concerns so often 
expressed by the President and Mrs. Clinton. 

The original request was made to Mr. Mclarty by Ted Williams of Christian Child­
ren' s Fund and Senator Charles Robb. I learned on April 29th that the occasion is 
not on the President' s calendar. This is a matter of deep regret for everyone who 
has invested so much time to make this event a benchmark affecting the next 50 
years of work on food security, so I am writing to urge Mrs. Clinton's intercession. 

I am sending a letter directly to Mrs. Clinton from my home in Scranton, Pennsylva­
nia in the hopes of catching her attention(!), but I am also writing to you because I 
believe this request needs urgent attention. I would be happy to meet with you to 
answer any questions. 

Respectfully yours, 

~~ r 
><t ' 

Enclosures 
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Amencl n You1n Wor). Cen1e: 

• An t«h11n o ,,nooo, Cru,, 11an Archdiocese 
of Nont\ ... Ametlca 

Aa&ociatlon to, Ch•ldhOOd Educ■ uon 
ln1ern1tloo11 

Association for lnt1rnaUon11 Ag,lcullutal 
and Eaienslon Educ111on 

As sociation ol Americ, n Co lleges 
Associ ation ol Jeault Colleges and 

Unlvera111e1 
B 'nal 8 'rlth lnternallonal 
B'n11 B 'rllh w omtn 
Baptist Joint Committee on Pybllc Afla irs 
Bopllst World Alllo.nu 
Boy Scouts ol Americ a 
Boy• and Glrla CluDa ol America 
Brtad for the World ln1tllu1e on Hunger 

and Development 
Brother to Brother International, Inc. 
BY1lne11 and Prof1111onal Womtn 
C ampaign to End Hunger 
C amp Flra, Inc. 
COOL- Campu1 Outruch OpPOrtunlty 

Lugue 
CARE, Inc 
Catholic Charities USA 
CathOIIC Golden Age 
Catholic Relief SaMcu 
Center to, Advanced Study of lnt1,nat1onat 

Oevatopmant 
Center for Community Chang• 
Canta, for Global Ech.1cat1on 
Center tor Aurel Affalra 
Canter for Selene• In tht Public Interest 
Center o f Conc,arn 
Cen1ar on Budget and Polley Prlorltlea 
ChlldrH ch 
Chlldren·a Oefen .. Fund 
Chlldten'a Foundation 
Chrlatlan Chlldren' a Fund, Inc. 
Chri stian Church (Dlaclple1 of Chri st) 

Deportment of Iha Church In Society 
Chrl11len College Coalition 
Christian Melhodlat Eplocopol Church 
Chrlatlan Reto,med World Aallal Commlu•a 
ChrltlOPh•ro 
Church of 1ha Breth,en General Board 
Church Wom•n United 
Church World SarwlC-1 
Clllzan/Labor En•rgy Coalition 
CIUzena Network for For•lon Affal,s 
Clean Fua la O.vafopmant Coatlllon 
Clergy and La ity Concerned 
Coutal Enterprises, Inc. 
CODEL. Inc. 
Community for Creative Non,Vlolance 
Community Nutrition lnatllula 
Community T11nap0<11t1on Aaeoclatlon of 

Amer~• 
• Conce,n, Inc. 

Conte,enee o f Consumer 01g1nlzallons 
Conte,ance ot Metor Sup4rlora ot Man 
Conference on Alternetlve State end Local 

PollCIH -lha Ag,1cultur1 Pro1,c1 
Congreaa of Natlonal Black Chyrches 
Con1umer Fadarltlon of America 
Conaumera Union of United Stataa, Inc. 
CA.REF-Cooking Advancement, Rt111rch 

and Education Foundation 
Cooldng for Survlval Con1c1ou1n111 
Cornell Unl• • r11ty 
Council ot Chief Slate SchOOI Offlcera 
Council of Independent Collagaa 
Counldown 2001 
Crop SC:lence Society of America 
Della Sigma Thlll Sororlly, Inc. 
Oevalopmt nt A:ternat1vei,, Inc, 
Oevelopmenl lntemaOonal. Inc. 
Oavalopmant R11ov,ce1 
Dominican Fathero and Brothera 
Earth1laa- Flr1t Oay wlthoul Hunger 
Enlartalnero Against Hunger 
Ep ls.copel Church Canter 
Equity Polley Center 
Ern,ean Raliat Commlnae 
E"angelleel Lutheran Church In Amedee 
E"ang•11:e11 tor Social A.ctk)n 
Ezr■ left Benson Agr1culture end 

