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THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

———

MONDAY, AUGUST 24, 1970
U.S. SENATE,

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
New Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Long, Anderson, Ribicoff, Harris, Williams of
Delaware, Bennett, Curtis, Miller, Jordan of Idaho, Fannin, and
Hansen.

The CHAIRMAN, This hearing will come to order.

I would like to point out that at this moment the Senate under the
rules is required to hold a quorum call and establish the presence of a

uorum in the Senate, and then proceed to complete the rolleall vote
that was being taken when the Senate quit for lack of a quorum on
Friday. Other members will be in as this hearing proceeds.

This morning the committee begins hearing public witnesses with
respect to H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance Act of 1970, It is the
committee’s intention to hear witnesses on this measure through Sep-
tember 10 and then suspend these hearings momentarily in order to
take testimony on the social security medicare bill,

Thereafter, the plan is that the committec will resume hearings on
the family assistance legislation,

Our first witness this morning was to have been Senator Metcalf
but Senator Metcalf is in the Senate at this moment and, therefore, I
acm pleased to call the Honorable John V. Lindsay, mayor of Nevw York

1ty.

B)I,ayor, the press requested that you stand at your place for 8 moment.
with your commissioner while they get a picture of you and then we
will proceed to hear your statement.

May I say to you, Mr. Mayor, what I have said personally already
that the members of the committee very much want to hear what you
have to say and they will be in here as soon as they vote in the Senate
and I am sure they would like to ask you some questions.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN V. LINDSAY, MAYOR, CITY OF NEW
YORK, ACCOMPANIED BY MITCHELL I. GINSBERG, COMMIS.
SIONER, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Mayor Linpsay. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do appre-
ciate this opportunity to join with the Finance Committee and talk
about the Family Assistance Act of 1970.

(1303)
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My associate and colleague, Dr. Mitchell Ginsberg, is with me this
morning. I think he is well familiar to the members of the committee
and the staff on this subject having worked with them for a long,
long period of time to formulate a good program.

We begin with this proposition, that is timt the current welfare sys-
tem is a disaster for the poor, a disaster for taxpayers, and a disaster
for the Nation. I do not think that you need me to tell you that. Iivery-
one already knows it.

All you have to do is ask the statistician at HIEW or ask the overtaxed
family in Van Nuys or a hungry child in Mississippi. They all com-
plain that welfare costs too much and accomplishes very little. They
would all favor realistic and sensible reforms. And they would all
welcome the equity and evenhandedness of Federal financing and
administration.

The administration’s current proposal represents some real ad-
vances—and suffers from some rea} defects. Today in the rather
lengthy prepared testimony which I would like to submit in whole
for the record if I may, and in talking to you in summation here, I will
recommend amendments to the bill, and T will focus mainly on those
1-i1tller than any detailed analysis of the aspects of thie bill as we see
them.

But I recognize while T am talking about amendments to the legis-
lation that the critical need is for reform—veform now, not in the
next session of Congress or the next administration.

No one can wait. The poor cannot live on promises. Qur middle-in-
come citizens, the Americans who work for a decent share of the better
life, ave tired of the welfare mess. We cannot afford to quibble away
the chance for change. After discussion and amendment, your com-
mittee and the Congress should enact a major overhaul of the welfare
system this year.

The failure to act now will aggravate the social crises that threaten
to divide America. The alienation of the poorest fifth of our people
threatens the tranquility of entire cities. It breeds crime and drug
abuse. It damages the health and cleanliness of whole neighborhoods.
It constricts the availability of funds for education, health, sanitation,
and housing—services that ave vital to every citizen. We all have a
stake in immediate welfare reform.

And our wealth permits us to make reality equal to our rhetoric, We
can afford to relieve the incredible State and local tax burdens that
have angered and alienated our citizens—a sum less thar some of us
pay for a good dinner. We can afford to relieve the deprivation of the
working poor—commiitted men and women, who are determined to pay
their way, but aren’t earning enough to make it. We can afford that
much. And we can afford nothing less.

The real issue, therefore, is not whether welfare reform should be
adopted. but what kind of reform Congress should enact.

The administration’s bill has a number of shortcomings.

They include the failure to federalize the income maintenance
system; the low Federal benefit level for families, which is compounded
by the absence of any serious encouragement to the States to increase
their own benefit levels; the exclusion of impoverished single persons
and childless couples from the Federal program ; the failure to provide
jobs for welfare recipients; the lack of an adequate definition of what
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constitutes “suitable employment”; the compulsory registration re-
quirements for mothers; and the infringement, in some cases, of the
basic civil rights of family assistance plan recipients,

In addition, I am deeply concerned by some of the recent revisions
made by the administration; that is to say, proposed changes to the
House bill.

The bill now discriminates against families headed by an unem-
ployed or underemployed father. It repeats perhaps the most tragic
mistake of the present welfare mess by encouraging the break-up of
families. Moreover, the proposed reduction in health carve and the
new supplementary payments provisions mean that vast numbers of
poor people will receive less assistance than the pittance they now get,
That’s a sad way to redeem the pledge to build fairness and justice into
the welfare system.

On the issue of fiscal burdens, I believe the singlemost far-reaching
reform would be complete Federal financing and administration of
the welfare system—a reform not included in this proposal. America
should adopt, as a national goal, the creation of a Federal system
of income maintenance by 1976—the 200th anniversary of this Re-
public. It would be unthinkable not to have Federal financing and
administration of the social security system. And family assistance
is similar to social security. It, too, should be a wholly Federal pro-
gram. From the perspective of a few years, it would seem unthinkable
todo it any other way:.

With a complete commitment of Federal resources and talent, per-
haps we can celebrate the 200th birthday of America by veally wiping
out poverty in America. Then, we can focus our attention on the other
serious problems that plague us each day. The price of welfare has
been paid at the expense of other-needed public services—better edu-
cation and health, job training and development, increased fire and
police protection, more low and middle income housing—in order
words, all the things that mean so much to all of our citizens.

And the price is being paid everywhere.

Every urban center in the Nation is experiencing major increases in
welfare rolls and costs. Many smaller cities and many suburbs have
even surpassed the rate of increase in New York City.

In Westchester County—one of the richest counties in the Nation—
the welfare rolls rose by 307 percent in the 1960’s; in the manufactur-
ing town of Flint, Mich., they rose 329 percent; in New York, Newark,
Omaha, Dallas, Albany, Los Angeles, and Baltimore, the increase was
between 250 and 300 percent.

Your committee has been informed that some fiscal relief will flow
from the pending welfare reform provisions, I submit, however, that
the estimated relief is not suflicient and that the estimates themselves
exaggerate the extent to which the bill will ease State and local fiscal
burdens. New York, for example—with 11 percent of the Nation's
welfare population and approximately 13 percent of its total costs, will
receive, according to the HEW charts, about 8 percent of the fiscal
relief. That, on the face of it, is inequitable. Add to it the facts that
New York City will not abandon supplementing AFDC-UTP payment
where there is an unemployed father in the house at a cost of $2 million
a year; that it will not abandon maintaining the food stamp program
at an additional $20 to $30 million a year; that it will continue to pro-

44-527—70—pt. 3——3
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vide free social services to persons above the poverty line at a cost. of
$15 million—the result is that this new legislation, far from providing
even minimal fiscal relief, will actually cost my city more money,
unless some basic changes are made to move toward federalization of
the system. .

I would suggest to the committee that one method of moving toward
that goal would be to allocate funds set aside for revenue sharing. The
administration has proposed the development of a revenue-sharing
plan and allocated $500 million for fiscal 1970 and $1 billion for fiscal
1971, with subsequent increases of $1 billion each year until the annual
total of $5 billion is reached. At the present time, it appears unlikely
that revenue sharing will be enacted soon. Until it is, I propose that a
substantial share of the funds already set :side be diverted to increas-
ing the Federal share of the welfare program. This would make possi-
ble an immediate step toward the goal of a federalized income mainte-
nance system by 1976. It would immediately 1ift some of the crushing
burden of State and local taxes. It would case the quict desperation of
the deprived. It is a good way to spend money allocated to a program
which apparently will not be approved in the near future.

Obviously, T have some reservations about the legislation

The Cramryan. Mr. Mayor, if I might just interrupt you for a
moment, I know you realize once we get into revenue sharing, with the
Federal Government operating at a deficit already, we can expect the
cost of that program to increase unless we turn down the 50 Governors
and State legislatures every year. It is a very big program, revenue
sharing with the States.

Mayor Lixpsay. It is a very important program. Qur State is the
first State in the Nation to launch upon a program now of State income
tax sharing with local governments throughout the State. We are very
much for Federal tax-sharing and we would like to sce the current
proposal that is before the Congress enacted immediately, as soon as
possible. Now, realistically, it will not be enacted, as we understand
it, by this Congress.

I‘fy(y)wever, the Government has budgeted in its budget $500 million
for this purpose for fiscal 1970, a billion for fiscal 1971. So you are not
faced with the problem of budget-breaking, if that money were to be
used for the first steps toward federalization of the welfare problem
unless, of course, the Congress, in its wisdom, in this session 1s going
to enact revenue sharing, in which ease it would be a different story.

As a former member of this institution, I can read the handwriting
on the wall, and I am sure you will agree it is most unlikely that
revenue sharing will be adopted in this Congress.

The Cuamran. I think you could obtain it provided, if, each
member could write his own program and vote a hundred votes for it
in the Senate and 435 votes for it in the House the way he wants to
do it. The difficulty is trying to get that many people to agree on
how it is to be done. But I see your point and that is that if you ave
not going to vote that through you suggest that that much additional
money be allocated to this program, and I think that is a geod point,
I really do.

Mayor Jaxpsay., Well, now, let me get on to two matters that are
of concern to this committee, obviously I have some reservations about
this legislation before you. I think it could be better. But, frankly,
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I do not share two of the objections that have often been raised before
this committee and by members of the commiittee.

As I understand it, some members of this committee are concerned
by the possibility that supplementing the income of the working poor
will jam 12 million more Americans onto the welfare rolls. That is
not true in concept or in fact. Aaiding the working poor is not welfare,
It’s an employment incentive. It encourages self-reliance and self-
help. Moreover, our research, which is deseribed in detail in the length-
ier statenient 1 am submitting for the record, indicates that, no matter
what you call the program, a prediction of 12 million is a vast over-
estimate. Based on experiences in the six States that now extend sup-
plements to the working poor, we can predict that no movre than 3
or 4 million among the werking poor will apply for aid in the
first 2 years of a Federal family assistance plan. Furthermore, the
evidence in New York City is that the employed heads of families re-
ceiving supplements do not desert their wives or quit working.

So I am not disturbed by the provisions for supplementing the in-
come of the working poor. We do it in New York—and it’s far better
than being on welfare.

I also cannot share fully the committee’s concern about the so-called
“notches™ or inequities as they relate to cash and in-kind benefits.
They exist under the current program to a far greater extent. The
family assistance plan goes a long way toward reducing them.

The lengthier statement I am submitting for inclusion in the record
discusses in detail the issues I have briefly touched upon just now, and
makes specific legislative recommendations.

In summary, I recommend passage of the family assistance plan
with these changes:

1. Tstablishment of an intent to achieve full Iederal financing and
administration of the welfare program by 1976, starting with the use
of proposed revenue -saaring funds right now.

2. Mandatory supplementation of the Federal benefits for the work-
ing poor at Federal expense.

3. An increase in the Federal share of the State supplements in the
first year from 30 percent to 50 percent and a provision for full Federal
administration of the parts of the program that are entirvely federally
financed.

4, Establishment of a community service job creation program.

5. A clear definition of the kind of employment clients are required
to take.

6. Built in cost-of-living increases for the minimum Federal benefits
and the State supplements, and a liberalization of the eligibility level
fov free social services.

These should be among the goals of this committee and the Con-
gress. I, and the mayors of other large cities whose citizens at all in-
come levels are suffering from the present system, have pledged to
do everything we can to work for ﬂlle speedy enactment of realistic
welfare reform. The governors have en&onsed a progressive welfare
platform. By proposing a family assistance plan, the administration
has made a good beginning. Now you have the opportunity to create
something better than the present welfare mess. You can fashion a
system that is effective and eflicient.
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I hope you will move quickly for action in this session. It is crucial
to keep in mind that only a broadly conceived reform—something
this Nation has never had before—can effectively reduce the growing
disparity between those who live above the poverty line and those who
barely live below it, Only such a system can end the mounting fiscal
pressures that threaten the financial well-being of citizens, cities, and
States, The time has come to change—not just for the poor, but for
all Americans, Sensible policy and human sensitivity both call for re-
form, real reform, in 1970,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

The Crzamaan. Thank you very much, Mr. Lindsay, for a very fine
statement, and we will put, of course, the entire statement in the
record.!

To what extent do you helieve that you could put people to work
in desirable public service employment in New York if we here were
able to make the money available forit?

Mayor Linpsay. We believe in New York that it is possibly the most
important form of training and employment of all of them. We do
have at the present time public service employment funded in large
rart by OEOQ, and those are persons who are trained in and workin
1n fields such as health care, hospitals, housing and developments, an
the Department of Social Services where Commissioner Ginsberg
has spent so many years. In other areas we find it enormously produc-
tive. We also find that the turnover is very small, and that the reten-
tion of employment is very effective and productivce.

The Cuamrdax. It seems to me, Mr. Mayor, that we would be well
advised to go beyond what we did in the work incentive program—and
even beyond what the administration is recommending—and to try
to provide work opgortunities for people. For example, the thought
occurs to me it might be desirable for us to provide as much as 100
percent payment for the jobs that you create for people who are
presently drawing welfare assistance or people that we want to as-
sist, to work in helping beautify the cities or their communities, as the
case may be, and to engage in helping to keep the cities clean.

Now, I would like to see the streets cleaner in every city. New York
is one of them. In the area where the streets are dirtiest, it tends to be
the area where the welfare payrolls are the highest. It would seem to
me to be a worthwhile investment if we would pay some of those
people to sweep up what the trash collector misses, and to help keep
their cities clean, I have heard some comment about how some of the
European cities have been compared to ours. What is your reaction
to that? Could you use quite a few more people in helping to beautify
the Flace, and also helpinﬁ tokeep it cleaner and more sanitary ¢

Mayor Linpsay. In all aspects of public service that have to do
with the well-being of a great city like New York, we can definitely
use thiskind of training and employment input.

Most local governments increasingly are starved even to the point
of bankruptey—particularly with escalating salary levels, which is
the result of hard collective bargaining, which is a national pheno-
menon now of very large proportions. So all local governments are
faced with erying and desperate needs of their citizens for more serv-

1 See p. 1353,
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ices for keeping their parks and playgrounds and streets clean and good

looking, and for a thousand other services, too. Nurses’' assistants,

technical aids in hospitals, and housing workers who will be in the

streets on the subject of rehabilitation and inventories of housing stock,

all of these areas, the Federal Government could be underwriting a

Emgram of community service activity which would help the poor and
elp these hard-pressed local governments,

anitation is obviously one of them. There is the beginning of some
Federal interest in this, in the areas where the welfare rolls are
the highest through the model cities program. The model cities pro-
gram in New York is beginning to have a very important sanitation
mput which I will predict in due course will make a meaningful im-
pact in those communities and obviously free up pressures from other
parts of the city.

The Crrairaan. I will call on Senator Curtis and T will be back here
ina few minutes after I vote.

Senator Curris. Mayor, I am sorry I did not get here for your full
statement, but I shall read it.

1 would like to ask a question of Mr. Ginsberg. The increase in
AFDC load from April 1968, to the same period in 1969, was 22 per-
cent. ITowever, from 1969 to 1970, for those same months it was
only 4.8 perecent, a drop from 22 percent to less than 5 percent. To
what do you attribute that?

Mr. Ginssere. Well, Senator, T think the first thing we have to say
is none of us really know exactly. We have some sense of what the fac-
tors are, but the state of researching in this business is so minimal that
no one could tell with any great exactness. I would think it would be
a combination of factors, onc has been the impact of various employers’
programs.

The mayor has mentioned model cities, our public service program,
the development of poverty programs and the insistence they employ
more welfare recipients clear{y made a difference in this kind of thing.

I think also the fact is that realistically you were getting a higher
percentage of the people who were eligible for the program and,
therefore, in a sense the pool from which you know welfare clients
might be reduced somewhat so there were a whole series of factors
~ that I think resulted in this substantial increase.

Senator Curris. It has often been stated, Secretary Richardson in
his testimony before this committee indicated that proi:ably about one-
half of the people who were eligible for welfare have actually applied
for benefits. Do you believe that is true?

Mr, Ginssera. I believe that is true nationally, Senator. Theré are
variations. I would estimate in New York and I do not have an exact
figure, but in New York State on the AFDC, not on the other, I would
estimate that somewhere around 75 percent of the people who are
eligible are receiving assistance and that most of the others know about
the program and have decided for one reason or another not to apply.

Senator Curris. That is in New York.

Mr. GinsBera. Yes, I am talking in that case about New York State,
but nationally, I would suspect the figure of 50-percent participation is
an accurate one.

Senator Curtis. Now, in your testimony before the Ways and Means
Committee, you indicated that the cost of the program would be sub-
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s}tant?.ia]]y more than the $4 billion. Would you tell us why you think
that?

Mr. Gixssere. Well, I might comment at that time I dealt partic-
ularly with the AFDC and AFDC-UP program. I felt those figures
were based primarily in the 1968 estimate. Regardless of what hap-
pened, whether you passed a new program by 1972 or 1973, you wou}d
have a substantially increased caseload in that there would be a signifi-
cant additional cost whether a new program went into effect or not.

Senator Curris. Why is this going to increase, is it population in-
crease or are there other factors?

Mr. Gixssere. There are other factors, I believe. As a matter of fact,
there is some indication that the population increase from the last year
or two is not the main factor. I would say the No. 1 element, and
remember again we do not have exact information in this area, goes
more to this business of having out there that 50 percent or more who
are always eligible but who did not, for one reason or another, apply
for the program,

With the developments that have taken place, the poverty program,
the civil rights movement, the other Federal programs, for instance, in
cities like Baltimore and New York, the urban renewal program
proved to be a significant factor in informing a number of people when
they were relocated or moved out of where they were living they
were eligible for welfare. So I take the increase to he due primarily to
factors like that, that you had a large number of poor people in this
country who were eligible but who for one reason or another had not
applied for welfare and were now applying.

Senator Curris. One of the reasons they have not applied was
because they did not have the information.

Mzr. Ginssera. There is no doubt about the welfare has never, unlike
Social Sceurity, seen as its responsibility to go out and, let’s say,
advertise that. its benefits were available. I think there were millions
of Americans who were eligible from a dollar point of view but who
cither because they did not know or the way programs were adminis-
tered simply never came on the rolls.

Senator Curtis. Mayor Lindsay, the New York Times quoted the
City Commissioners Hospitals, Joseph Terenzio—is that the way you
pronounce it.?

Mayor Lixpsay. Former commissioner. We have a new system, a
corporation that runs it.

Henator Curris. He called the State medicaid program a failure
and said the city had been able to do as much with less trouble under
the old system of voluntary clinics. Do you agree with his evaluation,
and if so, what measure would you recommend to be taken to remedy
the situation?

Mayor Lixpsay. T think medicaid, on the whole, has been a positive
thing in our city. It has been in some respeets a nightmare to admin-
ister, and a person like Commissioner Terenzio, the former Commis-
sioner of Hospitals in the old system before we had this new Hospital
Corporation that now runs our 18 municipal hospitals and other es-
tablishments, obviously had various increased administrative burdens
put on him, .

But T think that for the most. part all of the administrative bugs in
the problem of medicare, recordkeeping, and the rest of it, are begin-
ning to be straightened out. No hospital in the country is really ready
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for it. What they need is the computerization of health care needs by
people, and they ave still struggling toward that. It is very diflicult
to build a computer that can have in its records the health problem
of any individual person, but we are getting there. I do not want the
impression to be left for the committee that medicaid was not a very
positive thing and of enormous benefit to the health needs of our city.

Senator Corris. That is all, Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator Harris. Mr., Mayor, the buzzer sounded a roll call, and T
have got several questions I wanted to ask and some discussions on
issues raised in your statement which I think is an excellent one and
I for one appreciate it very much. I wonder if it would be possible
for you to remain here, say, I imagine it would be probably 5 or 10
minutes until the chairman could get back and the others, and we could
proceed then further. Is that satisfactory?

Mayor Lixpsay. Senator, I will stay here as long as necessary. The
matter is of first importance to this country.

Senator Harris. All right, we will stand in recess, then, for about
10 minutes.

(Short recess.)

The Cramraran. Mr. Mayor, the others will be over in just a few
minutes. They are on their way. I am going to submit this question,
I am going to ask and then submit it because I think that Mr. Gins-
berg would probably have better information, Mr. Mayor, but in either
event, I would like to have whatever help you can give us on it.

We have some misunderstanding with regard to the work incentive
program which was this committee’s effort to try and put a lot of
people to work and were very disappointed it has not worked out as
well as we had hoped, at least up to this point it has not. One of the
major reasons for the work incentive program’s failure to live up to
its expectations is the experience in New York City. In the first years
of the work incentive program 12,000 slots were authorized for both
New York and California for the work incentive program since both
States had relatively comparable welfare populations. New York was
not able to use its slots mainly because of the situation in New York
City so that a great number of those were transferred to California.

Before Ways and Means in November, Mr. Ginsberg said that the
problem of work incentive was a shortage of training slots stating that
New York City had filled 95 percent of the 8,400 slots available to it.

The Department of Labor statistics, however, showed that only
4,500 persons were currently listed as being enrolied on November 31
in the city and over 2,000 were in the holding category. I do not
know whether those people were receiving money without being trained
or whether they were just listed without anything being done about.

