[Family and Medical Leave]
Q1. Are you currently employed? 
	Yes
	No

	1
	2



[SCREEN] 
As you may know, there is currently some discussion about:
· Whether all employers should be required to allow their employees to take to take time off for family or medical reasons. (This is known as family and medical leave.) 
· Whether employees should keep being paid their salaries—at least partially—while they are on leave.  (When employees get some or all of their salaries paid, this is called ‘paid leave.’)  

Family leave means an employee taking a certain amount of time off from work to:
· take care of a newly born or newly adopted child (this is sometimes called ‘parental leave’)  
· take care of a family member—a spouse, parent, or child—who has a serious health condition

Medical leave means an employee taking a certain amount of time off to recover from a serious health condition.

A serious health condition means that it requires professional treatment and makes a person unable to leave the hospital or their home for a period.  

This is different from ordinary sick leave, when a person may take a few days day off for something like a cold.

Q2. Have you ever taken family or medical leave? 

	Yes
	No

	1
	2



Q3. As far as you know, has anybody you know ever taken family or medical leave?

	Yes
	No
	Unsure

	1
	2
	3



[SCREEN]
Here is some historical background:

In 1993, the Family and Medical Leave Act was passed that requires employers to allow employees to take up to 12 weeks of family or medical leave.  It does not require employers to cover any of the employee’s salary, but it ensures that the employee cannot be fired as long as they had legitimate family or medical reasons for taking leave. 

However, this law does not apply to 40% of workers including. 
· workers in businesses that have less than 50 employees, 
· workers who have worked less than one year for the employer, 
· workers who work less than about 25 hours per week, or 
· self-employed people[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Fact Sheet; Committee on Ed. & Workforce; House of Reps] 

 
Recently, there have been some developments regarding paid family and medical leave. 

In 2017, Congress passed a bill that provides financial assistance to employers who provide paid family and medical leave.  Employers who pay at least half of the employees’ wages can get assistance that covers up to a quarter of the employee’s wages. This only applies to employees with salaries up to $72,000 a year. 

In 2019, Congress passed a bill that provides paid parental leave for all Federal employees, allowing Federal workers to take 12 weeks of leave to care for a newly born, adopted, or foster child. They receive their full salary during the period of the leave.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  H.R. 1185, S.463] 


This has stimulated discussion on two key questions.
 
One key question is whether all employers should be required to allow all workers to take family and medical leave. As mentioned, about 40% of workers do not have a legal guarantee that they can take family and medical leave, meaning that they can be fired if they take time off for family or medical reasons. [footnoteRef:3] [3:  Author’s calculations: Total civilian workforce of 162.5 million (BLS); 21.7 million government employees (BLS) with nearly all covered by FMLA; 59.2% of workers are covered by FMLA (DoL exhibit 2.2.1)] 


[SCREEN] 
Another key question is whether all workers should be paid some or all of their salary when they are on leave.  Currently:
 
· about one in five workers are eligible for paid family leave[footnoteRef:4] [4:  BLS (2019) Table 31. Leave benefits: Access, civilian workers] 

· about two in five workers are eligible for paid medical leave[footnoteRef:5] [5:  BLS. (2019) Table 16. Insurance benefits: Access, participation, and take-up rates] 

· in four states, the state government offers paid family and medical leave to all workers, and the District of Columbia will be starting such a program shortly.

[SCREEN]
[IF Q1=1, THEN PRESENT Q4]
Q4. As far as you know, are you currently eligible for family leave?

	Yes
	No
	Unsure

	1
	2
	3



[SCREEN]
[IF Q4=1, THEN PRESENT Q4a]
Q4a. As far as you know, would you receive at least some of your salary during this leave?  

	Yes
	No
	Unsure

	1
	2
	3



[SCREEN]
[IF Q1=1, THEN PRESENT Q5]
Q5. As far as you know, are you currently eligible for medical leave?

	Yes
	No
	Unsure

	1
	2
	3



[SCREEN]
[IF Q5=1, THEN PRESENT Q5a]
Q5a. As far as you know, would you receive at least some of your salary during this leave?  

	Yes
	No
	Unsure

	1
	2
	3



[SCREEN][Paid Family and Medical Leave]
Currently, there is a proposal in Congress that would extend paid family and medical leave to more workers. Here is what is being proposed.