Food lnl lilule 
Families USA 
Family Farm Coallllon 

• F amlly Health International 
• F amlly Service Amar1c1 

Farm Anlmal Reform Movement Inc. 
Form Labor 01g1nlzlng Commlllee 
Fedeiatlon ot South• rn Cooperotlwes 
F aed t he Chlldten 
Find Your Feet Limited 
Fltat N1t1ona Flnanclal Project 
Food Banking, Inc. 
FOOD FOR ALL 
Food for the Hungry 
FOOCS lnduatry Cruaada Against Hunger 
Food Marl<etlng l notltute 
Food AaHarCh and Action Cent11-FRAC 
Foreign Polley Aaoocllllon 
FINCA (Foundallon tor lnternatlonal 

Community Aaalatence) 
FranclacanaJHoly Name Provine• 

~rttlhJ\Jm 111,)'T\ M \,l•· ,.ott t ''"',.,0i t1c,n 
Friends Comm111ee on National Leg,i1aoon 
F,1ands ol lhe Elflh 
Ftiends ol thtl Third World 
Fnends ot the United Na1tons 
Friends o l VISTA 
Future Farmes ot America 
Fu1ure Homem11i.ers o f America Inc 
General Federation ot Women's Clubs 
Glrl Sc,outs of lht USA 
Girls lncorpcrateo 
G lot>al Education Associates 
Global Learning. Inc 
Globa l Tomorrow Coalilion 
Global Water 
Grau,0011 Internation al 
Grey Panthers 
Greek OrlhOdO• ArchdlOCIH ot North Ind 

Sot,th America 
Grocery Manufacturers of America, Inc. 
Habitat tor Humanity, Inc 
HadlHl h 
Hano to Hand 
Heifer Project International 
Helen Keller lntarnatlonal 
Homa Economics Educalion Auocletlon 
Humane Socle1y ol the United S1at11 
In Ou, Own Way 
Indian■ State Unlver1l1y 
INFACT 
lnatltuta to, AgriCYllura and Trade Polley 
Institute for Alternatlva Agtlcutture 
lnalltuta tor Fooo end Development Polley 
ln1tlluta for Local S.11-Aallance 
lnttltuta for Polley Studies 
lnalltute tor T,anaC)Ortatlon and 

Oewelopmont Polley 
Institute of Food Technologl1t1 
INTERACTION 
lnta,Ald lnt11natlon11 
Interfaith lmpect tor Juatlct and Peace 
ICCA lntanl Formula lnttreat Group 
lnte,talth Hunger A,ppeal 
lnta,n, t1on11 Center tor Oevetopmt nt Polley 

• lnternatlonal Chlld Health foyndatlon 
tnta,n1tlon1I Child Raaource lnat11u11 
ICAOSS-ln1ernallonal Community for the 

Rella! o f S1an,11ion ond Suffering 
lnternatlon■t Council of Community 

Ct1yrch11 
lnta,n1t1ona1 Councll on Education tor 

Teaching 
lntern11lonal Oav1lopm1nt Conta,ance 
International o,"alopment Exctlano• 
lnttrn1t1onat Oevalopmant lnatltute 
lntarnatlonal Food Polley Reaaarch lnatllute 
lntarnat1on1I 4-H Youth Exchange 

AUOCII UOn 
lntern■tlonel Fund tor Agrlcul1ura1 Raaaerch 
lnternat lonal lnatltuta of Rutal 

Racon11,ucUon 
International Voluntary Sarv1ces. Inc. 
Iowa State Unlvaralty Extenalon 
~•PP• Alpha Pol Froltrnfty. Inc. 
La Lech• League lntarnatlonel 
Land Stawlldlhlp ProJacl 
Luting Llnka 
Loaderohlp Confortnc• of Woman Aa11glou1 
League of Ryral Votara 
League of United Lalin American Citizen, 
League of Women Voters of the U.S. 
Legacy lnlernallonal Youlh Program 