T think that would be well to clear up for the record.

Moreover, even by April 20, 1970, less than 4,000 individuals were
ict} training and almost 3,000 people were in holding in New York

ity

In April 1970, only seven persons were in on-job training in New
York City, and New York has not implemented the special works
project portion of the WIN program.

Now that is what I believe you were testifying to, Mr. Mayor, with
regard to item 4 establishments of a community service job creation
program.
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As to gettin ]people on jobs, less than 200 recipients had finished
their employability plans in New York City, and were in actual
employment with another 500 in a trial work period through April of
this year. I will ask the staff to pass this over to you so Mr. Ginsberg
can read that.

I think it would be well to take a good look at that statement and
comment. on it. I wanted him to see it in writing before he comments.

Mayor Linpsay. Let me just make a preliminary comment and
then Commissioner Ginsberg. First of all, your data are not correct.

The Cramrman. Well, that is something about statistics. Oftentimes
it is wrong and often times it places emphasis at the wrong point and
oftentimes it does not.

Mayor Linpsay. Right.

The CuarmMan. We are not talking about the same data, but let’s
get together if we can on the problem.

Mayor Linpsay. Okay. We will give you the facts and the data in
respect to the numbers of persons in the WIN program in New York
and how effective it has been.

In short, it is not a very good [])rogram; it is not terribly effective
for several different reasons, mainly because the program has no com-
prehension at all of what is required, for example, to train a really
poor person to be a stenopl,'rnpher, and that is w 1y public service em-
ployment, we think, is vastly better.

Incidentally, in New York City on Eub]ic service employment, we
have approximately 10,000 persons who are in one form of public
service employment or another, This is not WIN. Most of those are in
education funded through title I, and the rest of them, as I mentioned,
are in the OEO-funded program. Some are in public service careers
such as hospitals and health services and housing.

We have approximately 1,000 in police. In addition to that, we have
through model cities quite a number of public service employment
areas.

Now,back to WIN. The WIN program is really not that kind of pub-
lic service, and its shortcomings are manifest. I wonld like to turn to
Commissioner Ginsberg to give you first the data that we have on it
and, second, what we think is wrong with the program.

Mr. GinsBera. Thank you, Meyor. Well, our figures are substantially
different, Senator, than the f%gures that you have indicated. And I have
a report in front of me dated August 7, 1970. A

For the weeks ending July 24, that would have been July 24 of 1970,
we had allocated to us in the city, not the State, 10,200 WIN slots.
We had 9,800 people enrolled in the program and 1,500 would be re-
ferred; 1,534, I believe is the actual figure who had been referred to
the State for those other approximately 400 slots.

Now a member of the Senate Finance Committee staff did mention
to me, I believe it was last week, that we had had more than that
figure and had been cut back. I went back to New York Thursday
and Friday and checked both with the city and the State, and neither
the city nor State, the two men in charge—one of the city and one of
the State—knew of the cutback in slots being taken away from New
York and given to somewhere else. So we would appreciate where the
information comes from. But as of the close of July, which is July 24,
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we had 9,800 people enrolled and 400 slots available and 1,500 people
referred.

Now I think the key question involved, because those are training,
is how many have got jobs, It scems to me that is always the payoft
question, and I think the record there is a poor one, and that is true
across the country.

The State does not provide those figures. I made some rough esti-
mates which would indicate about 650 to 700 had actually wound up
their training or had received a job.

Now we do not count it as a job unless they have worked at least a
minimum of 3 months. In other words, once they have gone to work we
do not assume that the job will hold unless we can show 3 months of
uninterrupted work, and so as of the latest figures that I could get,
slightly under 700 had got a job as a result of that program and had
worked for at least 3 months.

The Cuamyan. I would suggest that you offer those figures you
have for the record and we will seek to have a comparative study made.

I will ask that there be placed in the record at this point the figures
made available to us by the Labor Department so that we can—they
may be of a somewhat different date, but I think somebody’s staff
ought to be able to work this out and see where there is a discrepancy.

The table referred to and a letter forwarded to the chairman from
Mr. Ginsberg follows:)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR - MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION
WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM
Current enrollment by program corponent, by Region, Ctate and Project,
as of April 30, 1970

’

[
Holding Particivants v
Regular [ Other General opec-| Win
REGION = STATE Total Other on-the- | voca- | WIN educa-~ ial |inten~
PROJECT NUMBER current Basic | pre- In- Job tional [ OJT tion Work 1work | sive Regular
enrolle [Appli- Orien-leduca| voca= |stitue{train- | traine | full- develops| interne | pro= | follow- | follow-
ment | cant | Other| Total }tation| tion ftionalitional ing ing | cost ment | shio | dect | wp up
EECYON II, total 15,839 | 1,078 | 3,864 10,897 966 | 3,669 266 2,i§_8 74 109 0 1,461 105 0 181 1,578
Few Jersey, total 2,392] 358 26 | 1,758 | 112 sos| 90 | 295 2 20 [} 330 0 0 ] 01
Atlancic 9613 173 8 18 147 8 43 3 28 4] 0 0 29 0 1] 0 6
Canden 9614 196 6 15 175 11 50 23 40 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 41
Essex 96135 590 105 101 84 42 51 0 83 [¢] 0 0 133 (4 ] 0 75
Rudson 9616 323 42 43 238 1 74 22 36 ¢ [*] 0 66 0 ] 0 d 39
Mercer 9617 201 27 10 164 14 74 3 26 0 0 0 3 [¢] [+] 0 13
Kiddlesex 9618 217 43 22 152 0 53 1 9 0 7 0 17 0 0 0 6y
Monmouth 9619 297 70 39 188 3 66 32 9 1 13 0 13 0 0 0 48
Passatic 9620 254 34 15 205 18 71 4 34 1 [} ] 8 0 0 0 69
Unton 9621 141 23 13 105 14 26 2 30 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 15
Nev York, total % 10,349 | 439 | 3,481 | 6,429 746 [ 1,831] 119 | 1,402 29 » 0 Sut 68 0 | 1,07
Kev York City, 5 Counties - kd
9603 47,036 368 | 2.564 | 4,104 595 { 1,436 67 808 U 7 -0 609 _ 64 | | 0| 110 401
Erie 9604 L33 3 LY Y 2 T © 257 7 ] 0 114 0 0 65T "T1s6
Monroe 9605 108 3 22 83 0 46 3 5 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 25
Nassau 9606 259 14 44 201 30 30 0 4“9 8 0 0 35 0 0 0 49
Riagara 9607 307 0 46 261 6 9 8 100 1 3 0 56 0 0 H 73
Oneida 9608 297 9 115 173 21 21 9 21 2 0 0 13 ) [*] ] 86
Onondaga 9609 N1 13 64 254 13 52 1 32 8 ] 0 &4 3 [} 1 79
Suffolk 9610 468 21 161 286 16 24 10 85 [+] 0 [*] a8 0 0 0 113
Westchester 9611 34 [ 84 260 21 86 1 22 [} 17 0 22 0 0 V] 91
Albany 9623 4 2 13 31 10 5 0 3 0 0 0 12 0 i) 0 1
Puerto Rico, total 3,061 281 102 | 2,678 110 f1,309) 51| 788 43 | s0 o 187 kY [} ° 103
6 Areas 9601 3.061) 281 | To2 2,678 | T10|T1.309| 1 7 %3 50 0 187 37 ° 0 103
* Current enrollment through March. April data not avaflable. 0fffce of Manpower Management Data Systems

6/2/70
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THE CITY OF NFW YORK,
IDEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,
Ncw York, N.Y.
Hon. MitcHELL I. GINSBERG,
Adviser to the Mayor,
Human Resources Administration,
New York, N.Y.

DEeaARr MitcH : Pléfase refer to your letter of August 28, 1970 wherein you request
certain facts regarding our WIN Program in order to respond to Senator Long.

The following information was secured from the WIN coordinators of the
New York State Department of Labor and the New York City Department of
Social Services.

The New York State slot allocation for the fiscal year 1969, which ended June 30,
1969, was 12,000. New York City was allocated 8,400 of these slots. On June 10,
1969 the State allocation was increased to 14,400 for the fiseal year 1970, an
acdition of 2400 slots. They were allocated as follows:

For year 1969 for year 1970
original new alfoca-
allocation increase tion
8,400 1,200 19,600

200 200 400

600 200 800

200 200 400

1,200 20 1,400

0 400 21400

1 To phase up to 10,200.
1 Albany, Rensselaer, Schenectady.

New York City’s allocation for fiscal year 1970 was 9,600, with the option to
phase up to 10,200. Attached is a copy of the memorandum.

Mrs, Laura Valdes, New York City WIN coordinator for the New York State
Labor Department, has informed us that to the best of her knowledge, no slots
have ever been taken away from New York State, in fact, just the opposite has
occurred and the slot altocation for the State has been increased.

As of November 30, 1969, the New York City Department of Social Services had
referred to the Department of Labor as potential enrollees 8,313 persons. of these
4,408 were enrolled, and the Department of Labor had not made decisions on
enrollment for 1.040. Of the 4,468 enrolled, 2,038 were in “holding” status after
enrollment by the Labor Department.

As of April 30, 1970, 14,453 persons were referred; 7,839 of these persons had
bLeen enrolled, and the Labor Department had not made decisions on 1,075
referrals, Of the 7,859 enrollees, 4,252 were in various training components; 554
were undergoing orientation, and 3,053 were in “holding status” awaiting
assignment to a WIN component.

The breakdown as to where persons were in the WIN pipeline as of April 30,
1970 is as follows :

Orientation and assessment_ . e H54
Basie eduecation oo o e 2,575
Prevoeational _ e 69
Institutional training_ . e 000
Regutar on-the-job training. 7
Other funded programs (training contracted out) . _______ 106
Other voeational trafning._ . e 5
Followup (employed) - e 581
HoOlAINE - e e e 3,003

otAl et e 7.859

As of May 30, 1970, 15,663 persons were referred; 10,640 of these persons had
been enrolled, but due to terminations for varlous reasons, only 8,392 were
actively partieipating in the program. The Labor Department had not made
decisions on 1,135 referrals and 3,060 enrollees were in “hold”,

Under the WIN process in New York City at any given time there will be
substantial numbers of enrollees in “holding status” who are nevertheless in-
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volved fn varied actlvities which are essential to effective participation in an
employability development program. For example, an enrollee in Orientation and
Assessment is not counted toward our slot allocation unitl he starts training in
another component. The New York State I.abor Department advises us that this
kind of strict accuracy of reporting will always produce a quantity of hold time
since there is no such thing as instant training availability. Even if you adopt
the practice of some States, where an enrollee is assumed to have entered a
component as soon as he is assigned, rather than when he actually starts (this,
of conrse effectively reduces your hold percentage), you still have the problein
of finding or establishing specific components for these enrollees.

In New York City the State WIN team has made educational training a basic
segment of the entire WIN program on the conviction that you cannot begin to
engage a person in meaningful training or employment if he or she does not
posslsss the minimum educational skills needed in a tight competitive job
market.

We know that the demands of the job market in New York City require a
person to have at least the educational skills to cope effectively with ordinary
day-to-day problems. Many of ouyr enrollees do not possess these skills, therefore,
at any given time we have large numbers of enrollees in basic education com-
ponents, for example, 2,897 as of May 31, 1970 and 3,129 as of June 30, 1970.

When the fiscal year ended on June 30, 1870, we had a total enrollment of
11,436 and were awaliting decisions from the Labor Department on 1,185 en-
rollees. Of the 11,436 enrolled since the inception of the program, 8,004, were in
WIN slots as current participants and 808 were in WIN orientation and assess-
ment preliminary to assignment to slots.

As of August 21, 1970, 18,674 persons have been referred to the Labor Depart-
ment, 12,905 have been enroltled since the beginning of the program, and we are
awaliting decisions by the Labor Department on 1,270 persons. ‘The total number
of enrollees actively participating on 8/21/70 was 9,729. If only one-half of the
persons awaiting enrollment are accepted for the program we will have developed
a capacity to exceed even the increased slot allocation for New York City, per-
mitted under our option to phase up to 10,200. ‘

Considering the New York City Labor Department WIN Team’s emphasis on
educational supports prior to assignment to training components, we have not
had sufficlent WIN graduates to be able to evaluate that Agency’s effectiveness
in obtaining jobs for WIN participants.

The latest data on WIN placements released by the Department of Lalor
covers May 1970 and Indicates job entry for 1,373 persons throughout the State
of which 596 were from New York City. You already have the informal report
1 sent you for June 1970.

Because of tl'e many problems asscciated with turning on & new program on a
massive scale, the New York City WIN effort did not really get underway until
January 1969. We feel that we have made substantial progress towari making the
program a viable one in our city. We have developed sufficlent momentum to fill
our current slot allocation and sustain this level of performance for the fore-
seeable future.

That we have been able to motivate some 7,800 ADC mothers to become in-
volved in a program of self-help is both exciting and rewarding to us.

I hope this information will be of help to you. Members of my staff, and
myself, are at all times available {f we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours,
MAx WALDGEIR,
Acting Commissioner of Social Services,

MEMORANDUM

STATE oF NEw YORK,
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES,
June 10, 1969,
To:
(1) Area directors, area Nos. 1-8.
(2) Commissioners and WIN Coordinators of Partlclpating Districts,
From: Edward Phillips, Director, Bureau of Program Standards (Frank De

Santis, WIN Coordinator).
Subject: WIN Field Memo No. 24, slot allocations, Federal fiscal year 1970.
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As a result of discussions with the New York State Employment Service,
agreement has been reached on the following WIN Program slot allocations for
Federal FY 1970.

Note that several participating districts have had their slot allocations in-
creased and that the Capitol district area has been added.

Fiscal rggsagr Fiscal rge%

Project
New York City. . oo eieieiatecaciaeeeaeas 8,400+1,200 19,600
[T PP 1,200 1,400
i - 400 400
2004-200 400
6004200 800
400 400
400 400
200 200
2004200 400
400
12,000 14,400

1 To phase up to 10,200.

Your continued cooperation in implementing referrals will be appreciated.
Will you convey this information to cogent districts in your area.

The Cuairyan. Now under the work incentive program for public
service employment, it may have been a problem because the Federal
Government would put up only 80 percent, but there was no way he,
under that program—of assuring that the 20 percent would be avail-
able from the State or local government. Has that been a problem in
New York City?

Mr. Ginssirg, Senator, if I may comment on that, that special
works project program so far has gone into effect in one of the 50
States unless something has happened in the last week or two, I be-
lieve it is West Virginia, and the people who looked at it there would
think it is a disaster that never should have occurred. .

I think the special works project, the requirements that have been
set up on that that you have to go through, make it an impossible pro-
gram, and a year from now if that 1progmm stays as it is, then you are
not, going to have any more people. It is not chance that 49 States
had nothing to do with that program because it is simply an unwork-
able one as 1t is presently organized.

The CirairMAN. “’e]f: if you find it won’t work, and you have a lot
of people there who are drawing money and doing nothing to better
their communities, in other words, if we are paying money and society
is not getting anything for it other than the good it does by handing
the money to those individuals, T would think that those who are
responsible, who have the responsibility, should come in and show
us how it could be made workable.

Do you have any suggestion as to how that can be done?

Mr. Ginssere. Yes; we do.

We have a number of suggestions. I think the proposals made by
Senators Ribicoff and IHarris go to a different approach that makes
sense. As the mayor has indicated, we are all for public service, it is
gm n;)ost;f successful employment and training program in New York

ity ar, -

We ia\'e had better than a 90-percent retention rate and we would
have jumped at that special projects program if it had any chance
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to work effectively, but the regulations established by the Depart-
ment of Labor are so tight and so inflexible that nobody can operate
that program and it is not going to work now or it has not worked
in the past.

The Citairaax, That is one of the problems we have been con-
cerned with and Labor wanted to have jurisdiction of that and some
of us suspect they sabotaged that program.

I do not care how the responstbilities may be assigned in this Gov-
ernment, whether logically one department ought to handle it or not.
But if they have the opportunity to do a job and fail to do it in fact,
or if they do it in such a way that they make it fail rather than making
it work, it seems to me that that is a prima facie case; they are not
the ones who should be administering it.

That is something to study and consider when we take a look at the
public service area a second time.

I am also concerned about the problem of trying to provide work
and trying to prevail upon as many mothers as possible to work for
their own communities as well as for the improvement of their fami-
lies, and for the example it sets for their children. I know that you,
Myr. Mayor, and Mr. Ginsberg, who is here with you today, have felt
that there are plenty of mothers who would volunteer for work and
that there is no real need of mandatory referrals. Might I ask how
many mothers have volunteered for the work incentive program in
New York City?

Mr. Ginssera. Well, the program we financed through OEOQO, I
think we have at the moment 750 people on it. We had a list of some-
thing like 8,500 for those jobs but we have never been able to make use
of them, We have had better than a 90-percent retention rate so that
we timely have better than that at the moment or close to 8,000 names
of people in the past who volunteered for that program but could not
be placed.

The Ciramryax. How many volunteered for the program, that is
wlmt?I want to know. How many volunteered for the incentive pro-

ram
8 Mr. GixsBerG. You mean work incentive or public service?

The Cramyan. For the work incentive program,

Mr. Ginssera. Well, as of July 24, we had referred 18,400 people on
that program to the work incentive program.

The C'namryan. How many volunteered ?

My, Ginsserag. Most of them were volunteers because almost all of
them were mothers and mothers are not required in the New York
State system, to work. So there was a relatively small percentage of
men.

I do not have the exact figure, but that was largely a volunteer
program,

The Cirairaran. Is the understanding then there were about 20,000
mothers under this program who were available and willing to work?

Mr. Ginssera, Ixcept for a small proportion that T say were men,
I would suspect it is not more than 10, and probably less, percent than
that.

The Citamran. Fine, .

T am going to eall on Senator Anderson if he has any questions,

Senator Bennett?
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Senator Benxerr. I was, unfortunately, not here to be able to hear
the summary of the mayor’s testimony.

The Crairyax, I will call on you later then.

Senator Ribicoft?

Senator Risicorr. Thank you, Mr, Chairman,

Lither the mayor or you, Mr. Ginsberg; your testimony has drawn
upon the experience of New York City in administering the program
of assistance to the working poor. Do you believe that further evalua-
tion of your program and the other five States that have such a pro-
gram would disclose experiences that would be helpful for I1.R. 16311.

Mayor Laixpsay. Yes; we do. We have in the main testimony that I
offered, Senator Ribicoff, we offered, or I offered, and Commissioner
Ginsberg joins in that, and our whole team in New York joined in that,
the conclusion that the concern that some members of dlis committee
may have with the working poor portions of the House bill would
mean that there would be upward of 13 million Americans who would
come forward to be involved in that program and that the expense of
that would be too great.

Our conclusion, and we think it is sound, and we think it will stand
up under any test, is that that is not going to happen in any event. Qur
best guess is that it would come forward in the next 2 years with a
maximum of 3 to 4 million persons,

Senator Risicorr. About a third?

Mayor Lixpsay. About a third.

Senator Risicorr. Do you think that once the program got known
over what might be the next couple of years—the next 5 yeavs—prob-
ably a larger portion might accept it ? )

Mayor Linpsay. \Veﬁ, it might over a period of time, but, on the
other hand, New York State and in the five other States that have
been involved in programs for the working poor, we have been at it
now for how many years?

Mr. Ginspere. T'wenty-one years.

Mayor Linpsay. Twenty-one years and the percentages have not
changed that much. i ) _

Senator Risicorr. Now, if a program of public service employment
was included, what type of jobs would be available in New York
City?

Mayor Lixpsay. Almost any type of public service job that you
conld think of would be available, .\t the present time, approximately
10,000 public service jobs of one kind or another, some funded by title
I of the education program, some thvough Model Cities, some through
an QKO program that has been in effect for a short period of time,
they range from paraprofessionals in schools to assistants in hos-
pitals, persons who are aiding in laboratories or assisting technicians,
or becoming technicians in due course themselves, to housing people
who are working in the neighborhoods taking inventory, or working
in rehabilitation programs; to sanitation, which is chiefly in Model
Cities in New York, where there are the beginnings of a very impor-
tant sanitation public service program; to police where we have a
thousand cadets in what is in eftfect a pub]lic service program; to
tenant patrols in public housing.
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We have a very effective tenant patro! porgram now which is funded
largely by city funds, but a tiny part by Federal funds; to fire, which
is agaim in Model Cities.

We have in our fire department a cadet training program funded
by Federal money, Model Cities money, essentially public service
employment. ' :

Then there are specialized summertime programs which are con-
fined to the summer.

The other day I spent most of the day with Neighborhood Youth
Corps problems, and I was with our lial'ks maintenance people, who
are using these summer Neighborhood Youth Corps persons to help
maintain our parks and beaches, very effectively, I might add.

Senator Risicorr. Getting back to that, I am curious about sanita-
tion, and this is no reflection on you, Mr. Mayor, but New York has
become, without question, one of the filthiest cities anywhere.

I mean I like New York, I visit it and I have a lot of friends and
part of my family live there. The debris and the papers and the refuse
are all over the streets of New York, on all streets whether it is the
upper Kast Stde, Park Avenue or Fifth Avenue, any place, it is there.
How many peo e today on welfare, on your work programs, are used
just to help pick up debris and keep the streets of New York clean?

Mayor Linpsay. First of all, without going into any details you have
to understand the complexities of the union situation that exists,

. Senator Rinicorr. I want to say, I think this is very important to go
mfto.