· All workers would be allowed to take 12 weeks of family or medical leave.  This would apply no matter the size of the company, how long they have been working there, or how many hours a week they work. The employer would not be legally allowed to fire those workers, if they took leave for valid family or medical reasons.
· To have this leave be paid, workers would submit an application to the government, and it must be determined that their reason for taking leave is valid.
· Workers on leave would be eligible to receive two thirds of their wages for 12 weeks, up to a maximum of $4,000 a month.  
· These benefits would be paid from a Federal government Trust Fund.  The government estimates that to fully fund this program would require a new payroll tax of 0.62% of employees’ salaries with:
· 0.31% paid by the employee (that would be $155 a year for someone with a salary of $50,000) 
· 0.31% paid by the employer 
· self-employed workers paying the full 0.62%.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Social Security Actuary. (2020) Letter to Rep. DeLauro concerning the FAMILY Act] 


[SCREEN]
Here are two arguments in favor of this proposal:

Q6. Clearly, people need to be able to take leave to take care of a new or newly adopted child.  If there is no program for covering at least a part of their salaries, many will simply not be able to afford it.  Extensive research shows that the bonds that form between newborn children and their parents in the first weeks of life have a critical effect on the child’s healthy development. Failing to provide every child with this care not only hurts the child but leads to greater costs to society as such children are more likely to grow up and have various social and health problems. Every child deserves to get this care independent of its parents’ income.

How convincing or unconvincing do you find this argument?

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
Q7. The whole idea of this plan is that if every employee and employer pitched in just a tiny bit each month, we could have a safety net to help everybody when they or their family member have health problems. Unexpected illnesses happen and people will exhaust their ordinary sick leave.  While some companies do provide such medical leave, many do not. There needs to be a system in place so that they can recover from their illness and not completely lose their savings or go into debt. Four in ten American adults have so little in savings that they would not be able to cover a $400 emergency expense.[footnoteRef:7] And, it is those lowest income Americans that are least likely to have access to paid leave - around 5 times less likely than those with the highest incomes.[footnoteRef:8] People should also be able to care for a sick family member.     [7:  Federal Reserve. (2019) Report on the Economic Well-Being of U.S. Households in 2018 - May 2019]  [8:  BLS. (2018) Table 32. Leave benefits: Access, civilian workers,1 March 2018 (data does not include federal workforce, which is approximately 2 million and thus could not change the ratio in any significant way)] 


How convincing or unconvincing do you find this argument?

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
[SCREEN]
Here are two arguments against this proposal:

Q8. Let’s be clear about this plan—it is a tax that would mean lower take home pay for workers. Employers are taxed too so they are going to have to get the money from somewhere and they are most likely to cut back on pay raises or to cut other benefits—which will hurt workers. These taxes on workers are especially hard on low-income people who are living on the edge. Furthermore, because the benefits are just two thirds of a person’s income, people with lower incomes will get smaller benefits and the amount will not be enough for them to make ends meet.  So many of them will not end up taking the leave, though they still have to pay the tax. 

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
Q9. America does not need another middle-class entitlement program that is inefficient and wasteful. It is really better for private employers to offer their own leave programs rather than having a one-size fits all government program. Whereas employers can provide flexible policies, government programs are rigid, burdensome, and impersonal. Many workers would prefer to request paid time off directly from their employer, rather than deal with the government, which would require obtaining medical records, filing a bunch of paperwork, and waiting weeks or more to see if they are eligible for benefits. We should look to private employers to set up programs to help their workers set aside some of their wages so that they can cover the cost of leave should they need it. 

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
[SCREEN]
Q10. Now, here again is the proposal:

· All workers would be allowed to take 12 weeks of family or medical leave.  This would apply no matter the size of the company, how long they have been working there, or how many hours a week they work. The employer would not be legally allowed to fire those workers, if they took leave for valid family or medical reasons.  
· To have this leave be paid, workers would submit an application to the government, and it must be determined that their reason for taking leave is valid.
· Workers on leave would be eligible to receive two thirds of their wages for 12 weeks, up to a maximum of $4,000 a month.  
· These benefits would be paid from a Federal government Trust Fund.  The government estimates that to fully fund this program would require a new payroll tax of 0.62% of employees’ salaries with:
· 0.31% paid by the employee (that would be $155 a year for someone with a salary of $50,000) 
· 0.31% paid by the employer 
· self-employed workers paying the full 0.62%.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.
 