• LaSEA GIObl l/FHd Iha Hungry 
Llnka, Inc. 
Liana lnterna tlonal 
Loa Ninos 
Loo P.A.D,A.E.S .• Inc. 
Lutherao ChurchlMIUOurl SynOd 
Lutheran World Relief 

ft MAP lntarnatlonat 
Maryknoli Fath1ro and Brolharo 
M■ryknoll Slstar1 
MAZON - A Jowloh Auponse to Hungtr 
Mtdlcol MIH lon Slllaro 
Monnonlta Central CommlltH 
Moravian Chyrch Board ot World Ml11lon1 
Natlonal Agrlcultural Chemlcalt Aatoelatlon 
Natlon11 Alllanca to, Youth O."alopmant 
N11lona1 Affiance lo End Homoluonau 
N1t1onal•Amerlc1n Whola11le Grocats 

AaaoellllOn 
Natlonal Anti-Hunger Coalition 
NAACP 
NAFEO-Natlonal Aaaoclatlon tor Equal 

OpPOrtunlly In Higher Education 
National Auoclat1on for Foreign Student 

Affalro 
National Auoclallon of Colleg1 and 

Unlvarolly Food SarvlcH 
N1t1on11 Aaaoclatlon of Community 

Health Canter•. Inc. 
Natlonal Auoclatlon of Conaarvatlon 

Dlllrlcll 
Nation■! AaaoclaUon of Countlta 
National Auocfallon of Ef1men1ary 

School Prlncfpalo 
N1t1on11 Auoclatlon of lnd•pandant 

Collagaa and Untva,alllet 
Natlon■I Aaaoclatlon of Secondary School 

Prfnclpolo 

• Theu organization s Joined lhe U.S. Nallonal Commfnee for World Food Day In 1m. 

tit A;• CU11v'tt 
N a.1101\a' Assoc,ai,on ot State u n1ver,,1 e.s 

and land Grant Colleges 
Nahonal Assoc,at.c)(I 01 Wh ea1 Growers 

foundation 
Nalional Audut>on Soc1e1y 
Na11ona1 Calhotlc Rural Life Conference 
N111ona1 Can1e, to, App,op,,a1e Techrio1ogy 
National Ctntar lor Economic A1terna11"es 
Natlonat Cante, on the Black Agea 
N11ion1t Community Educauon Anoc111ion 
National Conference ol St1te Leg1s111u,es 
National Cof"lgress tor Communily Economic 

Oavelopmen1 
Nation.at Congress ol Ameucan lnaians 
National Consume, Coope,111-.e Ban, 
N1t1on11 Consumers League 
National Cooper111"e Busineas Assoclallon 
Natlon1111 Corn Growers Anocl1tion 
Na1iona1 Council tor lnternatlon11 Health 
National Council ot Cathollc Women 
Nellon.al Council ot Farmer CoooaratlYas 
Nallonal Council of Jawlsn Woman 
Natlonel Council ol LaRaza 
National Councll ol Negro Women 
Naltonal Council of Aoturned Puc, Corps 

Volunteert 
Notional Council of Senior Cltlztns 
National Councll or Woman ot USA 
National Council on tho Aging 
National Education A11oclatlon 
N■tlonal Extanslon Homemakers 

Councll, Inc. 
Natlonal Femlly Planning and Reproductive 

Health A11oclatlon 
Natlonel Farm Worker Mlril1try 
National Farmers Organ ization 
Natlonal Farmara Union 
Natlonal Fedar1t1on ot Prlettl' Counclla 
Natlonet FtderaUon ol Republican Women 
National Federation of St11, High School 

Aasoclatlon1 
National Federation ol Temple Slstarhooda 
Net1on11 Flshatlts Institute, Inc. 
Nollonal Food and Enargy Council 
National Food Proce11or1 A11oc1at1on 
Natlonol • ·H Council 
National G11denlng Auoclallon 
Natlonal G,anga 
N1tlonal Hispanic Cullur11 Commission 
Nallonal Institute for Science. Law and 