Mayor Lixpsay. That is true, first of all. But the biggest nonregular
unionized sanitation service area we have in the city is beginning to
come through Model Cities. Central Brooklyn Model Cities has now
a rather effective sanitation input with manpower and equipment,
e(}mpment supplied by the city, manpower hired by indigenous people
who are running the Model Cities program and after initial periods
of training and work are gradually moved over into the regular sani-
tation service and become fully paid members of the sanitation de-
partment and obviously members of the union at the same time.

Senator Risicorr. Now, you see, let’s say we passed a bill like this,
and we would incorporate a work program. What requires-the least
amount of training that anybody can do on welfare today, whether
they are men or women, is to pick up debris and help clean the street.
You don’t have to spend $5,000 or $6,000 a year to train people
for that. Now does the sanitation union have a strangle hold on
New York City to prevent you from getting a couple of thousand
people on welfare to pick up papers on the streets of New York and
keep New York clean.

Mayor Linxpsay. Well, let’s go back to model cities again. Here
the sanitation union has been most:cooperative. It has gone forward
quietly without a great deal of public debate and we have been able
to mount this program in the ghetto areas which is where the chief

roblem exists and where it needs the most attention, and I do not
ave to tell you that that may also relieve pressures all over when
that happens, The sanitation union has been cooperative and the
program 1s beginning to roll very well, indeed.

We think in the area of sanitation that is the most effective way
to use poor people, and involve them in the area of the environment.



1321

I mentioned the Neighborhood Youth Corps a moment ago in which
there are teams of persons now engaged in various cleanup programs.
Once again, however, this is done through the antipoverty program.
Our CAP organizations in New York in effect run the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps program, and I think again that this neighborhood
aspect of it with community based people doing the hiring, and re-
ceiving the reports, is the effective way to do it.

Beyond that, of course, when it comes to straight sanitation, we
seek, as we do in police and fire and other areas to train poor persons
and to bring them into those uniformed services and obviously there
is a high application for it, too. We are oversubseribed in all three
of the major uniform services in New York. The reason for it is
we pay so well. We pay extremely high salaries for those service
employments.

We just got through adding approximately 1,600 sanitation men
to our force in New York, a thousand in the new quota and another
600 by various methods and devices to bring up the existing forces
to in effect full quota, and it is obvious that out of those ranks we
hope to attract a great many minorities.

Senator Risicorr. How many able-bodied men and women are there
in welfare in New York City today ?

I don’t mean the lame, the halt, the blind, the infirm, the aged.

Mr. GinsBure. We have, Senator, what is called an employable
category of men of approximately 28,500 but that includes all men
between the ages of 18 and 60. Fifty-two percent of those are func-
tionally illiterate. They cannot read or white. It also includes a sub-
stantial number of addicts. So while we classify them because of
cate%?rical problems as employable, the truth is that I do not believe
that half that number is employable in any significant sense.

Senator Risicorr. All right.

Let’s say you have got 14,000.

Mr. GinsBERG, Yes.

Senator Risicorr. 14,000 people on welfare and what is the average
that ;u pay, what is the average amount being received by these
28,00

Mzr. GinsBerg. Well, of course, it varies as to whether it is a single
person——

Senator Risicorr. Iknow.

Mr. GinsBera (continuing). Or an individual but it is roughly $70
a month plus rent for that single person that might average about
$1,600 to $1,700 a year.

Senator Rinicorr. All right.

"Iet us say you have had this program that we are talking about,
14,000 able-bodied men and women, these are men, not women.

Mr. GinsBerg. Noj these arc men.

Senator Risicorr. How many are women, after all, a woman can
pick up a piece of paper from the street, too, how many are able
bodied?

Mir. GixsBera. We have about 160,000 to 165,000 mothers, AFDC
mothers,

Senator Rinicorr. 14,000 men and 100,000 women, I am very serious
about this; they could make New York sparkle, they could make
New York clean.

44-527—70—pt. 3——4
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New York is a place people would love to go to.

I notice with a great deal of interest the loss of population in New
York. It does not surprise me. I know people, I think the mayor knows
them, too, who love New York. WWho never thought they would ever
cast aspersion on New York and have gone from New York, and are
continuing moving from New York City, and the thing that bothers
them the most, they tell you is that New York is filthy, it is dirty, it
istrue, I sce this with my own eyes.

Mayor Lixpsay. You see it in Stamford and Bridgeport, Senator.

Senator Risrcorr. I don’t think it is quite as filthy as New York.

Mayor Lixpsay. Pretty close.

Senator Risicorr. I do not think the main street of Stamford or
Bridgeport is as dirty as Fifth Avenue or any main street.

Mayor Lixpsay. I will argue with that.

Senator Risicorr. I stayed at the Stanhope Hotel one weekend. I
get up early in the morning and like to take a walk right across from
the Metropolitan Museum and I was shocked at the filth on Fifth
Avenue right across from the Metropolitan Museum, so I started to
chat with the doorman there about the procedures. So he tells me
about the sanitation department picking up refuse on every other
refuse barrel, not every barrel, every other one, and then they get filled
and someone knocks them over and the paper and debris get scattered
over the streets of New York.

Now, with all these people on welfare, how much training do you
have to have to have a stick, a broomstick, with a spike in it to pick
up a piece of paper?

I want to put people to work. I believe in public service employ-
ment, and I ll)elieve that people on welfare, if they can work aud if
you can train them, shoul({ work. But there are many people, I realize,
who are functionally illiterates, who have limited inte{)ligence. But
how nuch training do you need to have to have people pick up debris,
people in the streets of Hartford, Bridgeport, and Stamford as well as
New York City ?

Mayor Lixpsay. Don’t you think it is desirable—we have poor peo-
ple in Bedford-Stuyvesant and Harlem and the South Bronx who
are the people you are talking about, and in which district and which
areas have the more severe sanitation problems than Fifth Avenue
does, don’t you think it is desirable to have those persons cleaning
up their own neighborhoods?

Senator Risicorr. Oh,yes.

How many of these people on welfare of the 160,000 women and
the 28,000 men are cleaning up in Bedford-Stuyvesant, the Bronx
and Brooklyn, and Queens?

Mayor Lixpsay, If vou cave to come with me to New York City——

Senator Risicorr. I will.

Mayor Lixpsay (continuing). Te see the sanitation effort being
made by people in those three poor areas
Senator Risrcorr. T will do that.

Mayor Lixpsay. I believe it is the only city in America that is
doing it, including the cities in Connecticut.

Senator Risicorr. I will do that.

T will come with you because to me it is very important. Yon can
go to any European city, come home late at night, at 3 o’clock in the
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morning, and see people hosing down the streets. T want it cleaned
up in tﬁe Bronx and Brooklyn. But if we are talking about giving
people a job, I don’t care where they clean up the debris, it is impor-
tant in Bedford-Stuyvesant as well as important on Fifth Avenue.

Mr, Gixssera. But, Senator, you would agree there should be jobs
and the point the mayor is making is nowhere in this legislation is
there a single job.

Senator Risicorr. You are right, and I think Senator Harris and I
had that in mind, 30,000 is only a start.

Mr. Ginsrera. That is right.

Senator Risicorr. It is only a start. My feeling is to the fullest ex-
tent. you can translate it but there has to be a sense of realism. It is
not just a question of the highly trained job, but there are things that
can be done and people who can be paid to do the simple things that
are important for America.

Mr. Gixssrre. Well, Senator

Senator Risicorr. And your city and my cities in Connecticut as well
asin New York.

Mayor Lixpsay. If T may interject here, our city can use, any city
can use, all the publie service help we can get and we hope very much
you will be able to translate your frustration and my frustration on
sanitation, for example, and I can assure you it has been the most frus-
trating subject I have had to deal with in 5 years as mayor beyond any
to the extent that it makes my old role as a Congressman in this body
a very simple one indeed. But if you can translate your frustration and
mine into an input in this legislation, this year, that will give use some
public service employment of poor people, I can assure you we can do
a much more eftective job than we are able to do.

I want to add to that also that the reason that some of these cities are
strangling to death and not able to cope with the problem is because
the massive cost of the local service that we arve providing in police,
fire, sanitation, nursing, beach and playground cleaning and all the rest
of it, the cost of that without adequate revenues is killing all of us,
and whatever the Senate can do and the Congress can do, either
through public service employment or through revenue sharing or
both, to assist us in taking care of the cost of doing business in these
near fiscally bankrupt cities will help the whole country. So T com-
mend you on the legislation that you have introduced for public serv-
ice employment. _

I think you and Senator ITarris and my own Senator, Senator Javits
from New York in this area have done a service. The challenge hefore
the Congress is whether or not they are willing to enact that program,

Senator Risicorr. One final question for my 7-year-old grandson
who lives in New York and he asked me this on Sunday. 1Ie is puzzled.
He cannot understand it when the sanitation trucks go up and down
the street with brushes and they do not pick up the debris and the dirt
but scatter them around. He says, “Why don’t those sanitation trucks,
Grandfather, have vacuum cleaners to pick up the debris instead of
scattering it in the streets7” I ask you that.

Mayor Lixpsay. T will give you an answer to that, the reason is Con-
gress and the Federal Government has put all of its technology and
all of its tax incentives, such as they are, to put men on the moon and
has done absolutely nothing by way of incentive leadership or en-
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couragement on the technology of the environment which means
cleaning streets, and other aspects of ordinary living.

The Nation and the Congress must be wifling to put as a first pri-
ority the leading of industry in this country to do something about
compaction, for example. This country is about a hundred years be-
hind Europe in the manufacturing of ordinary compaction for mul-
tiple dwellings o you don’t have it to burn the garbage, you can com-
press it, and the reason is that no one has encouraged the private sec-
tor to do that except a few hard-pressed cities that have gone to them
literally on bended knee asking them to try to do something to meet
specifications that will work. The same problem is true of ordinary
sanitation trucks which—New York City has the best in the country,
they are made to our own specifications and we are ordering them as
fast. as the manufacturers can put them out, but they still are not
modern enough,

Senator Risicorr. You mean there is no sanitation truck that picks
up the dirt by vacuum process?

Mayor Linpsay. To a limited extent there are vacuum processes,
there are hand-vacuum cleaners that we are now designing to use
on the sidewalks of New York. We are using an<. have been using hand
vacuum in the sidewalks of central Brooklyn in connection with the
model cities program in central Brooklyn but jor the most part we do
not have it.

I brought in from Europe & large vacuum mobile truck, an experi-
mental model for the gutters and streets, and it was determined that
American know-how was not up to the manufacture of that kind of
equipment that was effective, that could be easily operated, and whose
maintenance was not a killer. That is how far behind this country is.

Senator Risrcorr. Very interesting,

I wrote to practically every large industry in America concerning
their desire to be involved in postwar conversion efforts, and the re-
plies that I got back indicated that American industry, with prac-
tically no exception, would not take the lead at all to go into the
problems of changing to a domestic economy to take up the slack
after the Vietnum war was over. If the Government does not do it
or give the hicentive to private industry, private industry unfor-
tunately indicates no desire to do it itself. .

I just have one more question.

Can’t you buy these trucks from a European manufacturer?

Mayor Iaxpsay. We have talked to the European people and the
kind of vacuum trucks we would need in New York are not manu-
factured anywhere that would do us that much good at the present
time. ’

Senator Rinicorr. And some of the American manufacturers, there
must be a big field in this, every city in the United States would be in
the market for that type of truck, would they not.?

Mayor Lixpsay. You would think so.

T have just been passed a note by one of my colleagues saying it took
2 years to develop a street vacuum cleaner first used by model cities in
Brooklyn, which still is not effective but it is the only one available
That i3 a smsnll size model. .

The vacuum truck that we imported came from England, and it was
partially effective,
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Senator Risicorr. I would like to call you on one of these future
trips in New York and I would like to see what is being done in sani-
tation by people indigenous to the neighborhoods. I am very curious.

Mayor Iaxpsay. I would be delighted to take you or any other
members of this committes on a personally conducted tour, Senator,
to show you some of the things going on.

Senator Risreorr, Thank you.

The Cirairaran. Senator Harris?

Senator Harris. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mayor Lindsay, I appreciate very much your testimony. As I said
earlier, I am particularly impressed with your suggestion, in which
I concur, that at the very least we might take the budgeted funds for
revenue-sharing and add those into this program for additional Fed-
eral administration and financing of the program, and also with your
suggestions with regard to jobs and other matters that you cover in
some detail.

I wonder if you might comment further about Federal
administration.

I wonder if you might indicate further why you think that would
be better than to leave the administration as it is now.

Mayor Linosay. Well, from the point of view of the administration,
Senator, the present setup, and also any future program that is now
being discussed in the Congress, is impossible to administer because
of the multiple jurisdictions that are involved.

It is commonly thought in New York City that the city govern-
ment controls welfare and that the welfare rolls are all in control of
the city government.

Not so. Welfare in New York City is, first, Federal ; secondly, State,
and who goes on or who does not go on welfare is entirely within the
formulas and the rules and regu%ation’s that are preseribed by the
Federal Government and the State of New York.

Those two sets of governments then do two things: One, the Stato
requires local governments in New York to fund a large portion of
what the Federal Government has put on the State. That is number
one. So it isa very costly item to the city.

Then, secondly, the local government is required to administer the
whole thing. The result is that you cannot even discuss whether or
not a poor person should have a toothbrush at public expense with-
out first going to the State government and then the Federal Govern-
ment. If you want to change that to say that person should have no
toothbrushes or, instead of one should have two, you have to go to
two levels of government, go through a whole series of processes be-
fore you can get any answer.

You can just imagino what it would be like if the Social Security
Administration were run in such fashion that you had three layers of
Government all drafting separate regulations that are supposed to
dovetail with each other, but often do not, and if those who admin-
ister the social security laws of this country were in some cases Federal
and in some cases local, and in some cases State, and in a place like
New York all three; in effect, what we are suggesting here is that
we come to the l)oint where, for the most part, when it comes to
persons who are handicapped, not just because they are blind or be-
cause they are old, but because they are in such a position that they
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simply cannot make a go of it in a free system and in a free market,
those persons should, in effect, come under a system which is akin to
social security. And if that system is going to be financed by the Fed-
eral Government, as we think it should be, otherwise you are going to
have a vast disarray in the country of differences, it ought to be ad-
ministered also by the IFederal Government. :

Senator Harnis. T agre with that.

What about the fear which has been expressed by some that people
may leave jobs to receive welfare, if this bill is enacted or something
better is enacted ?

I wonder if you might comment on that from yonr experience in New
York City.

Mayor Lixpsay. Well, I think that fear goes largely to the working
»oor aspects of the proposed legislation, Our experience in New York,

ased on two decades of working with the working poor, is that it is not
the case.

In New York City we have, in the city, and with no Federal mone-
tary participation, approximately 15,000 families, which means 80,000
sersons, involved 1 supplemental payments to the working poor. It is
mteresting to note that, what is the figure?

Mr. Gixssera. Seventy-five percent.

Mayor Linpsay. Seventy-five percent of the population of our day
care centers are working poor families, indicating they are taking ad-
vantages of day care and t}ley are working.

The other thing that is interesting to note is that whereas in AFDC
probably 90 percent of the participants in ATDC are black and are
women, in the working poor program that we have been engaged in,
the division is probably between black and white—about 50-50. So
that you have an indication that in each case you have possibilities of
families or individuals who wind up on the welfare rolls, and the fact
that 75 percent of the day care centers are filled with working poor
children indicates that you are talking also of mothers with children,
and our experience with the working poor has been that they stay with
it, they do not leave their jobs in ordler to go on welfare, and I think
my prepared testimony, which T did not read but which has been sub-
mitted for the record, goes into all of the data as to those persons who
left the working-poor category and went on welfare because of death
or desertion of the male of the family, and the figurcs are remarkable.

| How do they go, if I can turn to the Commissioner, he can give you
those.

Mr. Ginspera. May 1 comment on that?

We did this study in preparation for the bill.

For the year, March 1969 through March 1970, of our approximately
15,400 families in the working poor, we did an examination month by
month to look at two things: IHow many of them would end up on
AFDC, and how many of them would end up on AFDC-UP, the
unemployed, and we found that for those 13 months the rate that ended
upon AFDC was less than 3 percent, it was 2.92, and that included
cases where the father died or went to prison or went to a mental in-
stitution or deserted, so you add a combination of four significant fac-
tors but, added together, they were less than 3 percent; and the percent-
age, while we have not done the final breakdown, we think desertion is
going to be about 1 percent to the less than 3 percent total.
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At the samo time, that percentage that stopped working and there-
fore went on the AFDC-UP category, unemployed parents, was
slightly less than 1 percent. So that you had 96 percent literally of that
group over a 13-month work period that both stayed together and con-
tinued working,

Senator Harris, I appreciate that very much.

I want an answer to one last question which has three parts, Dr.
Ginsberg, and Mayor Lindsay, relating to three rather commonly held
ideas about welfare:

No. 1, that people move from one place to the other because of
higher welfare payments;

‘wo, that welfare mothers have additional children because that
will increase their welfare payments; and,

Three, that there is a large Percentagc, larger than in the general
population, of those who will cheat in order to get welfare payments.

I wonder if you might make some comment from your own
experience.

{r. Gixsera. Well, we have examined all three of those rather cave-
fully because, as you know, these three have often been said about New
York specifically.

Over the last 10 or 15 years, an examination of the welfare rolls year
by year shows that in any one year the percentage of people who come
on the rolls, who have been in New York forless than 1 year, is less than
2 percent. The figure is remarkably stable.

Now, that does not mean, if you accumulate this over 10 or 15
years, you do have a substantial percentage who have come from
another part of the country. But obviously if they have come for wel-
fare, they are not going to wait 5 or 10 years. I think our last figures
showed that better than 80 percent of the people on welfare in New
York had been on better than 10 years and nobody would come for
welfare and wait 10 years to come on it, so it seems to me the facts
are overwhelming in that case; the business of the mother having a
child because who would be better off, I have always said that is a
point of view held by those who have not been in that situatior.

We have in New York what is the most generous payment. An
additional child in New York buys a total of about $1.30 a day as
a result of having that child and I say, not facetiously, that is no way
to make money so I think it simply does not holdup.

People have children for a whole coxibination of reasons, and in
a study we did on family planning, the biggest reason they did not
use it was igporance or fear of family planning, they did not know
enough. They had nothing to do with the desire to make money because
you do not make it that way.

So far as cheating, nobody is going to sit here and tell you there
are not some cheats in welfare, just as there are in many other systems
that I know of. But after—if I may say so—after a most intensive re-
view both by the city, State, and Federal, GAO, they found less than 3
percent of the people in New York on welfare were there who were
ineligible, and a lot of that was technical and we challenge that, but,
accepting their figures, that was less than 3 percent.

Senator, I am not justifying 3 percent, but any program of a magni-
tude of a million people, whether welfare, income tax, or anything clse,
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that certainly is not the kind of figure that would make a case that
people just cheat. The kind of life welfare is, you know, there is not
much incentive to cheat to get on it.

Senator Hanrnis. T said that was my last question, this las¢ one, Mr.
Chairman, if I may.

Mayor Lindsay, what about the so-called notch problem we have
talked about a good deal in this committee and which has been
of concern to us. Would you comment on the seriousness of that and
what might be done about it ?

Mayor Lixpsay. Well, the notch problem is a Froblem because it
is going to be very difficult to arrive at nitvana under which the notch
problem is 100 percent licked. You have a notch problem now under
the existing setup of welfare, and the proposal that has come over
from the House and the administration bill, is an improvement over
the existing setup, and will seriously assist it.

When you are talking about working poor, I do think that the expe-
rience of the six States that have working poor programs, backed up
by the data that aro in the record and that Commissioner Ginsberg
has just been talking about, indicates that people neither quit their

Jjob nor desert their wives as they move up in the economic ladder

a little bit.
The history in those six States which have.it indicates that the

‘opposite is true, for the most part.

Now, as Commissioner Ginsberg said, you are always going to get

the exception and if a news aFer ever finds out about that exception,
1

it. will blow it up in such fashion that the whole world will think it
is the rule. But in those States that have it, it has not been the expe-
Tience. ,

What you are considering before you, and what Con has an
opportunity to do is to create a program under which the incentive
is always there so it is better to work than not to work. That can
be done. ~

The measure before you that you are considering, one that I know,
Senator, you have been supporting in this Congress and all over the
country, has that provision 1n it, and although no one can argue that
you are not going to have a small measure of a problem, it will be
far less than what you have now.

Mr. Ginssero. May I add one word ?

Senator Harris. Yes, sir, Dr. Ginsberg.

Mr. GinsBere, Because I know of what deep concern this notch
problem is. As the mayor said, it is there now and it is in exaggerated
form. There is no one piece of legislation that this committee or this
Congress can pass today that will completely eliminate that problem,
because in dealing with certain aspects at different ends of the scale
ithere is no way any program can eliminate the notch problem.

It is aggravated here because of a decision which I understand you
-are limiting the terms of the amount of money that you can spend for
this program., ‘ .

1en you seek to eliminate all these notch things and then say -you
are not going to spend more than @ dollars, thosé two objectives, while
legitimate, are impossible to accomplish. So, no matter what this com-
mittee does, you can reduce it somewhat, but the notch problem will
continue and it is simply not possible to eliminate that completely.
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Senator Harris. Thank you very much.

Senator AnNpErsoN (presiding). Senator Bennett ?

Senator BenNETT. First, an observation, Dr. Ginsberg, $1.35 a day
is $500 a year, which is a substantial amount in relation to one of the
proposals we have been considering.

For instance, in setting a floor under this program, we add $300
a year for each child. I am not going to comment except to say it is
not negligible to think $1.35 a day is not worth consideration; $500
a year i1s worth looking at.

Mr. GinsBera. That is true; that is what the Federal Government
says, but I am talking about New York City, and obviously the sup-
plement that New York City and State gives brings it up well above
the $300 and $500 figure.