	[PRESENT ON SCREEN IN GRID FORMAT, MAKE SURE DISTANCE BETWEEN EACH NUMBER IS EQUIDISTANT]

	Not at all acceptable
0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Just tolerable
5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Very acceptable
10

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10


 
[SCREEN]
Q11. So, in conclusion, do you favor or oppose this proposal for paid family and medical leave?

	Favor
	Oppose

	1
	2



[IF Q11=2 OR SKIP, THEN PRESENT Q11a]
Q11a. What if the proposal were to require all employers to provide all employees 12 weeks of family and medical leave, but the government would not provide paid family and medical leave and, thus, there would not be a new tax.

The employer would decide whether or not to pay some or all of the employee’s salary during the period of leave.

Would you favor or oppose this proposal? 

	Favor
	Oppose

	1
	2



[SCREEN]
[Child Tax Credit Advance]
We are now going to look at a different proposal for helping parents cover their costs by providing what is effectively a loan when they have a newborn or adopted child.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  H.R. 5296, S. 2976] 


This could be an alternative to the proposal that we just explored, though it would only help cover costs when taking leave to care for a newly born or adopted child (not for when the worker or their family member is ill). 

This could also be in addition to the other proposal we just explored, as the other proposal only covers two thirds of wages.

Here is the basic idea.

As you may know, parents of children under the age of 18 currently get a credit every year that can be worth as much as $2,000 per child.  

The idea is to give new parents a larger credit when they first have a child and then get a smaller amount later.  Overall, they would still get the same total amount as now.

Here is more detail.

Parents currently get a credit of $2,000 per child. This means that for every child they have up to the age of 16 the parents get a credit of $2,000 each year. The credit can be applied to taxes, but if they owe less than $2,000 in taxes, they usually get the rest of the credit in the form of a check.

Here is a chart showing credit parents with a newborn child get each year until their child turns 16:

INSERT IMAGE: Current tax credit chart.jpg
[image: ]
So, here is the proposal:

Parents with a newborn child would get a $5,000 credit in the first year, then for ten years this would go down to $1,500 a year. After that it would go back to the regular $2,000 a year until their child turns 16.

Here is a chart showing how much credit parents would get each year under this new proposal:

INSERT IMAGE: Proposed tax credit chart.jpg
[image: ]

Things would be a little different for low income parents (with wages under $12,000 a year), who pay little to no taxes.  

Currently, the government gives them credits up to $1,400 per child. Under this proposal, low income parents would receive an amount equal to their full salary for 12 weeks, and then get slightly less than they would have over the next several years.

[SCREEN]
Here is an argument in favor of this proposal:

Q12. Families with new children need and deserve help. The first year is very stressful financially and in other ways.  Allowing parents to get a $5,000 advance will make it more possible for them to take leave to be with their new child.  And, if they are already getting paid leave that covers part of their normal wages, the advance can help cover the gap.  In the long run, it does not cost the government anything, because in the future the person’s child tax credit is reduced.

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
Here is the counter argument:

Q13. The whole point of the $2,000 a year credit per child is to provide a steady stream of support for families with children over the whole course of their childhood.  Taking a big lump sum in advance and reducing the annual credit from $2,000 to $1,500 for the first 10 years is poor money management. It will be better financial planning if families have the full $2,000 over the first 10 years. 

	Very convincing
	Somewhat convincing
	Somewhat unconvincing
	Very unconvincing

	1
	2
	3
	4


 
[SCREEN]
Q14. So, again, the proposal is to give parents of newly born or adopted children the option of getting a $5,000 advance credit per child. It would then be effectively repaid by reducing the parent’s yearly credit of $2,000 per child to $1,500 per child for 10 years.

Those with less than $12,000 of yearly income would get an advance of less than $5,000, but an amount equal to their full salary for 12 weeks and effectively repaid over a longer period.

Please select how acceptable or unacceptable this proposal is to you on the scale below.