Public Polley 
Natlonal Jewlah Communlly Relatlont 

Adwloory Councn 
Notional Land for People 
Natlon■I league of Cltiea 
Notlonol MIik Producer• Federation 
Natlonal Otflc,, or Jaauit Soclal Ministries 
Notional PTA 
National Rainbow Coallllon. Inc. 
National Raatautant A11oclatlon 
National Aural Electrfc Cooperative 

A.11-0Clatlon 
Natlonal Sharecroppera Fund/ 

Rural Ad'" 1ncement FYnd 
N1tlon1I Student C1mpalgn ag1ln11 Hunger 

and Homa1111nau 
Nation.al Women·• Health Network 

• N1tJv1 American Rlghta Fund 
Natural O,ganlc Farmer• Associ ation 
Natu,al Retou,c•• Oefan11 Council 
Network. 
New England Small Farm lnt llluta 
North Americ,1n F11m Alliance 
North Amtrlc,an Regional Organization of 

lnternallonal Unlori of Food and Allltd 
Wor1<er1· Auoclallons 

Northaaat Taak Foret lor FoOCI, Farm ano 
Conaumtr Polley 

Om-01 Pal Phi Ffatarnlly, Inc. 
Operation PUSH 
Onhodo• Church In AmerlCI 
Ovt tHat Oavalopment Councll 
Ovar1111 Development Network. 
OXFAM- Amarlca 
Pan American Development Foundation 
PANOS fnatllUle 
Partne,a ot tht AmtrlCI I 
Pu World Foundotlon 
Paac1 Corp1 lnatltuta 
Peace Llnka 
Ptnnsyl"anla Sta1e Unlve,al ty 
Phi BIii Sigma Fraternity, Inc. 
Planetary Cltlztnt 
Planty USA 
Poll1h Nat1on1I Catholic Church 
Populatlon Crisis Committee 
Popylatlon-En"honmant Balance, Inc. 
Populotlon lnolllute 
Population Ratererica Bureau 
Pralrfaflr• Au1a1 Action. Inc. 
Preabyt.,11n Hunger Program 
Proaby1trtan Woman 
Prolacl Concern International 
Ptoteln Grain PrOducts lntarnatlonal 
Public Voice for Food and Health Polley 
Reformed Church In Amarlce 
Regeneration ProJect 
Renew Amarlc.a 
Raaourcaa tor the fytura 
RESULTS/RESULTS Education Fund 
Aural Coalltlon, Inc. 

Sa ,e tr,ce Ct'li-d rtn 
Sc ience for ine People 
Second Har,,est 
SEEDS 
Sell Help Foundation 
Share Our Strength - SOS 
Sigma Gamma Rho Sorority, Inc, 
s1s1ar Cttles 1nte,na1lon11 
s 1st16 1 ot Ch1 rlty of Naw York 
S1ste1s ot Charily- Northern Province 
S1s1en ol Marcy of the America, 
S.ters End ing Hunger 
Society tor 1n1ern1tlon11 Development 
Society to, Nutrition Educetlon 
Soc iety of St. AnOrew- Pototo ProJecl 
Soll and WIier Conaen,1t1on Society 

ol Ama,lca 
Soll Science Soc101y of Amtrlca 
Southe,n 8aplist Convontlonl 

ChrltHan LIie Commission 
Soutf"lltn Baptist Convtntlonl 

Homa Mission Board 
Souttiern California Interfaith Hunger 

Coolltlon 
Soutf"letn Christian Ltadatthlp Confa,ence 
Southern Council of Hunger Coalition, 
Southern llllnolt Unlnr11ty 
Stantora Unfwerslty Food Auaorch lnotltut• 
Synagogue Council of America 
T echnosarve. Inc. 
Teiamon CotPQratlon 
T exu A&M University 
The Assoclallon for the Study o f Food 

I nd Soclaly 
The Assoclallon of Child Advocates 
The End Hunger Network 
The Hunger Project 
The Land Institute 

• The Poln11 of Light Founoollon 
The Marlanlats 
T'hlrd World Aesoureea 
TAANET 
TransAfrlca 
Trees to, Lift 

ft T,ees for the Future 
Trickle Up Progrem, Inc, 

• Union of Amerlc1n Hebrew Congregation• 
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congragatlon, ol 