Senator BennEerr. That is right, It is all right to get that.

In the early part of your discussion, Mayor Lindsay, you indicated
that you had about 28,000 men and 160,000 to 170,000 women in the
age area that might be considered employable realizing that there are
limitations of literacy and other things.

Mayor ILainpsay. Yes.

Senator Bexnerr. Can you absorb 200,000 people in public service
in New York?

Mayor Linpsay. Commissioner Ginsberg and I have been discussing
this in the last couple of weeks in preparation for this testimony here
and we believe the answer is a cautious “yes.” T would put the figure,
the immediate figure, of what we could absorb in public service em-
ployment at a hundred thousand and the reason that I say a hundred
thousand is a safer figure than 200,00 is because in the categories
of the so-called poor persons, who except for other reasons might be
employable, you will fgnd that such a large percentage of those persons
are really not employable.

The combination of illiteracy, narcotics, or other debilitating factor,
that make the training aspects of it so heavy, so burdensome, and so
big, that it is too big a statement to say that they can all be trained
for work.

“Mr., Ginseere. I would agree because age, that is up to 64. I could
say we could handle 100,000 public service jobs if we had the money.

Senator BenNETT. Of course, these are dead-end jobs. There is not
much promotion prospect, not much chance to pu\l yourself out of the
minimum level as T understand the proposal. You cannot absorb these
people unless the Federal Government is prepared to pay the total
cost, am I right in assuming that?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, that is correct. We cannot, We have, and I
won’t go into the details of it, but we have a number of programs now
that bring in the jobless, for the most part poor people, various aspects
of municipal employment.

"Senator BENNETT. Some of those have Federal matching.

Mayor Linnsay. Some of them do.:

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Mayor Linpsay. And for the most part, the public service, the
straight public service programs that we have now are supported in
part or in whole by Federal money. ‘

"Senator BennetT. If the law were so written that these people were
made available to you, would this aggravate your union situation,
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could you get them on the job without running into union pressure
which might make it impossible for you to use them?

Mayor Laixpsay. It is difficult and it takes weeks and months of ne-
gotiation and careful work but it can be done.

I explained to Senator Ribicoff a little while ago that one of the
best organized municipal unions in our city is the sanitation union.

Senator Bexxerr. Yes, I was here when you were telling him.

Mayor Laxpsay. And here we have been able to work out in effect
a public service employment system in connection with model cities
that is beginning to be very effective, and it has been worked out to-
gether with the union leadership in a very effective way.

Senator Brexxerr. But these people ave confined literally to the
area of it covered by the model cities program.

Mayor Lixpsay. Thatis correct.

Senator BExxerr., So they cannot be used generally.

How much of an attempt has been mads to get part of these people
or people like them into private employment where there would be no
burden on the Federal Government or the city ?

Should we give up and should we simply say—

Mayor Lixpsay. No.

Senator Bexxerr (continuing). That these people should now de-
pend entirely on public service jobs and the Federal Government
should finance them ?

Mayor Lixpsay. As you know, Senator, there have been a nunber
of recommendations made by various commissions, including the
Kerner Commission of which Senator Harris was a member, that the
private sector be encouraged by various incentives, tax credits in-
cluded, to become a part of a, in effect, public service employment
area.

Just recently wo entered into a demonstration program by contract
with the U.S. Department of Labor on a work incentive program for
poor people who would be employed by the private sector, providing
there was training; there had to be training, otherwise it was impossi-
ble because, again, most poor people must have fraining, but also more
importantly or equally important, it hoped for elevation on the ladder,
one of the problems parentheticaily that always exists is the dead end
aspect of many jobs which means there is a high rate of turnover.

This demonstration had built into it a system under which the em-
ployer was assisted in a step-by-step elevation of those persons com-
bined with training. Is it too early to evaluate it or not ¢

Mr., Ginssera. Yes, I think it is too early to evaluate that.

I would like to add another comment, 1f I may, Senator. I agree
with the mayor, I think the bulk of them will have to be in the private
industry. While T strongly feel some of them should be in public serv-
ice but that is not the answer. What I feel are the major mistakes, and
I feel it is in this bill again, is to establish training programs with
no job at the end of it,

Senator Bex~err. I agree.

Mayor Linpsay. I can tell you there is nothing more disastrous from
everybody’s point of view, the person who goes through, who does not
have a job, the Government that spent the money, and the industry.
I do not think the Congress of the United States, this country, ought to
subsidize training programs unless there is a guarantee that the man
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or woman who finishes that program successfully gets a job and that
guarantee ought to be in advance.

I have scen altogether too many where that turns out not to be
the case.

Senator BexxeTT. I agree with you completely whether it is a pub-
lic service jor or a job in private industry, it seems to me this whole
effort falls and all the money we spend is wasted if in the end people
do not have employment.

Mayor Linpsay. It is curious that some of the private sector in-
dustries that are beginning on their own to involve themselves in this
field of training and upgrading at great expense to themselves, and
perhaps at some competitive disadvantage in some cases, are those
who in essence are locked into the centyal cities, that includes the
utilities like telephone, and banks, that find if they want to get clerieal
help they must go into the business of job trainmmg and recruitment,
and hiring and advancement.

Some of them have had some very difficult times over it. For all of
them it has been expensive, but it is beginning to work. The problem
is, will it go fast enough in order to meet the crisis that these central
cities have on their hands?

Senator Bexxerr. One final comment, Mr. Chairman. T listened
with interest to your discussion with Senator Ribicoft about impacted
or the machinery for impaction.

Mayor Lanpsay. Compaction.

Senator Bexxerr. By your implication the Federal Government
has the obligation to subsidize the development of this machine. Tt
would seem to me that if the city put in some tough ordinances some-
body would come forward with machinery to supply the need,

I know, I live in an apartment in Washington, and apparently the
inspectors had told them they cannot burn the trash any longer.

Mayor Linpsay. Right.

Senator Bex~Nerr. So we have got a machine that backs up to the
door as often as is necessary and 1t may not be effective but 1t is im-
pacting the stuff that does down the tube.

Mayor Linpsay. What you should have is the machine at the bottom
of the tubes that does that so that you have instead of having to lug
a lot of volume out to the mobile compaction unit, of which we have
a lot in New York, we have the big mobile ones, but what I am talking
about is the compaction unit at the bottom of the tube.

Senator Bex~Nerr. All vight.

A city ordinance with maybe a year or so to give enough lead time
would do much more to develop that.

Mayor Lixpsay. We have that ordinance in New York, Senator.

Senator Benxerr. Well, come back and tell us, how much lead timo
have you put on it?

Mayor TLaxpsay. Well, it is a relatively new law that we have in-
augurated in New York. You have to either finish or have to close
down all incineration in multiple or private dwellings or else it would
have to be upgraded in such fashion that it comes close to being as
cfficient as you can make it, and both require an expense. Insofar as
the compaction is concerned, the fact is the industry is way behind
and even in a market that is as big as New York, whether it is in an
automobile or whether it is a compaction unit, or you name it, the
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{;;(I(ilstry is simply not geared up that fast in oraer to do what should
one.

Senator BexNerr. The market has suddenly appeared.

Mayor Linpsay. It is getting there. It needs some help.

Senator BENNETT. There is an old saying, necessity is the mother of
invention, and I think that is still true with respect to the ingenuity
of people who try to fill an existing market.

Mayor Linpsay. Correct.

Senator BENNETT. That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman.

The CrairMaN. Senator Jordan?

Senator Jorban. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Mayor Lindsay, I want to compliment you on a statement that you
have dealt with in some detail. I was not here to hear it read and per-
haps I shall ask questions, some of which have been asked before, but
I am interested In your surnmary where you would hope that the
Federal Government can take over the fulf,ﬁnancing of the welfare
program by 1976. Is that your first recomendation ? ‘

Mayor Lixpsay. Yes, sir, that is correct, Senator.

Senator JorpaN. Would you recommend an orderly phasing out be-
tween now and 1976 or would you do it abruptly?

Mayor Linpsay, No, we recommend a step-by-step change. Our rec-
ommendation is that the 80 percent Federal contribution figure be
moved to 50 percent in this Congress with this bill, and that it escalate
10 percent each year for then next 5 years,

enator JorpaN. That is your third recomendation, that immediately
upon pasage of this bill the Federal participation, the Federal share,
be increased from 30 percent to 50 percent ?

Mayor Linpsay. That is correct.

Senator JorpaN. Your second recommendation is that the manda-
tory supplementation of all benefits be at Federal expense.

o you have an estimate of the costs of those three provisions?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, we do.

Senator JorvaN. Have you given it for the record?

Mayor Linpsay. What are the figures?

Mr. GinsBera, Orn item 2, on the assumption which I believe strongly
is accurate, in the next several years you will have under the working-
poor Iprogram 3 to 4 million people in that program at a maximum,
and I happen to think it will be a longer time than even 10 years
before you go much beyond that.

I believe HEW'’s estimate of the total cost of that for, say, 10 to 12
million people was $1.1 billion. Using their figures, which check with
some we have done, I would estimate that item is somawhere avannd
$300 million.

Senator Jorpan, This is your recommendation No. 21

Mr. Ginssere. That is right.

Senator Jornan. The mandatory supplementation ?

Mr. Ginssera. That isright.

Senator JornaN. How much for recommendation No. 17

Mr. Ginssera, Well, if by 1976, we are assuming by that time vou
have taken over the full program and, you know, on a step-by-step
basis, I would think that additional costs there and, of course, it de-

nds on what happens to the caseload, it will be somewhera araved
é’g billion extra.
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Senator Jornax. Eight billion extra?

Myr. Gixssera. That would be Federal. 'There would be a savings to
States and cities.

Senator Jornan. All right.

Have you an estimate of the amount of cost going from 30 to 50
percent of Federal participation in the welfare program?

Mayor LiNpsay. In the 1 year, the first year?

Senator JorpaN. Yes. '

Mr. Ginssere. That would, of course, depend on what you did on
item 2 because that would have some eftect on it and that 30 to 50 I
think will not cost more than $5 million to $600 million, and I suspect
that is a little high.

Senator JorpaN. Your estimate then for the first three recommenda-
tions would be between $8 billion and $10 billion?

Mr. Ginssera. Yes, although of course if you did two, then three,
one and three would cost less because you would have taken a part of
it out altogether, and I would think an estimate of somewhere around
$8 billion by 1976 is a fairly accurate one.

Senator JorbpaN. Your recommendation No. 4, the establishment
of a community service job creation program, does that require
Federal help?

Mayor Lixpsay. Yes. We would think that, we would strongly favor
legislation of the kind that has been introduced by Senators Ribicoft,
Harris, Javits, and some others on community service employment.

I think those bills provide for approximate levels of 30,000 public
service jobs for the country, I believe is the level set in those partic-
ular bilfs introduced.

Senator WinLiams, Would the Senator yield ?

Was your estimate on the basis ef only three million to four million
extra people taking the benefit of the working poor?

Mvr. Gixssere. Yes, Senator. We now have had that program, some-
what more generously for 21 years, we have today about 92,000 people
out of a potential of 300,000 to 400,000 in the city. The other five States
have even a lower percentage in the program.

Senator Wirnrayms, When Secretary%liclmrdson was testifying, he
said it was their experience that ultimately the cligibles reached the
level of the })otentia]s.

Now, in the event that most of the 14 million that would be eligible
did participate, what would be the projected costs?

Mr. Ginsserc. Well, if I may change that a little, Senator, when
1 was talking about meeting, moving up toward full participation,
1 forgot who asked me that, that was on the AFDC program. I think
the percentage of participation in the AFDC program will always
be substantifﬁly higher than the working poor. You run into a whole
set of factors with the working poor, primarily that a large number
of themn simply do not want to be on welfare, so I think it simply will
never happen, although I am hesitant to say never, but I really believe
in the foreseeable future that program will never reach the percentage
of participation that is true of the AFDC.

f it had gone to that 12 to 14 which is the HEW estimation, that
would cost about $1.1 billion to $1.5 billion ; when they submitted their
-estimate, it was submitted on full participation, which is not possible.

Senator JorpaN. Your recommendation No. 6 would recommend

cost-of-living increases for the minimum Federal benefits and State
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supplements, and I assume that would be geared to the cost-of-
living index as put out——

Mayor Lixpsay. By the Department of Labor.

Senator JorpaN (continuing). By the Department of Labor.

What do you think about the $1,600 base? Is that too low, too high,
or about right ? . .

Mayor Lixnsay. The $1,600 base, we think, is OK. For more im-
portant to the industrial cities and States of the North is the per-
centage of supplementation. . ..

We argue, that is why we argue so strongly and Fassxonately, if I
may use that word, for the 50 percent rather than the 30 percent.

Senator Jorvax. If you are headed toward a complete federaliza-
tion by 1970, it is an interim period anyway, is it not? We are only
talking about an interim period between now and then?

Mayor Lixpsay. Yes. We are talking, in either event, whether you
adjust it to a $1,600 base or whether you, move upward, the per-
centage of Iederal participation in the supplement, the State sup-
plement, in the last analysis it comes out to the same thing, it turns
out to be full Federal administration and financing.

Mr. Gixssere. May I add a word, Senator?

Senator JorpaN. Please do.

Mvr. Ginsperg. I do not want to disagree with the Mayor, I think
$1,600 basically for a family of four is too low. I think given the
various alternatives and given the fact that the program must be held
within the budget limits that the administration has proposed, it is
realistically not possible to go up above that.

But the fact is, Senator, by the time this program goes into effect,
assuming ifs passage by éongress, there will only be five States in
the United States where the basic payment will be less than $1,600, so
I think in a country like this, $1,600 is too low, but I do not see any
prospects of having it go higher.,

Senator JorpaN. What should it be?

_ Mr. Ginssera, We should aim, and I know we feel, by the time it
is taken over federally, it be at the poverty level because I do believe
this country can afford to make it up to the poverty level,

Senator Jorpan, What is the poverty level, and how do you define it ?

Mur. Ginssera. The official definition is $3,720 for a family of four.

Senator Jorpan. Mayor, I am a little surprised to find that in West-
chester County, one of the richest counties in the Nation, the welfare
rolls rose by 307 percent in 1960. A lot of us were thinking that West-
chester County would be the place we would look to for funds to help
with the welfare in some of the other parts of the country that are
less fortunate than Westchester County. How do you account for that?

Mayor Lixpsay. Well, there are a Jot of factors in that, Senator.

It 1s curious to note the rate of increase in welfare is higher in
Westchester County and also in Nassau County, and I believe Suffolk
County, than it is in the City of New York, not gross numbers obvi-
ously but the rate of increase.

You may be interested to know also that the rate of increase in
crime is higher in Westchester County than it is in New York City,
again not gross numbers but rate of increase.

Another fact of interest to you is, last year in Westchester County,
50 percent of the county budget went to welfare, and that 50 percent
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is reflected in a great many of the other so-called afiluent suburban
counties around New York and also around the other larger cities of
New York State.

One accounts for that by a whole collection of things, outward mi-
gration of Foor people from central cities, increasing movement of per-
sons directly bypassing central cities arcas and winding up in pockets
in the suburbs that are now beginning to feel the tremendous pressures
of urban life as we have known it in the past quarter of a century, and
I think also the pressures on the problem of the working poor are
beginning to grow in enormous fashion in suburban communities,
indicating in some areas where you may get persons who could make
it in central city for one reason or another were able to move to the
suburb and could not make it in that part of the world.

Any other point you want to make?

Mpr. Ginspere. I think there is greater awareness that these benefits
are availabel to poor people and that is a significant factor.

Senator Jorpan. Do you think the government, and when T speak
of government, I mean government at local, State and Federal level,
should be the employer of last resort or first resort or middle resort or
where?

Mayor Linpsay. Well, that is a very diflicult question. The fact of
the matter is that, if you take my city of New York, 300,000 employees,
if you include all of those who are funded by the city jurisdiction and
I have to discover the tax revenues for them, but are not under my
control like education or transit, if you inciude those, 300,000 em-
ployees, it is to our advantage to keep our cities stable and move for-
ward to employ as many people who need employment as you can and
who do not for one reason or another seem to be employed by the
private sector and that our goal is to do that.

| Obviously, there are limitations of money under which we can do
that.

As a practical man it is hard for me to get all tangled up in the
rhetoric of employer of last or first resort because the way I see it, a
healthy community is one where there are jobs and where people are
working and T know sadly in my city that we, you know, we would like
to have more schoolteachers, and more nurses in the hospitals and more
sanitation workers, more police, more firemen, more maintenance people
in the parks, on the beaches than we have at the present time, and we
do not simply because we cannot afford it.

Senator JorpaN. You are not suggesting, then, that New York City
might be a haven of refuge for welfare people who are even less
fortunately situated than those in New York City ?

Mayor Linpsay. Well, no, I do not think it is a place that people
come to because of welfare. That is a common notion, T know.

The data and the statistics do not bear that out. People come to New
York from other parts of the country or the world because they are
looking for a better life, and I have found that over and over again
in my personal tours of New York City, talking to poor people who
have come from some other part of the country or the world why did
they come to New York and it is a story that I imagine has heen told
over and over again over the decade. They came to New York hecause
they are seeking a batter life,

New York tries to be a city of compassion, and it does well hecause
of that. It also takes a lot of blame because of tnat.
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_One notices, however, if you examine the figures of what happened
in the movement of poor people from south to north, as I was asked
to do with Senator Harris in connection with Kerner Commission
studies, you found it just like the migration of families in the 19th
century across the continent. The big impact of migration of poor peo-
ple from south to north having begun in the northeastern seaboard
gradually moved west, and then it began to light in the midwestern
cities, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Akron, and Detroit, and so forth, and in
most recent years, by far the biggest impact has been in California.

Senator Jonrnax. Did T understand you to say in answer to a previous
quost]io;\ that you thought your city could assimilate another 200,000
reople
! Mayor Lixpsay. I tried to amend that to 100,000 public service em-
pl%yees.

Senator Jorbax. One hundred thousand ?

Mbayor Linpsay, I would be tempted to try 200,000, but I think it
woul(i be attempting to bite off too big a piece of the apple. I think
100,000——

Senator Jornpan. What is the dimension of the present load of wel-
fare people that need employment in your city ?

Mayor Linpsay. Our city is one of the lowest, unemployment. One
of the good things that can be said about my town, unemployment
rates are lower than most other places and most other parts of the
country. ‘

There are a lot of reasons for that. But out of the persons who are
in the category of welfare, as you know the bulk of those are unem-
ployable, for one reason or another. If you include mothers with chil-
dren with an unemployed father in the household, we think there are
lots of possibilities of employment there and we are attempting to do
that, as Commissioner Ginsberg testified a moment ago. The male pop-
ulation is small. The greatest amount, the bulk of that, are aged, ingrm,
blind, and handicapped so then you come down to males who are below
65 and who are not blind, but they, for the most part, a great many of
them, with the percentages I am going to turn to the commissioner, are
not employable for other reasons. Narcoties would be a very substantial
part of that reason. Illiteracy is a portion of it.

Maybe there is some degree of alcoholism mixed up with it. There
is a whole entanglement of prison records for a lot of them. So that
when it is all said and done, if you try to measnre employability in
terms of physical capacity as well as the capacity to be productive, it
stills down to a very small group, the numbers, again I will have to
turn to the commissioner.

Mr. Gixnseera. Well, now as I indicated——

Senator Jorpan. Just a moment. Are you eliminating the addicts

and alcoholics as not being employable ¢
. Mayor Linpsay. No, I am not. I am just saying how big the problem
is.
Senator Jorpan. Yes,
Mayor Linpsay. I won’t take your time to go into a discussion of
what we are trying to do with narcotic addicts, one, to rehabilitate
and to get them off the habit, and cure them, and to train them for
employment if they do not happen to have employment, and it is big
stuff, but it is very oxpensive.
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The per capita cost of training an addict for a productive life both
at home and in the oftice is probably the biggest that we have of
any government assistance programs around. )

Senator Jorpan. Commissioner, do you want to add anything?

Mr. Gixspera. T would sav we have about 15,000 employable men,
unskilled that I think could be employable. Ve have about 7,000 men
in the AFDC with an unemployed parent, that would be 22,000 men.
We have better than 160,000 women on AFDC. You can get all kinds
of guesses as to how many, you know, are available for work, given
a job and given day care, and T am confident that at least half of them
are available so you can get some sense of what the figures are for
people who, with the exception of the availability of day care, would
be available for work in a short time.

Senator Jorpaw, Thank you. My time hasexpired.

The CrarryaN, Senator Fannin,

Senator Fax~in. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I commend you, Mr.
Mayor, and Mr. Commissioner, for the in-depth study you have made
on the subject, and I know you have had a world of experience in this
endeavor. I am a little puzzled on some of the conclusions you submit.
I am just wondering when we talk about what has happened like in
Westchester County, 370 percent increase in the welfare rolls, what
has been the increase in povulation during that same period of time?

Mayor Lixpsay. In Westchester County ¢

Senator Fax~NiN. Yes, I was just wondering.

Mayor Linpsay. I cannot give you that figure off the top of my head.
T will be happy to supply it. It has been substantial as in all suburban
counties.

Senator FanNiN. What I was wondering, we heard about Puerto
Ricans, 750,000, to a million of them moving into New York and dif-
ferent reports such as that, I do not know how authentic they are, but
just wondering how much this has had to do with the increase in wel-
fare rolls,

Mayor Linpsay. I think it has had something to do with it.

Mr. Ginsgera. I just by chance saw the preliminary figures on the
census which just has been taken and I think the increase in West-
chester was 25 or 26 percent during that 10-year period.

Senator FanNiN. Fine, thank you.

Do you have any comment on what percentage perhaps would—well,
let’s take the Puerto Ricans alone that we talk about, I do not know,
750,000 to a million Puerto Ricans have moved in in the past 10 years,
would that be approximately right?