	[PRESENT ON SCREEN IN GRID FORMAT, MAKE SURE DISTANCE BETWEEN EACH NUMBER IS EQUIDISTANT]

	Not at all acceptable
0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Just tolerable
5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Very acceptable
10

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10


 
[SCREEN]
Q15. So, in conclusion, do you favor or oppose this proposal?

	Favor
	Oppose

	1
	2



[SCREEN] 
[IF Q11=1 AND Q15=2 OR SKIP, THEN PRESENT Q16]
Q16.  What if Congress were NOT to pass the law that creates a Trust Fund to provide workers with paid family and medical leave for 12 weeks. In that case, would you favor or oppose the proposal to give parents of newly born or adopted children the option of getting a $5,000 advance credit followed by a reduction in their child credits in later years?

	Favor
	Oppose

	1
	2



[SCREEN] 
[IF Q11=1 AND Q15=1, THEN PRESENT THIS SECTION]
So now, let’s step back and look at both proposals. There is a debate about whether--if the advance credit proposal were passed--Congress should still pass the legislation that creates a Trust Fund to provide all workers with paid family and medical leave for 12 weeks.

Here is one argument: If parents of new children can get this $5,000 advance credit when they have a new child, this will be enough so they can afford to take parental leave to be with their child. Therefore, it would not be necessary to have the government set up a Trust Fund and increase taxes to cover two thirds of parents’ salary while they are on leave, as was discussed in the proposal earlier.

Here is a counter-argument: Even if parents can get an advance credit, there should still be a program that would cover two thirds of their salary for 12 weeks of leave. Parents should not have to forgo child credits in the future to be able to take leave.  Also, this advance  credit proposal does not require that employers allow workers to take either family or medical leave and would provide no financial support for people who need to take leave to take care of sick family members or to recover from illness themselves.

Q17. So now, what if Congress were to pass the proposal to give parents with a new child the option of getting a $5,000 advance credit, followed by a reduction in their child credits in later years? In that case, would you still favor, or would you then oppose the proposal for a Trust Fund to provide all workers with paid family and medical leave for 12 weeks?

	Would still favor
	Would then oppose

	1
	2



[DEMOGRAPHICS]
[SCREEN]
D1. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a:

1. Republican
2. Independent
3. Democrat
4. Other 
5. No preference

[SP – IF D1=2, 4, or 5, OR IF SKIPPED D1, THEN PRESENT D1a]
D1a. Do you think of yourself as closer to the:

1. Republican Party
2. Democratic Party
3. Neither

[SCREEN]
D2a. How often would you say you vote in general elections - for President every four years, and for members of Congress every two years?

1. Always
2. Nearly Always
3. Part of the time
4. Seldom
5. Never

D2b. How often would you say you vote in your party’s primary elections?

1. Always
2. Nearly Always
3. Part of the time
4. Seldom
5. Never

[SCREEN]
D3. Did you vote in the November 2016 election or did you not get a chance to vote? 
1. Did vote 
2. Did not get a chance to vote 

[If D3 = 1. Then present D3a]
D3a. In voting for President, which of the following did you choose? [RANDOM PRESENT 1 and 2]

	Donald Trump (Republican)
	Hillary Clinton (Democrat)
	Someone else [ANCHOR TO RIGHT]

	1
	2
	3


 
[FULL SAMPLE – SCREEN]
D4. Do you approve or disapprove of the way Donald Trump is handling his job as President? 

	Strongly approve
	Somewhat approve
	Somewhat disapprove
	Strongly disapprove

	1
	2
	3
	4



[SCREEN]
D5. What is your religion?
1. Baptist-any denomination 
2. Pentecostal
3. Other Protestant (e.g., Methodist, Lutheran, Presbyterian, Episcopal) 
4. Catholic
5. Mormon
6. Eastern Orthodox 
7. Other Christian 
8. Jewish 
9. Muslim
10. Hindu
11. Buddhist
12. None

IF CHRISTIAN ONLY [i.e. “Baptist”, “Protestant”, “Catholic”, “Mormon”, “Pentecostal”, “Eastern Orthodox”, OR “Other Christian”], ASK D6a and D6b

[SCREEN]
D6a. Would you describe yourself as a born-again Christian?
1. Yes
2. No

[SCREEN]
D6b. Would you describe yourself as an Evangelical Christian? 
1. Yes
2. No

Thank you so much for completing the survey! Your response is very valuable to us.
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