AmttlC-1 
Unl1111an..Unl·varaall1t United Nation• Office 
UAW 
Unlled Church of Chrlot 
United Fa,m Worker• 

ft Unlt.O Food & Commercial Worker• 
lnte:rnatlonal Union 

• Unlled Molhodlll Church General Boord 
of Church and Society 

United Mathodlat Church General Board 
of Global Mlnf11rlu - Woman'1 Dlwlolon 

United Methodist CommlltH on 
Aallef-UMCOA 

Unlled Notion, Aosoclaflon (UNA,USA) 
U.S. AHoclollon for the Ctub of Roma 
U.S. Calhollc Confaronca 
U.S. Commlllee for AtfugHt 
U.S. CommlllH tor UNICEF 
Unllect States Con ference ot Meyora 
U.S. Overu11 Cooperatlwa Dewalopmant 

Commlltta 
U.S. Student Association 
U.S. Wheat A11oclat11 
United SynagoguH of America 

• Uniled Way of America 
Unl'iltllty of Mlnn11,0t1 Hubert H. 

Humphroy lnslltula ot Public Alf afro 
Unlv•11l1y ot Notre 0 1me Hunger Coelltlon 
Unlve,slty ol Scranton 
Unlve,elty of Wlaconaln-Stout 
Urba.n league 
Valenllne Vision 
Volunteera In T ecMlcat Asstatanca 
Volunteer: N1tlon11 Center lo, Citizen 

ln'l()lveman1 
Wellatan 
Wlnrock fnte,notlonat 
WIFE- Women Involved In Farm Economic• 
Women and Food Network 
Women of tnt E"angellcal Lutheran 

Church of America 
Women·• Natlonal Democratic Club 
World Auoclallon ot Soll and Water 

Con1trv1tlon 
World Concern 
World Congraaa on Phllanthropy 
World Education, Inc. 
World Fa,darallltt A11ocletlon 
World Food Muoaum/Pollto MuHum 
World Hurigar Education Service 
World Hung,, Year 
World Nolghboro 
World Rall1t 
World Auourcu lnotltute 

• World SHARE 
World Runnero lnttrnallonal Foundation 
World Vlalon Aollof and Devafopment 

Organization 
Worldwatch lnalltuta 
Wortdwlde Farma,e Exchanoa 
YMCA Office ot lnternatlonal Educetlon 
YWCA - National Board 
Zero Populatlon Growth 



THE HOT SPRING CONFERENCE . A HISTORIC NOTE 1 

The United Nations Conference on Food and Agriculture held at the Homestead in Hot 
Springs, Virginia, May 18 to June 3, 1943, was the first step leading to the creation of the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the U.N. The second step was the establishment of an Interim Commission on Food and 
Agriculture following the conference and the final step was the formal founding of the FAO itself which took 
place on O ctober 16, 1945 at the Chateau Frontenac in Quebec City, Canada. The 50th anniversary of the first 
of these two events will be celebrated this summer. 

The idea of forming an international organization to deal with problems of food, agriculture, 
and nutrition was not entirely new. David Lubin, a Polish-born American who was concerned with the plight of 
farmers during the depressions of the 1880's and 1890's, recognized the need for such an international body and 
he carried out a crusade that eventually led to the establishment in Rome on June 7, 1905, with the assistance 
of King Victor Emmanuel III of Italy, of the International Institute of Agriculture (IIA). 

In the summer of 1935, Frank McDougall of Australia, while in Geneva attending the League 
of Nations, prepared a memorandum on "agricultural and health problems•. This memorandum furnished the 
the mate rial for a speech lo the League's General Assembly by Stanley Bruce (later Viscount Bruce of 
Melbourne and the first Independent Chairman of the FAO Council), in which Bruce made a strong case for 
"the marriage of health and agriculture". That speech led quite unexpectedly, to a three-day discussion. 
In October 1942, McDougall, who was in Washington negotiating a wheat agreement, took the lead in preparing 
a draft memorandum on a United Nations programme for freedom from want of food. The term "United 
Nations" was used at the time to refer to the allied nations who had joined together in a mutual effort to defeat 
the Axis powers in the Second World War. McDougall's views came to the attention of Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, 
who be lieved they should be brought to the President's attention and she arranged for him to dine at the White 
House. When he got the President's ear, McDougall made the point that, while the allies were held together 
by the exigencies of war, once the war was over they would need some common problems if cooperation was 
to continue. Food was seen as of major concern to all. The President was attentive to McDougall's presentation, 
but gave no indication of any action he might take. McDougall heard nothing until he read a newspaper 
announcement that R oosevelt was inviting allied governments to the Hot Springs Conference. 