Mr. Ginsnera. You mean in New York City?

Senator Faxxin. New York City.

Mr. Ginspera. I think that is high. What is usually said is some-
where about a million minority people, which would include both
Puerto Rican and blacks that have moved into New York City.

Senator FanNin. Isce.

Have you any idea of what percentage of those people, let’s take
the Puerto Ricans who are on welfare.

Mr., Ginspere. Yes. I have an idea, depending on the category, of
the welfare population in New York City something over 80 percent
are a_combination of Puerto Rican and black. It is heavily concen-
trated in the AFDC category.

44-527—10—pt, 3——5
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Senator FanNiN. What percentage of Puerto Ricans?

Mr. Ginssera. It is very difticult to give you a figure, Senator. I
think it would be fair to say, and I would be conservative to say, some-
where around 30 to 33 percent of the Puerto Rican population in New
York City is under some form of assistance.

Senator FFax~in. Very, very high. I know you disagree with the
conclusion that some of us have come to as far as the number that
would be added under the new program, under the family assistance
plan especially when we are talking about the employed poor people,
but in going into this with Secretary Richardson, I know, of course,
he disagreed, but I do not think he is in as much disagreement now as
when it was first brought to our attention, and I am just wondering,
you talk about the six States, but there is so much difference when you
are talking about the entire United States.

Tor instance, in the West, with your isolated areas and all, do you
feel that you can make the same comparison in those areas that you
would make in the industrialized areas such as New York or cen-
tralized areas.

Mayor Lanpsay. I would make only this comment, Senator, I think
your question is an eminently fair one and a proper one. My own ex-
perience working with the U.S. Conference of Mayors and working
as the vice chairman of the Kerner Commission, led me to the con-
clusion that the much vaunted differences between areas of the United
States when it comes to social problems of this kind are minimal, and
increasingly these problems that revolve around poor people and also
minorities have become so common in the country, obviously with a
greater degree in some parts, usually in the cities than in others, have
become so common that it is very difficult to detect much difference
anKmore.

fr. Ginssera, May I add a word?

Senator FANNIN. Yes.

Mr. GinsBera. Because I think it is a very key question, I would
claim the percentage of people in the areas we are tal(}{ing about would
be significantly lower than in the big cities and there are some reasons
for that. The program is better known, there are groups who are better
known in the poverty groups. We have had some experience in New
York where while we have a 30-percent figure, in New York, upstate,
and I am not saying it is the same as some of the other States but it
is significantly different, has significantly lowér percentage, I think a
very good weight of the argument is in the arcas that you speak of
you will have a lower percentage. What we tend to underestimate is
the depth of feeling among the blue collar and the people just below
the welfare line who do not want to be in it, who do not want to go
through it, who don’t want their neighbors to know they have it, and
that is not a fecling that is easy to overcome. And that will be more
marked in_the areas that you are talking about.

. Senator FANNIN. I know 1n the Nation—you have great experience
in the people we judge by the experience we have had in the individual
states, and you perhaps in your individual city, and I know the study
you have been making and if I judged my own part I would come to a
far different conclusion than you have arrived at, We have more In-
dians than other states. We have unemployment. of 60 to 70 percent, so
I am just not taking exception to the rule but just arriving at what
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would be the overall perspective of the country and trying to base
it on that.

Now, we cannut take an area in New York and compare it with
some western area and I know we cannot take an Indian reservation
and compare it with Manhattan at one time maybe we could have,
but that time has gone. But we are vitally concerned and of course we
do not have the pressure, for instance, from the untons that you have
in the city of New York and I am just wondering how we are going
to deal with that because I think it is a very serious problem, and 1
think this is something that must be solved if we are going to be
able to work and achieve our goals.

Now, how can we secure the union support on these programs?

Mr., Ginssera, Well, T think the unions have had reluctance to
support a working poor program because generally they feel that is
the prerogative of the union to help get more money.

I think, I do not want to speak for them, I think the AFL-('10
will now support this program because they understand that it is
essential so I do not think you are going to run into union difficulties
with that particular aspect of the program.

Senator FaxNiN. Well, I think the mayor’s testimony has indi-
cated it is quite a barrier and a very serious problem.

Naturally, I am not questioning

Mayor Linpsay. I did not mean to leave the impression, Senator
Fannin, that there is union resistance to the working poor aspects of
this program, and what we are doing in New York on the working
poor.

The question I was trying to answer is what is the union involve-
ment in public service employment.

Senator Fan~iN. That isexactly what I wasarriving at.

You mado the statement concerning employing these people to do
this work we were talking about, picging up papers or whatever wo
referred to, what Senator Ribicoff talked about as picking up papers,
which goes beyond that. But it is a serious problem and I feel it is
mandatory for the government at whatever level, that they manage
the affairs of the city or the State rather than to have the union of-
ficials manage the affairs, and that is what I am getting at.

I do not feel that we can continue to let the unions dictate our
policies. I think we must either have legislation or we must have ad-
ministration that will insist upon the rights of the general public
rather than just the union oflicials, so this is what I am talking about.

X am vitally concerned about that.

Mayor Linpsay. A good reason.

Senator FanNiN. Another problem we are talking about unions
Eetting involved, I think the wage rates at which these people could

e employed on these public service jobs is quite a factor, is it not?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, it is. , :

What municipal and other unions are concerned about, and yon can
understand their concern, is that a competing structure might be set
up, funded with Federal funds, involving a lot of poor people engaged
in the same areas of activities. In New York, in sanitation, for example,
the way we have worked that out is to establish a system under which
overybody who is in this other structure funded with model cities
money, will be funneled into the regular sanitation service with full
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benefits, pension rates, sick benefits, et cetera, as any other worker,
and they then of course become part of the union, too.

Senator Fax~in. Yes. I understand that,

Mayor Linpsay. That isnot bad, incidentally.

Senator Fax~Niv. I understand. .

Mayor Lixpsay. That brings them into the mainstream, that is OK.

Senator FanNiN. Understand. I am not criticizing the activities of
unions, but just saying that I think they must be certainly more broad-
minded in t}m overall goal that you have because after all, if you have
a good city, they benefit tremendously by it because if you do not
have a city where people want to live and you cannot be prosperous,
then of course they suffer from it, and we do have some very serious
problems in this country now when we are talking about jobs and I
am greatly concerned as to whether we are going to have jobs for many
of these people, because we are exporting jobs overseas every day and
we know that work in some of the countries, where the pay is 18, 24
cents an hour, and we have to compete with that, unfortunately, and
we do not have quotas.

And I, of course, do not want to get into that because I am working
on legislation that will benefit the worker in the United States and
perhaps not have the quotas that we have, have an equalization of the
tariffs and try to overcome some of the great restrictions we have
about manufacturing in your State and in your city, and I feel it is of
vast importance to all of us.

So I think we have to take this in the overall perspective rather than
to consider it in any one single vein, and I do appreciate what you
have—the conclusion you have reached.

I would not say I do not agree with you on all those conclusions, but
I think it gives us some information for continued study, and I am
very appreciative of your testimony.

Mayor Linpsay. Thank you, Senator.

The CriarrMaN. Senator Hansen ¢

Senator Hansex. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Mayor, let me say that we are very pleased to have your
testimony.

With 11 percent of all the welfare population living within the
city of New York, I believe that was your testimony.

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, sir.

Senator Hansen. And with 13 percent of the welfare costs being
reflected by the presence of those persons there, what you say and the
conclusions that you have reached are of great importance to all of
us, and certainly to our country.

I would like, if T may, to ask about the press release that accom-
panied your statement, in which you say:

“Our wealth permits us to make reality equal to our rhetoric. We
can afford to relieve the incredible local State and tax burdens that
have angered and alienated our citizens.”

You are differentiating, or I presume you arc in this statement,
between State and local tax burdens as contrasted with Federal tax
burdens.

Mayor TLaxpsay. Correct.

. Senator Haxsen. It is your thought that people will more will-
ingl gay Federal taxes than State and local taxes, is that what you

imply
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Mayor Linpsay. I think as a general proposition that is true, but
more importantly in this world, in this role, in this area in which
we are dealing here, it is the only effective way to unite the country in
my judgment.

Scnator HanseN. You mean to remove the burden of welfare from
State and local taxpayers to the Federal ?

Mayor Lixpsay. To deal evenhandedly with this subject of poor
people in the Nation and in such fashion that migration is discour-
aged, that communities that have had the iimpact of it are stabilized,
and that what amounts to a really national crisis, which I believe it is
is addressed by the Federal Government just like any other national
crisis, whether it be farmworkers or anything else, we take a look
at it and see what the country can do.

Scenator HanseN. And you speak of the evenhandedness that would
result from the assumption of these burdens that are presently borne
by three levels of government as they could be shifted hopefully by
1976, I think, quoting your testimony, to the IFederal Government.

Mayor Linpsay. Certainly.

Senator Hansen. And you say one of the advantages, one of the
_ benefits, that would flow from such a shift would be a discouraging
of migration? Did I understand you to say that?

Mayor Linpsay. The impact of this bill here obviously would be to
improve conditions for poor people in the South, which has been the
chief source of migration over tllle past 25 years and in that fashion,
I would think, would discourage migration on the part of those per-
sons who are going elsewhere to find a better life.

Senator HaxseN. They have gone, in your opinion, Mr, Mayor, to
citics such as New York in order to find a better life that would reflect
increased welfare benefits or the increased job opportunity?

Mayor Lixpsay. Usually, I think, increased job opportunities.
There is no evidence that we can point to that would indicate that
because New York City has a higher welfare arrangement than does
Mississippi that that is the reason that citizens of Mississippi came to
New York or to Detroit or to Newark or to Cincinnati or Cleveland
or Akron or Los Angeles. My own experience based on conversations
that I have had many times over in tLe strects with poor people and
asking them why did they come to New York, if it was from another
part of the country, it was usually to find a better life.

1 remember taking the chief of staff of the Kerner Commission
on a tour of New York City once, just alone, no press or anything. I
took him into probably one of the worst streets in the United States
and certainly one of the worst streets in New York, located in Browns-
ville, Centrel Brooklyn, alongside Bedford-Stuyvesant. It makes Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant look like FFifth Avenue, and at random I took him
into a tenement building that was one of the worst slums you would
ever find, and wo wandered into a ground floor apartment. ‘There was
no door that worked and inside it was relatively clean. Furniture was
the normal stuff that you would throw out or I would throw out, and
there was a woman there with about three or four of her kids. She
was bright-eyed, attractive looking, black, and I said, “How long have
you been living here?”

She said about 3 years.

Isaid, “Where did you come from?”
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She said, “Mississippi.”

I said, “Why did you leave?”

And she said to get a_job and to have a better life.

I said, “Did you find it?”, looking around me, sure that the answer
was going to be “No, I was disappointed,” or something clse.

She said, “Yes”; very difficult for anyone to understand, but that
was the answer,

Senator HanseN. She was not on welfare?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, she was. She had worked, and I said, “You
want to work ¥, and she said “Yes.”

T said, “Why don’t you?”

She said, “Because I have to get a place for my children,” day care
in other words.

Senator Hansex. Then it would be true, if she had been employed in
Mississippi, whether she was or not I would not know, of course, but
in any event, welfare in New York City as she compared that with
what ‘she had known in Mississi pi represented an improvement for
h'er} il?ISOfal‘ as she and her children were concerned; would that be
right : ‘

Mayor Lixpsay. Well, her main experience in New York had been
working, and she had quit work because of the children, she was not
able to take care of them. Her story was that if she could have her
children placed in day care of some kind or another, and if she could
get a job, she would go back to work, and that is what she wanted to do.

Senator Haxsex. With reference once more to the angered and
alienated taxpaying citizens, I know that Commissioner Ginsberg does
not agree with the conclusion that I think maybe Secretary Richard-
son feels would be reached at some point, but would it be your thought,
Mr. May or, that if the costs, if the burden of welfare on taxpayers
were to be nearly doubled and T would not equivocate on whether it
will be or whether it will not be, if it were to be nearly doubled, do you
think citizens, taxpaying citizens, who now rebel against State and
local taxes, would willingly assume an overall burden of paying nearly
twice as much for welfare costs?

Mayor Linpsay. You are asking a hypothetical question because
Commissioner Ginsberg and I do not believe the cost would be any-
where near what has been estimated by some in this area.

Senator HANSEN. Yes.

Mayor Lixpsay. But let’s assume there is more cost. I really think
that that additional cost is compensated for by the decrease in crime,
slum housing, deterioration, polarization, and all of the other terrible
pressures that urban America is under now, because our experience has
been that particularly in the area of working people, that if jobs can
bo created and people trained for jobs and they can be placed in those
jobs and then a floor put under them in such fashion that they can hold
themselves in such jobs pending advancement, that all of the other
terrible nightmares and pressures of urban life today are decreased.
~ You really cannot measure it just in dollars alone. You have to
measure it in terms of the quality of life in general in the city or in
the suburb, hecause increasingly it is a suburban question too.

Senator Hansen. A little further down on the first Eage of your
press release, you point out that the administration’s bill has a number
of shortcomings, and then you, under those, include the lack of an
adequate definition of what constitutes suitable employment.
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I saw the results of a study made, I am not certain how long ago,
wherein some 8,100 welfare recipients-were certified by the Depart-
ment of Labor, as I recall, back to HEW with the recommendation
that those recipients be terminated from welfare rolls because, despite
their obvious qualifications for jobs they met every standard and were
physically able to work there was no reason why each one of these
8,100 recipients should not be working at jobs they were offered.

Despite their decertification by the Department of Labor some 200
only were terminated from welfare. Would it be your fecling that wo
have been too lenient in terminating people on welfare rolls because of
their unwillingness to accept employment?

Mayor Lixpsay. Well, I think any person who is unwilling to ac-
cept suitable employment where employment is available should be
immediately terminated from welfare status; immediately.

Senator Hansex. What do you mean by suitable employment ¢

Mayor Linpsay. Well, suitable employment was placed in here be-
cause of the massive objections by labor, AFL-CIQO, to the working

oor provisions of legislation here unless there were amendments in
it that would cover their problem. Those amendments have to do with
when a person is either trained for work or is working and receiving
squlenlentary benefits. They do not want to see that person working
below either minimum or prevailing wage in the locality, whichever
is higher, nor do they want to see such a person used as a strikebreaker
and being paid for it.

That was their concern,

Senator HaxsenN. And do you agree with all of those objections

raised by the AFL-CIO?
_ Mayor Linpsay. I think they are fair points, and I think they are
fair points because of a very practical reason outside of labor’s desires
here. The very practical reason is that I think that in all of these areas
where these pressures are the worst, and I think in other parts, too, that
it is impossible for a person to really live half decently 1f they are not
paid the minimum wage or the prevailing wage. You simply cannot
do it and the first thing you know you are going to find a welfare case
on your hands that you should not have.

Senator HaxseN. Well, under present Federal law, really, aren’t we
seeing spooks in the closet to talk about the possibility of an employer
‘who comes under the Federal or State minimum wage laws paying
less than that amount to anyone?

I mean is this a real fear

Mayor Lanpsay. I think it is——

Senator Hansex, Why 1

Mayor Lixpsay. Ithink, I agree with you

Senator Hansen. What sort of a situation would arise

Mayor Linpsay. I agree with you the fear may be greater than
Labor thinks it is but I can see their point.

Slclrmitor Haxsen. And you do agree with that point, you say gen-
erally.

Mayor Linpsay. Yes, there will be problems in it. We have certain
industries in New York that do not come under Federal minimum
wage standards, there are some; and it is true in every community, and
what labor says is that they do not think that taxpayers’ money should
be used to subsidize that.




1344

Mr. Ginspera, If T may add a word there, Senator, it has not been
unknown in this country particularly with welfare recipients that
under the penalty of losing their benefits they are forced to take some
jobs that do not meet those requirements, .

Iam not saying that happens in very large numbers, but it does hap-
pen and certainly it seems to me this is an appropriate protection to
try to make sure it does not]mp]pen. ) ) -

Senator Haxsex, Would it happen if we had effective, eflicient ad-
ministration of welfare? ) .

I mean, I should think the situation to which I refer where the
Department of Labor has certified that all of the conditions that might
reasonably be expected to be met indeed been met, and this was the
case with these some 8,100 welfare recipients, and yet despite the fact
only 200 were terminated by HEW. T repeat my question, then,

Mayor Linpsay. I can only say then whether it is administration or
what, that no person should be in welfare who is employable and where
there is a job available. i ]

Senator Haxsex. Even though the AFL-CIO might not like that
situation,

Mayor Linpsay. Well, again I think that it would be, in New York
City 1t would be, really the rare case, certainly the exception where a
person is going to wind up in a job that would violate normal union
rules and regulations because you cannot live below that level ; but the
main point 1s, I do think that, and we, Commissioner Ginsberg in his
many years of administering the programs in New York was very
tough about this, if there is a job training program available and a
job available and the person was employable and refused employment
that person is off of welfare, and is taken off the rolls.

Mr. Ginsnera. It goes, Senator, to one of our arguments for Federal
administration, because you now have 50 States administering these
programs differently plus countless cities and municipalities and coun-
ties and so forth and you simply get an impossible ﬁind of variation
so that you cannot talk about administration except in terms of all
these different things,

Senator Hansen. And what you recommend, Mr. Commissioner, is
that we turn the implementation of this plan over to the Federal
Government with a record of having certified 8,100 persons who should
be removed from the rolls and actually a fO“O\\'t}ll‘Oll h by another
department of Government removes only 200, you feel this would be an
Improvement over the present situation youn have in New York.

fr. Ginspere. I think it is just not in New York. I think Federal
administration would be an Improvement over the administration
over the whole country.

I do not know the examgle you are talking about but that was not
failure of administration by the Federal Government. It had to be
failure on the lower levels,

Senator Hansen. It was administered by two agencies of Govern-
ment, HEW and Labor.

Mr. GinsBera. Yes, but they must have brought it to the attention
of the State because the Federal Government. by itself could not have
taken theaction that you believe it should have taken.,
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Senator Haxsen. I was saying the Department of Iealth, Educa-
tion, and Welfare should have taken the action and it did not take
the action.

Mr. Ginseera. The only way it could take the action, Senator, is by
instructing in some way the local or the State government.

It, itself, could not remove anybody from the welfare rolls.

Senator Hansex. Just one final question, Mr. Chairman.

One of the concerns we have heard raised by a great many people
throughout the country is that this, what some persons refer to as a
minimum wage, and it is not that, I recognize specifically, but this
minimum Federal amount or the minimum amount that a family of
four, say, would be eligible for is only a starter. There will be amend-
ments proposed in the Congress and that whereas at the present time
the proposal under the bill before us is that a family of four would
receive $1,600, that that really would be only a start. I believe, Mr,
Mayor, that you testified that in your judgment that would be ade-
quate; isthat right ?

Mayor Laxpsay. I testified that being, I hope, a practical politician,
that $1,600 under all the circumstances is OK because I do not sece
any chance of moving that upward.

The commissioner said, in answering the same question, that the
closer you get to federally defined poverty level the better, and for
}::13")?‘3(1) America—north, south, cast, and west—that definition is at
oy (U, ‘

Senator Haxsex. $3,720, I believe,is that right?

Mayor Lixpsay. $3,720. It is a little bit lower for rural America.

Senator Haxsex. Then may I ask you, sir, what would your posi-
tion be if the proposal was made to increase this benefit from $1,600
for a family of four to $3,720; would you oppose it or would you
favorit?

Mayor Lixpsay. Iwould favor it.

Senator Haxsen. You would favor it?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes,sir.

Senator HaxseN. May it not be reasonable to assume that there
would be a considerable number of other important people who like-
wise would favor raising this minimum amount from $1,600 up to
or perhaps in some cases exceeding the $3,7207 Is that a reasonable
assumption tomake?

Mayor Lannsay. I do not think anybody would argue it should be
above the poverty level but it should be to the poverty level, and
anything that you strike between $1,600 and the poverty level obviously
helps more people and more local communities throughout. the country.
As the commissioner pointed out, the $1,600 level means there are only
fivo States in the Union where payments will be universal.

All the other States have to supplement, if they want to bring people
up to the poverty level, and that is why we argue that there ought to
be a greater sharing by the Federal Government in the portion of
supplementation.

Senator Haxsen. If this were done, would it not likewise follow that
these projections of cost increases would be raised accordingly or
proportionately ¢

Mayor Lanpsay. Yes.
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Senator Hansen. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I have no further questions.

The Cuairstan. Thank you.

Might T ask, Mr, Mayor, with regard to day care if it is not true
that you have a lot of working mothers in New York who state they
would like to work but that the lack of adequate day care is a big
impediment to providing work ?

Mayor Lixpsay. Surely.

The Crratryaan. Would you tell us——

Mayor Linpsay. Right.

The Cramrmax (continuing). What New York City has been able
to do about that day care provision ?

Now, the reason I am asking that is because I am trying to provide
an amendment to provide for day care.

Mayor Linpsay. We have about 13,000 youngsters in day care in New
York. I just got through receciving a fair]y elaborate report by a s‘l)ecial
commission that I established on this question of day care, and that
report has made some very important recommendations which we are
examining and hope to implement most of them if not all of them.

One of the recommendations is that a full-time department of day
care be established in the Human Resources Administration that is
concerned at that level with the problems of day care.

The Cuamrytan. Well, now, would you and Mr. Ginsberg just give
us some idea as to what remains to be done, let’s say, in New York City,
both in terms of experience and would you try to give us some differ-
ence between just providing babysitting and providing day care for
children.

Mayor Linpsay. Well, our guess is that the numbers of youngsters
who are eligible or should be eligible, and could be taken care of in day
care, if we have the resources for it, are in the neighborhood of about
100,000, approximately 100,000.

The Crairman. You think you need to provide day care for about
100,000 youngsters ?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes,sir.

The Crnairman. How many of them are in day care now ?

Mayor Linpsay. 13,000.

The Criairaan. So you would need about eight times the day care
that you presently have. I sce Commissioner Ginsberg is nodding his
head as well.

Mayor Linpsay. Correct.

The Cramryan. I personally feel in a city the size of New York
where have the fpeople together it is not the same problem that exists
in rural areas of trying to get children to day care centers. With that
type of concentration it seems to me if the children are healthy and
able-bodied, then between what we can do and what you can do, we
ought to make it possible to provide day care for every mother who
wants to work. Now what is your reaction to that?

Mayor Linpsay. Positive.

The Cratryan. That is the way it seems to me.

I just say I was severely criticized for trying to suggest some way
of providing day care for children in all the cities, and one of the
cities in Louisiana where the newspaper there said they had plenty of
babysitting available already. But it seems to me that we ﬁave just
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a great number of places where mothers want to work and we cannot.
provide adequate day care the way it stands now.

You donot have the money for it now, do you?

Mayor Linpsay. Don’t have the resources to provide as much day care
as we would like.

Mr. Gixspera. Senator, in 1965, I believe day care in New York
City was financed entirely with city money. Then it was 50-50 city and
State and it has only been within the last year there has been any sig-
nificant Federal contribution at all, and then there is the problem as
youknow because you have been very close to all construction and thera
15 & problem of what I consider somewhat unrealistic standards.

Every city, county, State has standards which are usually beyond
reality and have stood in the way of some expansion,

‘The Cuamryan. One thing I am suggesting in the amendments I am
offering is simply setting a Federal health and safety standard to say
that if the child care facility meets the standard we are setting here
that is adequate. I would hope we won't run into too much of a State’s
rights or home-rule problem there with people saying that the Federal
standard is not adequate.

What are the standards—we take the life and safety codes that most
States use and simply adopt that as our standard.

We would have to have the day care unavailable because we cannot

et together with every city in America about the fire standards and
the safety codes.

Could you give us some suggestions as to what needs to be done with
regard to day care over and above simply providing custodial care of
the children?

Mr. Ginssera. I think it should be more than custodial. It seems
to me there are health services, there are certain educational services
that can be built in there, there are certain social services. It seems to
me one of the objectives of a good day care program ought to help
make it possible for these people as adults not to end up 1n the same
kind of welfare situation as their parents are.

I do not see this just as a place to park the kids but a much more
meaningful experience. When you talk about day care, you have to
look forward to when these children are no longer children but adults.

The Cuarman. If we have a frustrating experience for a mother
who has seven or eight children or more it has been su{ggested to me
we might just as well pay the mother to stay home and look after her
children. What is your experience ?

Mr. Gixspere. I am all for day care. I think there is an under-
estiination of the cost of that program.

I think we have to take into consideration what is going to happen
when they become adults, but if you put eight children in day care it
is going to cost you money.

The Crairyax. It is going to cost you more in day care than to give
the mother money. What might be the reaction of the children?

Mr. Ginssrra. I am not an expert but some mothers feel the women
should be paid for the services in the home. But you cannot judge this
program only by the immediate costs. It seems co me there are other
advantages. I happen to think in many instances aside from the work
itself it is to everybody’s benefit to have the kids and mother not to-



1348

gether all the time. The notion it is always better to have the mother
taking care of the children is an utter myth to me.

The Crairyan. In some respects the mother can be driven out of
her mind trying to take care of four or five children all the time.

Mr. GinsBera. So can the kids.

The Crramryax. Senator Williams.

Senator Wirnniays, Just a couple of questions.

In answer to a question by Senator Hansen, you said you thought
this should be raised to $3,200 or $3,300 or was it $3,7007

Mayor Laxpsay. What T was saying was there ought to be full Fed-
eral financing by 1976 and whether it is done by increasing the base
level from $1,600 upwards to the poverty level by 1976 or whether it
is done by a Federal pickup of the State supplementation—it makes
little difference which way it is done.

Senator WirLiams. Are you familiar with the Harris bill, the bill
introduced by Senator Harris, S. 8433, which would raise the $1,600
fora family of four to avound $3,200 to $3,300?

Mayor Linpsay. Yes.

Senator WirLiaMs. Do yvou endorse that bill?

Mayor Linpsay. Well, I came in here with the recommendation, and
I will stand on that recommendation, that because of all the work
we have done, particularly Commissioner Ginsberg at the House and
at HEW and with other Senators, outside of this committee, that po-
litically we think it is better to stand on a proposition under which
we would ask for an immediate 50-percent sharing of the supplement
rather than an increase in the base.

In the best of all worlds, sure, I think Senator Harris has done a
service offering the bill that he has.

As a practical man, I would doubt that that has much chance.

Senator Wirriays. Well, of course, merely offering a bill does not
mean anything unless you act on it, and my question 1s, do you recom-
mend that bill be accepted or rejected ?

Mayor Linpsay. I would like to see it aceepted obviously.

Senator WiLLiays. You would like to sce it accepted ?

Mayor Linpsay. Obviously.

Senator Wirrianms. The estimated cost on that bill by the Secretary
of HEW was an additional $12 billion to $17 billion above the bill
passed by the House and that by 1974, it would cost between $24 bil-
lion and $37 billion ahove the bil! that was passed by the House. Do
you think we can afford it ?

Mayor Linpsay. Again, No. 1, we would have differences with the
estimate as to the cost on the working poor portions of this based
on what we think is very real expericence, so we would have real differ-
ences there,

Secondly, the reason we come in with a recommendation that you
go forward with your $1,600 base and make the modest adjustment of
moving the 30-percent Federal contribution on that portion of it that
is the supplement to 50 percent is that we think that it would be
cheaper than what is proposed by the Senator’s bill. Also I think it
has a hetter chance politically of getting through, so that is our rec-
ommendation. Obviously, in the best of all worlds we would like to see
something that brings everyone up to the poverty level.
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Senator WiLrians. We recognize there can be a difference of opinion
as to the projected costs. . .

Our committee is caught somewhat in the position of having to ac-
cept the administration’s estimate of cost, but there would be one alter-
native to that and that is to provide in the bill that not to exceed a cer-
tain amount can be spent in any one area and then we could accept your
estimate of the costs and limit the expenditures to the amount set by
your estimate.

Would you support such a proposal ?

Mayor Lixpsay. No, sir.

Senator WirLiams. So you have a little more confidence in the ad-
ministration’s estimate than appears on the surface; is that correct?

Mayor Linpsay. I do not. 1 do not think their cost, the administra-
tion’s cost estimates are accurate.

Senator WiLriass. I was just wondering. I understood you to say
you would not be willing to accept your own estimate frozen into the
law.

Mayor Linpsay. No; I do not say that.

Senator WiLLiayxs. What did yousay ¢

Mayor Linpsay. What 1 sai(i was that my position is that the big
difference between the administration estimate and our estimates have
to do with the working poor, and we argue, and we are convinced that
we are right, that the figure of 12 to 13 million that would take ad-
vantage or come into the working poor program is a vast overestimate,

We put that figure at $3 million to $4 million outside, and we believe
that we are right because, and we base that belief on New York City
in 21 years of experience, and the other five States that have had this
program for various periods of time. ‘Their experience is more con-
servative than ours in respect of those figures.

Senator WiLriams. Of course, if you are corvect, then the administra-
tion has substantially overestimated the cost of the program.

Mayor Linpsay. Correct,

Senator WiLLiaams. And if we decided to accept your estimate of
the cost of the program and recommendations, would you be willing
to have the committee freeze those estimates and freeze it as a maxi-
mum that could be spent under the program on occasion?

Mayor Lixpsay. For the working poor?

Senator Wirriams. Yes.

Mayor Linpsay. I would buy that.

Senator MiLter. It is good to see you, Mr. Mayor and Mr.
Commissioner.

I would like to follow along on this question raised by Senator
Hansen because, as T understood your response, you favored, although
granted that the ﬂ)olitica] realities do not indicate that this will hap-
pen, increasing the $1,600 to $3,722, the poverty level.

Mayor Linpsay. By 1976,

Senator Mirren. If that understanding is correct, perhaps the ques-
tion was not clearly understood.

Mayor Linpsay. By 1976.

I do not think you can do it all in 1 year.

Senator MiLrLer. Al right. But does this mean youn favor increasing
the $1,600 to $3,720 by cash and that that will be in addition to the
other benefits, in-kind benefits, food stamps, State supplements, medic-



1350

aid, public housing? Do you wish to take those into account in arriving
at the $3,720, because if you do not, if the cash payment is to go to
$3,720, these other in-kind benefits that I mentioned—I recall in
Phoenix, Ariz., for example—would amount to about $2,200, a total
welfare package of $5,920.

I f'ust wonder which way you were recommending that we go, if
you had your “druthers” on it.

In other words, are you talking about going from $1,600 to §3,720,
counting everything, or are you talking about going from $1,620 to
$3,720 plus everything?

Mr. Ginspera. If I may comment on that, Senator, now in 48 States
there would not be anything as a State supplement so far as money is
concerned because you would be over what they are paying out, so
that is out. , ‘

Senator MirLer. You would be over what ?

Mr. Ginssere. $3,720 would be higher than the cash payment in
more than 45 of the States, so when you include a supplement in at
least 45 States that would not even be an issue so we are not talking
about requiring a State supplement over the $2,720.

Senator MiLLer. All right.

So you are then talking about adding on the $3,720 the medicaid
benefits, the food stamp, and the public housing ¢

Mr. Ginssera. If I may comment on each of those separately because
I think the medicaid is the one that is, I think, the most important.

Under food stamps the actual value, of course, of food stamps at
the current rate would be under $300, however. However, if Congress
were to move in that direction of $3,720, I would think it would be
well worth cashing in the food stamps and having it included in that,
so I would not see that as a problem.

Public housing, I do not believe, I know we discussed that bofore,
as you know, I do not believe that is a real supplement. The over-
whelming fact is that most of the people, better than 90 percent of
the people on public housing are not on welfare.

Much has been made of public housing as a supplement for welfare,
but the truth is, it is for a very small minority. So if you are going
to compare public housing, then you have to look at the benefit to the
nonwelfare person who is in public housing, so I really do not see that
as a supplement.

Senator MiLLer. What about rent supplements?

Mr. Ginseera. I happen to think rent supplements are a good idea.

Senator MiLLer. So do I, but what about including them ¢

Mr. Ginssero. It is a very small program. I would have t> look at
what you are going to provide and what the rents are before I would
be able to answer that.

I would guess if you raised the income of most of those people to
$3,720, the rent supplement would be less a factor.

The medicaid or medical insurance I believe is essential.

I believe all Americans have to have at least a minimum of medical
care and I would, frankly, Eersonally like to see some form of medical
insurance available for all the people in the United States.

Obviously, above a certain income it would be contributory but I
think it is absolutely essential—that it is in everybody’s own self-
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interest to sea decent medical care is provided, and I do not think that
can be provided out of that $3,700.

Senator MiLLer. You are familiar with the administration’s family
health insurance plan?

Mr. Ginsserc. The proposal for next year I have studied it, yes.

Senator MirLer. Do you favorit?

Mr. Ginspera. No, 1 think it is an inadequate plan, It would, as I
understand it, would limit it to $500. I think for some people that is
adequate, but for many others it is not and that will mean inevitably
that States and cities are going to end up having to supplement and
pay it out of their own funds. .

Senator MiLLer. In other words, you do not think the $500 premium
across the board for all of these people would fund the program?

Mr. GinsBera. Absolutely not, Senator.

Our experience in our State and many others would indicate that
isnot so.

Senator MiLrLer. I guess what I am getting at is that, there is in-
creasing concern about all of these categorical programs, that we might
be better off if we just throw them all out the window along with the
cost of administering each one and end up with one cash payment, a
monthly cash payment scaled according to needs, and from that they
have to buy their food and they have to take care of the medical
insurance and their rents or rent supplements.

What do you think about that approach?

Mr, GinsBerg. I have long been——

Mayor Lixpsay. Not bad.

Mr. GinsBera. I have long been for a straight cash program based
on need without the categories, the whole system in the United States
of welfare with one category meaning you are helped and another
category you are not helped does not make any sense from the stand-
point of the recipients or the taxpayer, and I think it would be a great
sttgzl forward if this country would get to the cash payment based on
need.

Senator MiLLER. You see what bothers me is that this family assist-
ance plan has been advertised as a $1,600 plan, which it is not at all.

In Phoenix, Ariz., it is about a $3,900 plan, probably considerably
higher in Now York by the time you take all the other things into
account. Perhaps we ought to be forgetting about $1,600 or so much
for food stamps or so much for medicaid and look at the total pack-
age which is absolutely what is needed by the recipients and to the
taxpayer.

Let me ask you this, Mr. Mayor and Mr. Commissioner, do I un-
derstand that g’ ew York State supplements vary according to whether
the person lives in New York City or lives in upstate New York or
out-of-State New York?

Mr. GinsBera, New York City and the metropolitan counties around
the city and I think Erie County ugstnte have a basic pn{yment, not
counting rent, which is the same, of $231 for a family of four, and
upstate other than those counties have $208 for a family of four, so
we have a $23 variation within the State, not limited to New York
City but to the city and the metropolitan counties.

S’t;nator MiLLer. What about upstate, Syracuse, that would be $208,
would it not?
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Mr. Gixnspere. Two hundred eight dollars for a family of four plus
rent.

Senator MirLer. Plus rent ?

Mur. Gixsnere. Right.

Senator MirLer. Al right, now is there any differentiation between
Syracuse and some little community, population 5007

Mr. GinsBerg. The State department of social services made a
study and found there were not any essential differences so there are
now two levels of payment.

Senator MiLLer. Is there any difference between someone living in
Syracuse and someone living on a farm outside?

Mr. Gixseera. 1 would suspect there is, but I would say, based on
their study, they did not find there was a significant enough difference.

Senator MiLLer. Is there any difference in payment?

Mr. Ginssere. No, on the payment there is no difference, just
two categories.

Senator Mirrer. It would appear New York State has made a differ-
entiation between the metropolitan area of New York City and outside
of that, and I presume that it could refine that still more as between
farm dwellers and nonfarm dwellers. Do you not think that could be
done in this bill?

Mr. Gixssere. Senator, one point that gets overlooked here is that in
a sense, on the national basis, that has been done because the State
sups)lements vary so much from one State to another. As far as some
of the Souther.: States that are more rural, their payments are signif-
icantly lower than those in, say, the urban States in the rest of the
country. So you have done some of that. But I think there is a case
for a differential based on cost-of-living and I have long argued that
ought to be taken into consideration in welfare.

genator MirLer. There may be a differentiation in what we have now
but it is hardly a scientific differentiation ; is it ?

Mr. Ginssera. Noj it is not. Very little about welfare is scientific.

Senator MirLer. One last ?llestion, Mr. Mayor. You are noted for
being an optimist and yet I find a pessimistic statement in your con-
clusion in which you say it appears unlikely that revenue sharing will
be enacted within the next few years. Whether the Governors Confer-
ence is strongly in favor of this I am not sure, but do I understand the
Mayor's Conference is in favor of this if it is properly worded?

The President, of course, has endorsed it, but why do you have such
a pessimistic outlook as to suggest it is unlikely for several years?

Mayor TLainbsay. I do not believe you are goingr to have revenue
sharing in this Congress; then you have the election period, and
heaven knows what is going to happen after that, we won’t see it hap-
pen in the immediate future.

Senator Mirrsr. It could happen next year.

Mayor Lanpsay. I would like to see it to happen, We believe in it. We
have brought it about in New York State at long last in localities. It is
not %oing to happen this year and I am thinking about this fiscal year
too because I know the Congress and the administration are worried
about the budget.

The budget. has made provision for it, and that money is there to be
used, and if the Congress does not pass a revenue-sharing proposal in
this Congress that money can, in my opinion, and should be used to, in
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my judgment, to fund the aspect to this program that will lead toward
the greater participation by the Federal Government, 50 percent shar-
ing this year or in the first year of operation of the supplement, the
State supplement, and then each year after that an additional 10
rercent.

! What T am trying to suggest is that the argument, I know, is being
made that the change of the formula from 30 to 50 percent is too expen-
sive. No. 1, we do not think it is that expensive. No. 2, there is a budget
item that 1s already allocated by this administration that is not gomg
to be used for revenue sharing—we do not think so—therefore it could
be available for this purpose.

Senator MiLLEr. You are talking about the $500 million——

Mayor Lixpsay. Yes, and the $1 billion.in the second year.

Senator MiLLer (continuing). Set forth in the budget for the first

rear.
y Mayor Lixpsay. Of course, I can understand why you could argue
in favor of this.

On the other hand, if you really want revenue sharing, I can under-
stand how this migflt delay revenue sharing because of budgetary
considerations.

Senator Mirrer. But I must say I am inclined to agree with you that
it does not appear that revenue sharing has a very good chance in this
901§g1'eiss because this Congress, the life of this Congress, is somewhat

mited.

Mayor Lixpsay. But this bill hasa chance.

Senator Mirer. Yes, but the effective date of this bill can make
some difference, too, from a fiscal year’s standpoint.

Mayor Lanpsay. Yes, it can, but then the next Congress comes back
full of—wholly charged up and wanting to serve the public interest,
it will fill in any gaps that may have Deen left by this Congress, 1
would assume. 1f it is used up, if this Congress has already allocated
$500 million toward 50-percent sharing of the supplements, I would
hope that the Congress would be so enthusiastic about revenue shar-
ing that it would immediately go forward with that program and the
administration would come down in its budget estimates with the
revenues to do that.

Senator Mirrer. The evidence of optimism is now cropping up.
[Laughter. ]

That is all T have.

It is nice to see you.

Mayor Linpsay. 1t is nice to see you.

enator ANpersoN. Mr. Mayor, we all appreciate this very much.
Mayor Lindsay’s prepaved statement fo]iows. Hearing continues
on page 1363.)

STATEMENT OF HoON. JonN V. LINDSAY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

I am particularly grateful to the Committee for this carly opportunity to
testify on the welfare bill before you; first, because the experience of New York
City’s welfare program has led me to the firin convietion that the systeimn itself
raust be reformed now, and second, because I would like to comment on some of
the information about our experience that has figured so prominently in your
deliberations.

At the outset, T would like to declare myself strongly in support of passage of
substantial welfare reform in this session of Congress.

Xt is certainly true that the provisions of HL.R. 16311 and its recent adminis-
trative revistons do not embody ideal solutions to the nation’s income main-
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tenance problems. The proposals have many shortcomings and even take some
backward steps.

Bnt the bill, even in its present form, is a substantial improvement over what
we have now.

That point needs special emphasis. The present welfare system has many in-
equities. It provides too little aid to too few with too great stigma attached.
It differentiates unfairly between welfare recipients in different states and
between earners and non-earners in the same state; its administration is un-
necessarily and inhumanly complex; and it places intolerable fiscal burdens
on state and local treasuries, especially in the urban and industrial states.

Under the Family Assistance Plan and the new program for the aged, blind
and disabled, these evils will not disappear; but some will be reduced. Gentle-
men, we are not starting from scratch, Far from creating the incquities that
have so concerned the Committee during the past months, FAP takes important
steps toward reducing some of them.

To a substantial extent we could make the inequities and disincentives dis-
appear if this nation were prepared to make the necessary investment in aid
to all persons, based on need alone, at least at the poverty level. Our basic
ohjective should clearly be to establish a Federal system with full Federal ad-
ministration and financing. Only then can we make major progress on the prob-
lems that plague us and have troubled the Committee for the past months. But
the realization of that goal would take more money than the administration
appears to be willing to budget at this time.

As a first step, then, the Family Assistance Plan—with some revislons that
Iave been suggested and will be repeated during these hearings—ecan make
progress toward that goal in ways that will be both fiscally and socially respon-
sible.

Briefly, the key forward steps include Fegderal ald for intact families with
full-time working heads—the so-called working poor; establishment of a mini-
mum Federal floor for assistance payments—increasing benefits in four or five
states, or for less than 10 percent of tlie current AFDC reciplents; and the cre-
ution of an option for Federal administration of the entire income maintenance
program,

At the same time the bill has a number of shortcomings that are of serious
concern. They include the low level of Federal benefit for families, includingz the
absence of any serious encouragement to states to increase their benefit lovels;
the exclusion of needy single persons and childless couples from the Federnl pro-
gram ; the failure to provide jobs for the benefit of welfare recipients who will be
required to register for work; the lack of an adequate definition of what consti-
tutes “suitable employment” and the compulsory registration requirement for
mothers; infringement in some cases of civil rights for FAP recipients; and the
limited ﬂscal retief for New Yoirk and other large urban states whlch now
shoulder the heavlest financfal burdens of welfare.

In addition, the most recent revisions made by the Administration include a
few serious backward steps. The exclusion of intact familles with unemployed
or underemployed fathers from the state supplementation mandate does nothing
to discourage family breakup, and retreats from the Administration’s original
proposal. Also the proposed reduction in medical care and the proposal that the
seeretary require supplementary payments only up to “the payment level” mean
that a substantial number of poor people will receive less assistance than they
do now. Furthermore, the new cligibility requirements for social services and the
proposal of a closed end appropriation for such services also mean either a
diminution in services to people or additional fiscal burdens for citfes and states.

THE WORKING FPOOR

The heart of the Family Assistance Plan—at once its most seminal and con-
troversial contribution—is Federal assistance to the family headed by a man
who works full time.

The ease for including these families in the national income maintenance pro-
gram has been made over and over again, It is their exclusion that most dramati-
cally creates the present program's major failures—disincentive to employment
and lack of encouragement for family stability.