Forty-four nations participated in the Hot Springs Conference (plus Denmark, which was 
present informally). They decided that an Interim Commiss_ion should be set up in Washington, D.C. not later 
than July 15, 1943, to carry forward the conference recommendations. This Commission was chaired by Mr. 
Lester B. Pearson, who was to become the Prime Minister of Canada 20 years later. Its work ended when FAO 
was formally established on October 16, 1945. On that date, 45 nations were eligible for membership and 35 
signed the new Constitution. Three other countries formally took up membership during the first Conference, 
while an additional seven became members between November 30, 1945 and December 1, 1953. One eligible 
member, the USSR, never chose to become a member. During this time, the headquarters of the FAO was 
moved from Washington, where it was first located in 1948, to Rome, where it has been established since 1951. 
Membership continued to grow and by the close of the 26th Conference in November 1991, there were 160 
member nations, one member organization (the EEC) and one associate member (Puerto Rico). 

It should be noted that the IIA, the first international agricultural organization, was liquidated 
following the Second World War and its assets were absorbed by the FAO. A major resource was the Institute's 
library which was merged with FAO's and the combined collection was designated the David Lubin Memorial 
Library. Lubin's portrait hangs in this library, honouring the man who may justifiably be called the first 
international agriculturalist. 

1 FAO is grateful to Mr. Ralph Phillips, fom1er Deputy Director-General, who kindly provided the background 
infonnation for this 11ote. 



OPTIONS l'OR WHITE HOUSE CEit"1<>NY 
June 7, 1993 

PURPOSES To honor the UN Food and Agriculture Organization on the occasion of its founding 
meetings held at the Homestead, Hot Springs, Virgin i a, Hay 18 - June 3, 1943 

To reoev international comNitment to f ood security in the face of coming 
demands on vor ld agri cu lture 

PROCiAK Proclamation signing ceremony and photo opportunity 
Oval Office meeting vith President Clinton and Director-Genera l Edouard Saouma 

LOCATION• 

INVITATION LIST 

Administration Officials 

Diplomatic Corps 

Congressional Representatives 

Historic Figures 

FAO Represent atives 

UN Agency Representatives 

Virginia Representatives 

Non-Gover11J11ental 
Organ i zatioos 

Special Invitees 

East Roo111 

State, USDA, AID 

Dean of Corps 
Original 44 nations 
Italian Alllbassador 
Lebanon Amba~sador 

Resolution Sponsors 
(Simon and De La Garza) 
House and Senate Agriculture 
commi ttees; Foreign Affairs 
and Foreign Relati ons; 
Virginia Delegation 

Roosevelt Family; Truman 
Family; Stettinius son; 
Lester Pearson son; Juan 
Felipe Yriart; other 

FAO Rome (Director-General 
and party); FAO ~ashington; 
PAO UN; fo rmer Deputy 
Director~-Cener~l; former 
directors of Washington office 

United Nations Associaton; 
World Bank; UNDP, lt'AD, WHO, 
UNIC, etc. 

Governor; Virginia C01Jl111ittee 

Those vitb FAO Consultative 
Status; Other JNCOs 

Friends and Family of 
Director-General; Hrs. Jean 
Hayer; Pauline Boerma 

Rose Garden 

Same plus other 

Same plus all De­
based Ambas sadors 

Same plus all 
11embers 

Same plus for11er 
agriculture 
secretaries; f ormer 
US FAO represent­
atives, etc. 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same plus 
WfD sponsors; 
industry; lCN 
lilit 

Same 

• A smaller ceremony could be arranged in the Roosevelt Room (or other) vith r epresentatives 
selected t rorn each category above. 

-------- -------