We cannot continue a system that fails to encourage independence and family
stability. While it Is traglcally true that we are lacking in the research facts
to establish cause and effect in this area, simple equity dictates the development
.of sound soclal policy with regard to family life and work. As a matter of policy,
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this nation cannot tolerate the perpetuation of a system that provides more for a
large family that does not work than the same size family can earn at the mini-
mum wage ; more for a family headed by a woman than a man; more for a family
in which the man is not married to the woman than where there is a legal union.
However, the answer simply does not lie in further reducing the present low
Ievel of benefits for these groups.

I recognize the Committee concern about the potential size and cost of the
working poor program and the complexity of its administration. Some have said
that the immediate magnitude is too great to establish such a national program
now. :

Out of our interest and concern with this part of the program, and the atten-
tion that has been given to our experience In New York, we have done some work
in this area that I would like to share with you now.

This work leads me to three conclusions: that out of the 9 to 12 million persons
in working poor families who will become eligible for FAP supplements, not
more than 3 to 4 millfon will apply in the first two years and the amount of sup-
plementation they will receive will be quite low ; that the heads of working fam-
ilies receiving supplementation will not desert their wives and children or give up
their jobs; and that many years of experience with state supplemental programs
provide enough knowledge to establish an efficient, Federui supplemental pro-
gram for the working poor.

Potential FAP Enrollment

Discussion of FAP since its proposal has included the assumption that 9 to 12
million persons would be enrolled in the working poor program. The administra-
tion has recently noted that these figures should have been taken to mean the
numbers elfgible for assistance, not those expected to enroll. Nonetheless, the
vision has been conjured up of 9 to 12 milion additional FAP recipients the day
after the effective date of the bill. The $4.1 billion budget was estimated on that
basis.

The experience of the six states that now provide the working poor with
supplements does not bear out the projection of 100 percent participation. These
states—Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania and Rhode
Island—have been helping the working poor without Federal aid for from two
to thirty years. (A chart is attached, showing the enrollment, average monthly
earnings and supplementation, and method of determining the size of supple-
ment. These are tentative figures which we in New York pulled together some
months ago and there may be minor variations sinece that time.)

After all these years, New York City has only about 15400 families with
about 92,000 persons enrolled in the working poor segment of General Assistance
and the other five states combined have less than this number,

In New York, these families are eligible at the same benefit levels as AFDC.
They receive the difference between their earnings and the benefit level for their
size family, with working expenses amounting to about $800 a year disregarded.
They receive no further earnings disregard but the level of earnings to which
they are still eligible is substantially higher than in the proposed FAP program.

The program has existed for more than 20 years, and during the past few years
active efforts have been made to recruit members of the working poor to the
assistance rolls—with singularly little resuit.

What is the potential eligibility? The New York State Department of Labor,
Division of Employment, estimated last January that 270,500 familics were headed
by a man who was earning at or below the poverty line—which approximates
the welfare benefit level in New York.

Our research shiows this figure to be much too high. We estimate that 300,000
to 400,000 persons in New York City are living in families eligible for welfare
supplementation today. And yet only 90,000—less than one-third—are receiving
it, despite the retatively high levels of assistance, the publicity given to the pro-
gram, and the growing acceptance of welfare as an entitlement.

The expericuce in the other states shows even lower rates of utilization.

One can only speculate about the reasons for this reluctance to apply for the
ald to which these fainilies are entitled. Hostility to the whole idea of welfare
is especially marked in the lower working class, unions emphasize ralsing the
minimum wage and certainly do not encourage application for public assistance,
welfare’s requirements for an investigation and restrictions on possessions are
strong deterrents and, in other states the program is less well known. Even
though one ean certainiy expect increased utilization of a Federal program with
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Federal information dissemination, it will take many years before participation
will come anywhere near the figure of 12 million,

The stigina of welfare will take many years to erode. An example: In New
York City, the Medicaid applieations of 181,000 people showed them to be eligible
also for financial aid. Letters were sent to each case, informing them of this
fact. There was no discernible increase in the caseload as a result. The two mil-
lion of more families who are eligible for less than §300 a year in FAP will
surely be hesitant to give up what many define as their self respect. And, in
many jurisdictions, it will be a long time before aggressive recruiting to the
program becomes the order of business.

IPor all these reasons, the enroliment of 3 to 4 million of the working poor in
FAD within two years would seem to be the best estimate of participation.

PParenthetically, I have noted that the national experience with Medicaid costs
has often been cited as justification for extreme wariness about FAP, However,
the estimates of participation in Medicald, made by HEW prior to enactment,
were low by a very few percentage points. It was the cost of the care that in-
creased far beyond predictions. With FAP, the costs are predictable and the rate
of participation, as I have said, will be far below the HEW estimate.

Descertion

Much has been made of the concept of fiscal abandonment—the theory that
the AFDC increase is largely due to situations in which fathers move out of the
family home specifically to increase total family income by adding AFDC bene-
fits for the mother and children. Obvious though this strategy may seem to those
of us who give substantial attention to increasing our incomes, there is no evi-
dence that fiseal abandonment does or does not occur, or to what extent.

The facts of this matter are important because they relate to a question often
raised about Family Assistance for the working poor; once the working family
is receiving benefits, will the earner stop working or desert his family so it can
receive higher benefits from state supplemented FAP?

There is insufficient evidence to prove or disprove either point. But two pre-
liminary studies of the New York City General Assistance and AFDC caseloads
are interesting. .

Based on our latest avallable data, we had a monthly average of 15,411 cases
of working poor families receiving aid from General Assistance during the 12
months from March, 1969 to March, 1970, An analysis of these figures indicates
an average annual rate of 2.55 percent moving to AFDC—meaning that the
father either died, deserted, was imprisoned or otherwise disappeared—and .71
percent moving to AFDC-U—meaning that the father became unemployed or
reduced his hours of employment. There was little variation from month to month
during this period.

In the last two weeks of March, about 3,000 AFDC cases were opened for
a variety of reasons. Of these, about 700 were opened for reasons of desertion,
of which 538 were analyzed. This analysis indicates that in 93 percent of the
3,000 caszes, fiscal abandonment could not have been a factor, In the remaining
7 percent, representing 25 percent of the desertion cases we found only that
income maximization could not be ruled out entirely as a factor; neither was
there evidence that it was a factor.

Obviously, deflnitive statements about these issues must await much more sub-
stantial research. But the first, preliminary studies show little tendency to de-
sertion or unemployment when a family is receiving supplementary aid, and far
less fiscal abandonment than has been alleged in theory.

Administrative concerns

Concern has been expressed about the possible administrative as well as
financial burdens of the working poor segment of FAP. This concern has led
some to suggest a delay in Implementing this segment of the program.

Since coverage of the working poor is, as I have said, one of the most crucial
parts of the program, holding out the most hope of real reforn, I strongly urge
that such delay not be imposed.

In my judgment, the growth of the program will be far slower than has been
predicted. The experience of the six states now covering the working poor can
be studied by the Federal Government, and many lessons can be learned from
pre-testing the program in the way proposed by Senator Ribicoff in the amend-
ment that he introduced last week. I am gratified that we were able to assist
Senator Ribicoff in the development of his plan.
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1 urge the Committee to give most serious consideration to this amendment.
‘"Without immediate inclusion of this segment of the population, welfare's out-
standing inequities will continue, desertion will not be discouraged and the
divisiveness that now exists between the welfare population and the working
poor will be perpetuated with all its dangers to the stabilty of the nation.

EMPLOYMENT

Although there are many Americans who will always require income support—
the aged, the emotionally and physically disabled, and young children—for most
people employment must remain the number one source of income.

To complement the Family Assistance Plan, a practical program that would
provide jobs at decent wages is urgently needed. The training provisions in
HR 16311, while desirable, merely extend the Work Incentive concept of the 1967
amendments and, therefore, can be expected to achieve only the same minimal
results.

It is true that in many states and cities, there were serious problems in
getting the WIN program underway, and someo serious criticism of the imple-
mentation of the program is justified. But, in the end, the results were, in
New York for example, that almost every WIN st is being filled : 9,800 of our
10,200 slots are filled and 1,500 referrals have been made for the remaining 400,

However, the number of WIN slots was very small in relation to our total
population in need, and even for this small number, there were few real, steady,
wage-paying jobs at the end of the education-traininy route.

Again using New York City as an example of "vhat I know exists all over
the nation, there are thousands of necessary commmunity service jobs that could
be created not only to provide employment for the jubless and the underemployed,
but to improve the quality of life in our beleaguered cities. Local treasuries are
-too overburdened to create these jobs without Federal help.

I have been very pleased to note the special interest of the Chairman and
Senator Talmadge in this aspect of concern with welfare. Senator Ribicoff and
Senator Harris have also recognized the need for a public service job creation
program, and I wholcheartedly support their new amendment for the Federal
financing of 30,000 public servica jobs.

It appears to me that such a program could be financed within the overall
cost of the FAP budget, since for every FAP recipient who received a salary
under this program, part of his FAP payment wonld be saved. Most of the bal-
ance could probably be made up from part of the $300 million allocated to job
training in IIR 16311. This would represent a significant beginning and should be
seen as complementary to the much larger prograin proposed in the Nelson man-
power bill,

Senator Talmadge's amendment also includes a provision substantially improv-
ing the House bill’s requirements for work registration. His priority system for
registration, recognizing that conecentration should be on the part of the welfare
population from whom employment should be expected, is far more realistic
and productive than the bill’s present provisions. I would also urge the Commit-
tee to consider testing the tax incentive provision proposed in the same amend-
ment. While it is my belief that in the present economic climate, government
must take greater responsibility for job creation, the encouragement of the pri-
vate sector is necessary and proper. Senator Talmadge's approach is certainly
worthy of immediate deinonstration.

As for the definition of suitable employment, I am in support of the position
taken by the AFL-CIO: that no person should be required to take a job that pays
less than the minimum or prevailing wage, whichever is higher; that is involved
in a labor dispute; or that has hours and working conditions below those for
comparable work in the area.

At the very least, the definition of suitable work should be returned to that of
HR 16311 before it was amended on the floor of the House.

THE ‘“NOTCH" PROBLEM IN CASH AND IN-KIND BENEFITS

Much of the discussion in the Committee has focused on a basic difficulty in
the current welfare program as well as in the design of FAP-—the so-calted noteh
problem. But there are several points that have not been sufficiently emphasized
in this connection.

First, the notch problem is worse under the present program that Congress
and the Administration are seeking to improve.
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Today, there is often no financiat incentive to take a job or increase employ-
ment since in many areas more can be gained from welfare. Under FAP, this
problem is reduced through the supplements to the working poor and the provi-
slon of income disregards to all recipients.

Today, the broken family headed by a woman in some states can gain more
froin welfare or a combination of earnings and welfare than can an intact fam-
ily headed by a man. Under HR 16311’s requirement that unemployed families
receive state-supplemented FADP, this inequity was reduced at least insofar as
the unemployed were concerned. But the absence of this mandate for the work-
ing poor perpetuates the notch that penalized employed intach families.

Second, in relation to eligibility for in-kind benefits such as medical and food
assistance and free social services, any income-tested program inevitably produces
a situation in which a dollar more of income can eliminate all other benefits.
It is my understanding that no manipulation of a means-tested system can com-
pletely eliminate the point where Income exceeds eligibility for services. Other
kinds of income-tested programs have the same characteristic.

In searching for some means to reduce the notch problem further, the Admin-
istration has proposed removing mandatory state supplements for unemployed,
intact families. In any jndgment, this cure is worse than the disease.

First, it will reduce benefits to some 90,000 families currently enrolled in the
A¥DC-UP program, and will fail to extend these benefits to countless thou-
sands of others. Second, it perpetuates the inequity as between female-headed
and male-headed unemployed families. And, third, {t violates the President’s
pledge that no poor person would suffer from the passage of this legislation.

1t has been my observation, in addition, that people at low income levels do
not calculate carefully the impact of a few additional hours of work on their
total income in relation to public assistance. A high-level executive may decide
not to take on an extra consultancy that would push him into the next tax
bracket. But a blue-collar worker in marginal industry is unlikely to refuse a
31st or 36th hour of work a week—or a better job paying $10 a week more—
because lie calculates that his FAP will be reduced.

In other words, my feeling is that the impact of the “notch” on part time
versus full time work will not be nearly great enough to justify the radical
surgery recently proposed for AFDC-UP.

A more sensible and effective solution has been proposed by Senator Javits
and others—mandatory state supplementation of the working poor, with Fed-
eral reimbursement at the same rate as the rest of the FAP program,

The Administration has said that it considered and rejected this solution
because its cost would be an additional $1 billion, For the reasons I outlined
earlier, I am convinced that the working poor enrollees will be fewer than esti-
mated, and therefore the increased cost of supplementing them would@ be sub-
stantially less. .

It the same reimbursement formula -re to be applied to the working pcor
supplement, there would of course be increased costs to state and local govern-
ments—which many can i1l afford. For this reason, I urge consideration of
making the supplemental working poor program entirly a Federal responsi-
bility—its financing as well as its administration.

BENEFIT INCREASES8—COST OF LIVING

H.R. 16311 establishes the principle that the poverty level—for purposes of
Federal reimbursement—be revised annually in accordance with increases in
the cost of living. -

Applying the concept of cost of living increases to other aspects, especially
the minimum benefit, of the programs for faml!lies and the aged and disabled
would remedy one of its outstanding omissions—the failure to provide a mecha-
nism ftor increases in benefits to people and in rates of Federal reimbursement
to states.

The Administration has made clear its unwillingness to accept any increase
in the FAP budget, at ieast in the first year of its iruplementation, despite the
fact that the basic FAP benefit and the rate of Federal sharing in the supple-
ment are much too low.

Since the benefits are so low and the fiscal relief to states minimal, it wonld
:)l? desirable to Include in the legislation some schedule for Increases over

e years.
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A method for doing so would be to adopt the cost of living inerease principle
and apply it to the basic Federal benefit, the state benetit levels and the per-
centage of Federal participation in the supplements,

In this way, the system could move in orderly stages toward poverty level
benefits and full Federal financing, while at the same time leaving room for ad-
ditional legislated increases in future years,

DAY CARE

The availability of day care arrangements for pre-school children is crucial
not only to their own development but to the success of public manpower pro-
grams. In most communities today, a woman’s availability for swork and train-
ing depends on her ingenuity in securing day ecare for her children from friends
and relatives.

In his proposal for the creation of a Federal Day Care Corporation, Senator
Long has recognized the necessity of providing adequate funds for the develop-
ment of day care facilities. His approach is one that offers a good deal of
promise. One would need to look closely at how the Corporation would relate to
other day care programs, and whether the method of financing without some Fed-
eral appropriation would result in an unduly high cost of care. Also, one would
‘have to insure that the new Corporation did not retard accelerated day care
programs that are developing in some of the states such as New York.

The record is abundantly clear that the Committee should not expect signifi-
cant improvement in child care availability unless Federal assistance is in-
creased through FAP, Title IV, the Administration’s proposed Title XX or other
child development legislation. Even under the recent provision of 75 percent
Iederal funding for day care, states and localities have had difficulty con-
tributing the remaining 25 percent necessary to create a comprehensive network
of facllities. Several new Dbills are now pending before the House and Senate,
but most have limited fund authorizations, and each would require annual
appropriations,

"The Committee should also be aware that FAP has conflicting provisions with
respect to serving low-income familles currently served as “former” and “poicn-
tial” reciplents of public assistance. If those groups were to be excluded, it might
well force many families onto the welfare rolls because the lnck of child care
would prevent them from warking. Ironically, once they began receiving FAD,
they would then be eligible for child care.

As for the problem of creating facilities, I very much welcome the IR 16311
provision that extends Federal aid to the construction of facilities, if the Secre-
tary finds no other alternatives available. In New York City, where we now have
8,310 children enrolled in group day care, the greatest deterrent to rapid ex-
pansion is the scarcity of appropriate tacilities in neighborhoods where they
are most needed.

We have an addftional 4,000 children enrolled in the Family Day Care pro-
gram—in which up to five children are cared for in the home of a welfare
mothes, while their own mothers are working or in training. I would be happy to
provide the Committee with more information about this program as a valuable
supplement to group day care, especially in large inner cities.

FOOD STAMPS

The Administration’s revision of the food stamp program to allow for an
automatic check-off for eligible recipients is welcome and, in some measure,
should increase participation in the program.

However, the reasons for low utilization of the food assistance program today
include not only the requirement of individual initiative each month, but the
small size of the bonus in comparison with the investment required—except at
the very lowest income levels.

The effect of the new legislation would be to reduce the size of the bonus in
some states even further, thus practically insuring low participation among
eligible persons and cutting thousands of families out of the program altogether.

While there is no actual provision in H.R. 16311 lowering eligibility for fond
stamps, I notice that the charts reflect what I understand to be a new schedule
to be promulgated by the Department of Agriculture or HEW.

Under this schedule, a family of four without income in my state would be
entitled to a food stamp bonus of $154 a month, compared w “¢h an average bonus
today of about $300. Familles with any income at all would be automatically
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excluded from participation, whereas today their bonus is gradually reduced as
income increases.

This Is a very serious notch problem that will either hurt thousands of people
now in the program or will cost states and cities millions of dollars to keep the
program at its present level. T hope that the Cominittee will review the new food
stamp schedule and recommend revisions that will protect poor people who are
most in need.

ADMINISTRATION

After nearly five years as Mayor of the nation’s Iargest city—in a state where
the cities and state share finanecing and administration of welfare—I am more
than ever convinced of the necessity of Federal administration of the income
maintenance program.

The participation of three levels of government in & program as complex as
welfare can only reduce its efficiency and the nationwide consistency of its treat-
ment of recipients.

One of FAP's historic contributions to national social policy Is its establish-
ment of the option for Federal administration of the entire income maintenance
program. And here, the Administration’s recent revisions of H.R. 16311 take a
step forward : extending the option of Federal administration to medical assist-
ance, general assistance and food stamps in states that choose Federal adminis-
tration of the entire income maintenance program.

My preference, of course, would be for mandatory Federal administration.
Although we were involved in the development of the proposal to reward states
choosing Federal administration with 100 percent Federal assumption of admin-
istrative costs, I do not think this measure goes far enough in encouraging a
Federal program.

I urge the Committee to consider language that would assume Federal adminis-
tration of both the Family Assistance Benefit and the state supplement, placing
on the state the burden to opt out of that arrangement and requiring the state to
show cause why it should do so. Further, I recommend that only states providing
a substantial proportion of assistance costs be allowed to consider operating the
income maintenance program.

In any case, a new program financed entirely or mainly by the Federal Gov-
ernment—such as the working poor segment of FAP—should be under direct
Federal administration.

Turning to another administrative issue, I strongly urge the Committee to
include specific language protecting the rights of state and local welfare workers
who would be transferred to the Federal system. These would be primarily
clerical-administrative personnel, thousands of whom have established seniority,
benefit and pension rights over many years. They are understandably fearful
lest these rights be abridged by a change in government employer.

SOCIAL SERVICES, TITLE XX

The Administration's proposed revision of the social services program has
many interesting features and opens some welcome opportunities.

I would like to focus briefly, however, on two aspects that present serious
problems: the restriction of eligibility and the closed end on appropriations.

In principle, as has often been recommended, social services should be avail-
able to all as needed. However, this bill even reduces the availability of services
to persons who currently receive them.

Limiting eligibility for free soclal services—aside from protective services
for children—would eliminate many people from present public programs, or
would require a partial payment that would erode already minimal incomes
and would be prohibitive in administrative cost.

In addition to day care, which I have already mentfoned, such services as
family planning, family counseling, homemaker services, rehabilitation for the
mentally and physically handicapped, and programs for the aged would be
restricted. One of the main values of these programs s in tueir capacity to
prevent dependency. Must we wait for a family to fall below the poverty line
before we can help them? Families in marginal financial circumstances may
not be able to see that a few dollars for services will help them remain self-
supporting. These are the very families that need to be {dentified and recruited
into free public programs.

The ceiling on eligibility would create a strange situation in New York, where
our welfare benefits are slightly above the poverty level. In our state and in
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New Jersey, welfare recipients would be required to pay for the very services
that Congress in the past decided to fund for their benefit.

I am sure that such is not the Committee’s intent.

Various solutions would be to increase eligibility to 133 percent of the poverty
line, or to establish eligibility at the poverty line but extend it also to all
welfare recipients.

On the issue of a closed end appropriation for services, I was very pleased to
see that the House Appropriations Committee, before which we testified on
this issue, voted against the Administration proposal for @ closed end on services
in the Federal Budget for fiscal 1971. I believe the budget {is still pending before
Senator Magnuson’s committee in the Senate.

Before the two committees joint testimony was presented by the City of New
York, the State of Pennsylvania, the National Conference of Mayors, the Na-
tional Urban Ieague and the Amerlcan Public Welfare Association. All these
groups were agreed that an arbitrary limit on state and local expansion of soeial
services would cut off many valuable programs now being developed under the
1987 amendments, would fail to cover the i1 creased costs of present progranis---
thus reducing current services—and would militate against the aims of the
legislation now before you.

In your deliberations on Title XX, therefore, I would urge the Committee to
take a close look at the implications of the eligibility and financing restrictions
on vital social services.

ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

There are several administrative Issues receiving relatively little attention
that scem to me to require careful consideration since they affect the lives of
many people and the future directions of the program. )

One set of issues relates to the Administration’s revision of Sec. 452 as it de-
fines the benefit level states are required to maintain for broken families under
FAP.

Since 30 states pay less than their “standard” of need, either through the
device of paying a percentage o the imposition of a maximum ceiling, HEW
sought a simplified method of stipulating the benefit states would be required
to pay. The solution—requiring states to meet the payment that would have been
made to a family with no income—will adversely affect an estimated 300,000
to 400,000 persons who have some income.

The punitive effect of this provision was first identified by this Committee's
staff, but the remedy subsequently suggested by the Administration—*grand-
fathering in” present recipients—seems to be inequitable and, perhaps, uncon-
stitutional. Despite the complications of the original Sec. 452, a return to the
House version would be preferable to the recent revision.

Another issue Is raised by HR 16311’s mandate that a declaration form of
application be used by the aged, blind and disabled ; no mentlon of this require-
ment is made in rclation to families.

Many states and cities throughout the country have been using the decla-
ration form of application for AFDC for some time, both in the interests of
efficlency and dignity, and to make possible the separation of the functions of
income maintenance and social services. Studies of the declaration method show
it contains sufficient safeguards of the program. As the income maintenance
moves toward Federal administration, it is more than ever vital that efliciency
and responsible simplicity be pursued.

Both the history of success with the declaration and the desire for an efli-
cient, effective program should encourage the Committee to mandate the use
of a declaration form of application for FAP recipients,

A third issue: the definition of child support and alimony payments as un-
earned income, and therefore subject to 100 percent tax.

Such payments are, in effect, income earned by the separated father. States
should not be discouraged from seeking and collectmg these payments by the
fact that increased contributions decrease only the Federal share of the assist-
ance payment.

If these payments were defined as earned income, and half were to be dis
regarded, both the families and the states would have more incentive to pursue
support payments and alimony.

ciengttor Ribicoff introduced an amendment to this effect. I believe it deserves
support.
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A fourth issue involves the lifc-time liability of a putative father, whether
or not he knows that he has the children for whom he is held responsible and
nn matter how small the Socirl Securlty benefit or other Federal benefit he may
receive in later life. I believe that a statute of limitations would be appropri.
ate for this provision, and the normal legal procedures should be followed.

Five, I understand that the bill requires disabled persons to accept voca-
tional rehabflitation as a condition of income support, and that parents are held
financially responsible for the support of their disabled children above the age
of 21, Experts in working with the disabled inform me that these provisions are
unrealistic and punitive. I urge the Committee to eliminate the adult disabled
from the group for whom parents must be responsible, and to place vocational
rehabilitation for the disabled on a voluntary basis.

FISCAL RELIEF

Before concluding, T ask the Committee to consider the plight of the nation’s
large citles. Every urban center In the nation is experiencing sharp increases
in welfare enrollment and costs—many cities equalling and surpassing New
York’s experience.

In Westchester—one of the richest counties in the nation—the welfare rolls
increased 307 percent in the 1960’s; in the manufacturing town of Flint, Michi-
gan, they rose 320 percent; New York, Newark, Omaha, Dallas, Albany, Los
Angeles and Baltimore all increased between 250 and 300 percent.

As well as improvements in the basic program, these cities, their states and
many others throughout the nation desperately need fiscal relief from the
squeeze in which welfare has placed them, The people coming for help, need
help; there Is no question that we are just now catching up with the terrible
poverty that has afllicted too many Americans for too long.

But the cites and states cannot continue to carry such a large share of the
fiscal burden. They cannct continue to strangle programs that should be expanded
and improved in order to prevent the need for public assistance in the flyst
place: better housing, education and health services.

The Committee has been informed that some fiscal rellef will flow from the
pending welfare reform provisions. I submit, however, that it is not only in-
sufficlent as it appears, but s even less than the current estimates.

New York State, for example—with 11 percent of the nation’s welfare popu-
lation and about 13 percent of its total costs—will receive, according to the HEW
charts, about 8 percent of the fiscal relief, That, on the face of it, is inequitable.

ITowever, there are some additional facts. The HEW figures assume that the
state will abandon supplementing AFDC-UP, We will not abandon that program,
and it will cost the City about $2 million more a year than we are now spending.
Maintaining the food stamp program at the currently scheduled levels will cost
the City an additional $20 to $30 million a year, and continuing to provide free
social services to persons above the poverty line will cost $15 million more.
There will be equivalent costs to the state. A major additional cost would
result if the Federal Health Insurance Plan is enacted in anything like its
present form.

As a result, the new legislation—far from providing minimal fiscat relief—
will cdost the City money unless some basle changes are made.

Some changes I have suggested—retaining the current foud stamp schedule,
increasing eligiblity for social services, restoring the mandatory supplement
for AFDC-UP and requiring supplementation of the FAP benefit for the working

or,

In addition, I strongly urge an increase in the rate of Federal particpation in
the supplement at least from 80 percent to 50 percent. Senator Javits' proposal
that sharing be on the Medicaid formula of from 50 to 83 percent would, of

-course be preferable.

CONCLUSION

More than any single reform of the complicated, irrational welfare program,
the single most far-reaching would be complete Federal assumption of financing
and administering the income maintenance system.

This Congress should make clear its intent that this goal should be achieved

by 1670, the 200th anniversary of the Republic.

There are varlous methods that might be constdered to accomplish Federaliza-
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tion of the system and we would, of course, be glad to provide the Committee
with detailed suggestions.

One method of moving toward the goat would be to make use of proposed
funds for revenue sharing.

The Administration has proposed the development of a revenue sharing
plan and has allocated $500 million in the current fiscal year and $1 billion
in the next, with subsequent increases of $1 billlon each year until the total
of $5 billion is reached.

At the present time, it appears unlikely that revenue sharing will be enacted
within the next few years. Therefore, I propose that a substantial share of the
funds already set aside be allocated to increasing the Federal share of the
welfare program.

This would make possible an immediate step toward the goal of & Federalized
fncome maintenance system by 1076.

EXISTING WORKING POOR PROGRAMS.—NONFEDERALLY AIDED

Average Average Average
family monthly monthly sup- A
State Cases size earnings plementation Supplementation formula

Pennsylvanad_. ... ....... 2,240 4.0 $257.90 $177.00 Standard minus net income,
working expenses, and $30
and 30 percent.

Massachusetts.............. 1.25) 4.0 242.0) 53.10 Standard minus net income.

inois. ..ooeeeeeeeeeeeeaas 1,200 8.7 325.00 155.00 Standard minus net income,
working expenses.

New Jersey. . cccoeeemnoanan 6,130 1.0 360.00 246.71 Standard minus aet income,
working expenses, 2nd $30
and 30 percent.

Rhodedstand. .. ........... 250 7.0 290.00 125.00 Standard minus el income.

New York City (90 percent 15,400 6.0 312.00 171.24 Standard minus net income,

of State load). working expenses.
Total. ocooicaees 25,480

Senator AnicrsoN. Next we will hear from the Honorable Lee
Metealf, the junior Senator from the State of Montana.

STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF MONTANA

Senator MercaLr. Mr. Chairman, thank you for permitting me time
today to offer a statement. in behalf of amendment 796 to the Family
Assistance Act. Originally offered as S. 2265, also pending in your
committee, the measure has been revised and submitted as an amend-
ment with the cosponsorship of Secnators Mansfield, Goldwater,
Gravel, Harris, McCarthy, Mondale, Moss, Stevens, and Yarborough.
We hope for your approval.

Our amendment would extend to all States 100-percent Federal
payments for expenditures by the States under public assistance
programs for aid to all Indians, Aleuts, Iiskimos, or other aboriginal
persons. Existing law provides special Federal payment of 80 per-
cent, for expenditures by the States in behalf of the Navajo and Hopi
receiving assistance in three categories, old-age assistance, aid to de-
pendent children, and aid to the needy blind. Our amendment would
Erovlde Federal payments for old age assistance, aid to the ncedy

lind, aid to the disabled, and medicaid. In addition, Federal payments
would reimburse the States 100 percent of the supplemental payments
to families contemplated in the Family Assistance Act.

In April 1950, the distinguished ranking member of this com-
mittee, Senator Clinton Anderson, with Senators Hayden, O’Mahoney,
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Chavez, and McFarland succeeded in amending the Social Security
Act to increase the Federal share of assistance to the Navajo and Hopi
from 75 to 95 percent in some cases and from 60 percent to 92 percent
in others.

A legislative history of Public Law 474 was written by the former
Secretary of Health, Eduation, and Welfare, Mr. Wilbur J. Cohen,
and published in the Social Security Bulletin for June 1950. I would
appreciate it very much if Mr. Cohen’s article might be incorporated
in the hearing record following my statement.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the American Indian is a Federal
responsibility. I have yet to hear an argument, and I have heard
them all I think, that has persuaded me that the separate States are
or should be responsible,

Just recently Mr. Nixon reminded us in the strongest rhetoric of
this fact. Hesaid:

The special relationship between Indians and the Federal government is the
result * * * of solemn obligations which have been entered into by the United
States government * * * the Indians have often surrendered claims to vast
tracts of land and have accepted life on government reservations. In exchange,
the government has agreed to provide community services such as health,

eduecation * * * services which would presumably allow Indian communities
to enjoy a standard of living comparable to that of other Americauns.

T'he message went on tosay:
y

Beecause of the high rate of unemployment and underemployment among In-
dians, there Is probably no other group in the country that would be helped
as divectly and as substantially by programs such as the new Family Assist-
ance Plan and the proposed Family Health Insurance Plan. It is estimated,
for example, that more than half of all Indian families would be eligible for
Family Assistance benefits and the enactment of this legislation is therecfore
of critical importance to the American Indian.

Mr. Chairman, the report of the National Council on Indian Oppor-
tunity (Jan. 26, 1970) said:

President Nixon's proposal for a Family Assistance Program is a major step
toward restoring dignity to the {ndividuals involved. We support the concept of
this program and urge its eractment and adequate funding. (Ewmphasis mine.}
. Unless the Congress amends H.R. 16311, to provide adequate fund-
ing, it is my opinion that still another promise to the Anerican Indian
will not be kept, not because the States are unwilling but because they
are unable.

Probably it is true that half of all Indian families would be eligible
for benefits, but the Family Assistance Act as at}oi)ted by the House
repeals Public Law 474 so that not even the special payments for the
Navajo and the Hopi will be made as before. Moreover, the adminis-
tration, in its reports on my predecessor bill, S. 2265, recommended
against its enactment while offering no alternatives in its proposal to
assist the States in meeting the promises Mr. Nixon was later to make
to the Indians.

Once again, we are long on rhetoric and short on money.

. The Montana Department of Public Welfare has advised me that it
is costing $1.1 million in the biennium to provide assistance to Indians
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in State-approved plans for old-ago assistance, aid to dependent chil-
dren, aid to the needy blind, and medicaid, as well as aid to the dis-
abled. The State is simply not able. even with an expenditure of this
magnitude, to meet the needs that should be met, either of the Indian
people or of the non-Indians.

If the Family Assistance Act is adopted Montana's slender budget
will be further strained.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Department of Health, Iiducation, and
Welfare to prepare a projection of the additional Federal cost if our
amendment were to be adopted. It is, of course, understood that these
sums are now being spent by the States, or would be spent, if they had
the money, after approval of HL.R. 16311.

Summarized, the additional cost to the Federal Government would
be $45 million annually under existing law and $70 million annually
with enactment of IL.R. 16311.

I would be grateful if the table and the text evaluating amendment
796 might be incorporated in the record of this hearing so that it will
he readily available to all Members.

Myr. Chairman, I have one final plea.

There are many, many hopeful signs on Indian reservations and
among Indian people today. In Montana there are severa! cconomic
development programs that are changing life on the reservations from
one of hopelessness and joblessness fo one of hope and industry and
employment and education. There are motels, recreation complexes,
et cetera. The Fort Peck Indians, for example, were successful in se-
curing a contract to repair rifles. The enterprise has employed 120

seople and has brought a payroll to the reservation that has in twin
brought pride and stability. I am convinced that we are on the right
track. I am convinced that the Senate, with approval of the Alasks
native claims bill, has prepared the way for Alaska natives to partici-
pate fully in the benefits of economic development in that great State.
In Rough Rock, Ariz., a demonstration school among the Navajo In-
dians has achieved national recognition. The project is a crash pro-

ram of education, vocational training, health, home economics, and
involves both children and adults. The project has truly demonstrated
what may be done.

I believe if we continue this momentum the American Indian in a
generation could so significantly improve his condition that the cost
of public assistance would drop sharply.

In the meantime, public assistance is a vital support without which
I fear economic development cannct succeed or cannot succeed soon.

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. Senator Mansfield, who
has read it, asks that it also be considered his.

Weoe earnestly request your approval,

(Attachments to the statement of Senator Metcalf follow :)
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COST ESTIMATE: ADDITIONAL FEDERAL COST OF PROVIDING 100 PERCENT OF *NORMAL'' STATE COSTS OF
ASSISTANCE TO AMERICAN INDIANS RECEIVING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE UNDER H.R. 16311, THE FAMILY

ASSISTANCE ACT
NUMBER OF INDIAN RECIPIENTS AND THE ADDITIONAL FEQERAL COSTS

[Doltar Amounts in millions}

Curcentt Projected s
Recipients Amount Recipients Amount
Total e 114,000 $45. 171,000 $70.
Maintenance assistance. ... ... liiiiiieiianan. 25, oiiianen. 37.
20 eeieanns 33,

Medical assistance. . . . . ..

1 Represents the additional costs under the proposal for the estimated number of Indians currently receiving pubfic

assistance under the federally aided programs. ) .
1Represents the additionaf costs under the proposal for those currently aided plus the estimated number of Indians
that will become elibigle under the less restrictive welfare policies specified in H.R. 16311 for all groups of recipients and

for higher assistance standards in the adult categories.
CosT ESTIMATE: SENATOR METCALF'S PROPOSAL

Method for estimating number of Indian recipients and additional Federal
cost:
A. Number of Indian recipieats—

1. Obtained the recipient rate for Indians by eligibility factor for most
recent period for which such data were available (number of Indians
obtained from most recent characteristics studies of OAA, AB, APTD, and
AFDOC recipients.

2. Compared the recipient rates for all recipients by eligibility factor for
the period corresponding {o study year with rate for all public assistance
recipients as of December 1969.

3. Estimated rate for Indians as of December 1969 by keeping the same
relationships between the recipient rates for Indians and all recipients
for the earlier period and the rates for both groups for December 1969.*

4. The estimate for the “projected” number of recipients was obtained by
increasing the ‘“current” estimated number in (3) above by 50 percent.
Adjusted figure used for AFDC and APTD.

B. Costs for mmaintenance assistance—

1. For the adult categorles, we used the estimated U.S. State share of the
average payment under HR 16311 times 12 times the estimated number of
adult Indian recipients.

2. For the AFDC supplementary payment, we used estimated State share
of average monthly supplementary payment for the U.S. (amount obtained
from ASPE) times the number of AFDC recipients. .

C. Costs for medicaid—

1. Computed a cost per case month amount by eligibility factor for the
U.S. which was multiplied by the estimated number of Indian recipients.

2. Intflated amount in (1) above by 8 percent to give effect to the costs for
“other” medicaid recipients, i.e., individuals age 21-64 not categorically
related and other children under 21.

3. The State share was estimated at 49.2 percent (non-Federal share of
total payments in fiscal year 1969) of the total payinents for the money
payment recipients, categorically related recipients, and other children
under 21 plus the total cost for individuals age 21-614 which represented the
additional Federal cost under the proposal.

1 Numbers receiving AFDC also were estimated bf ags)lylng 1.3 percent (lpercent In-
dians in 1909 study) to total child reclplents, which ylelded a lower figure. The lower figure
was used as the “current” number and APTD number also was adjusted downward using

AFDC as a model,
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PuBLIC ASSISTANCE PRoVISIONS FOR NAvVAJO AND Hoprr INDIANS: PunLic Law 174

(By Wilbur J. Cohent*)

On April 19, President Truman approved Public Law 474, providing for the
rehabilitation of Navajo and Hopi Indians. Section 9 of this law provides for
increasing the Federal share of public assistance payments for needy Indians of
these tribes who reside on reservations or on allotted or trust lands and who
are recipients of old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, or aid to the blind.
The new law becomes effective July 1, 1930. It provides that with respect to
assistance payments for these Indians the Federal Government will pay, in addi-
tion to its regular share under titles I, IV, and X of the Social Security Act, 80
percent of the State's regular share. The maximums for individual payments
specified in the Act apply to these payments.

Thus, in a payment of $20 to a needy individual, the regular State share is £5
and the Federal share is $15. For Navajo and Hopi Indians the Federal Govern-
ment will pay $4 additional (80 percent of the §5 State share) or a total of §19
out of the §20 payment. The Federal share in such a payment would thus be
increased from 75 percent to 95 percent. In a $50 payment the Federal share
would be increased from $30 to $46, or from 60 percent to 92 percent.! The accom-
panying table illustrates the effect of section 9 on public assistance payments to
Navajo and Hopi Indians.

FEDERAL SHARE OF ILLUSTRATIVE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS TOJNEEOY MEMBERS OF THE NAVAIO AND
HOPI TRIBES

Federal share of payment, by specified amount
To 1 depend-  To 3 depend-

To aged or blind individual ent chitd ent children
Law $20 $40 $50 $60 $27 $54 $63 $106
Social Security Act Amendments (1948).._..... $15.00 $25.00 $30.00 $30.00 $16.50 $16.50 $40.50 $40.50
Public Law 474 (1950) ... ....o...o... 19.00 37.00 46.00 46.00 24.90 24.90 58.50 £8.50

|

LEQGISLATIVE HISTORY

The first form (S. 1407) of the legislation that became PubMc Law A7t was
introduced on March 25, 1949, by Senators O'Mahoney, Hayden, Chaves, Mec-
Farland and Anderson. Companion bills, H.R. 3476 and H.R. 3442, were intro-
duced in the House of Representatives.? S. 1407 passed the Senate on July ¢, 149,
with amendments, and passed the House with some further amendments on
July 14, 1904902 In the Conference Committee a new provision dealing with in-
creased Federal grants to the States for public assistance to Navajo aud Hopi
Indians was included in section 9. The Conference Report was accepted in both
the House and the Senate on October 3, and the bill was then sent to the Presi-
dent. The President vetoed the bill on October 17, 1949,* but his veto message
did not contain any objection to the public assistance provisions of the bill.

The Senate deleted the provisions of the bill to which the President objected
and passed a new bill, S. 2734, on October 18, the day after the veto was received.
Immediate consideration of the bill in the House on October 18 was objected to by
Representative Kean, a member of the House Committee on Ways and Means.®

sTechnical Adviser to the Commissioner for Soclal Securlity.

1The above figures and those in the table are used only .as general illustrations of tlic
amount of Federal participation. They are based on hypothetical individual payments,
whereas actually, under the basle formula of the Social Securlty Act, the Federal percent-
ages are not nppfied to Individual payments but rather to the average payments of a State
under cach title. That part of any payment for a month fn excess o fﬁo 10 an aged or
blind reciplent and in excess of $27 with respect to one dependent child in a home and $18
gllth respect to each of the other dependent children in a home is not counted in comput'ing

¢ averages.

? For the history of legislative proposals before 1949 sce Hearings Before a Senate Sub-
commitiee of the Committee on Intcrior and Insular Aflairs on S. 1407 (81st Cong., 1st
slf‘ess. , PD. 3-7. Hearings were also held on H.R. 3476 by the House Committee on Public

anas.

'!I;‘é)§2p§%ceedlngs in the House see Congressional Record (dally edition), July 14, 1949,
pp. —hé,

4 1bid., Oct. 17, 1049, pp. 15119-20.

8 Ibid., Oct. 19, 1849, pp. 1524346,
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With the adjournment of Congress, S. 2734 went over to the second session in
19050. The House passed the bill on February 21, 1950, with several amendments,
one of which changed the method of determining the Federal share of public
assistance payments to the two tribes. However, this amendment was based upon
an erioneous interpretation of section 9 and in effect made the entire public as-
sistance provision inoperative.* The Conference Committee therefore deleted
certain language from the amended section 9 and thus restored the section's
effectiveness.’ The Conference Report was adopted by the House on April 6,
1950, and by the Senate on April 10. The President signed the bilt on April 19,
1950. '

The basie issue as to whether Indians should be given public assistance entirely
at Federal expense or on the same basis as other individuals has been the sub-
ject of lengthy debate. When the House added the provision to 8. 1407 to make all
Indians within the Navajo and Hopl reservations subject to the laws of the State
in which they live, it became necessary to consider whether this same principle
should be applied to public assistance recipients or whether it should be modified
in some way. The following quotation from the Conference Committee Report
deseribes the difference of opinion between the two houses:

“The House conferees insisted upon section 9, but the Senate conferees wanted
it eliminated for the reason that the extension of State laws would obligate the
States to make available the benefits of the State social security laws to reserva-
tion Indlans, an obligation which has not been assumed by New Mexico and Ari-
zona for two reasons: First, they have not admitted their liability, claiming that
under the enabling acts and Federal laws the Indian was an obligation of the
Federal Government. Second, because of the large Indian population, the States
strenuously urged their financial inability to meet this obligation.” *

The Conference Report also explains the justification for the “80-percent for-
mula’:

“Less than 20 percent of the Navajo and Hopi Indians speak the English
language. The States have indleated their willingness to assume the burden of
administering the socal security laws on the reservations with this additional
help. The Conference Committee was of the opinion that this was a fair ar-
rangement particularly in view of the large area of taxfree land and the dif-
ficulty in the administration of the law Lo non-English-speaking people, sparsely
settled in places where there are not adequate roads; and that it would be of
particular advantage to the Indians themselves. This arrangement can and no
doubt will be changed as soon as the Indians are rehabilitated. Both States as-
sume full responsibility for nonreservation Indians at the present time,

“The percentage to Le paid by the States under this seetion, other than the
cost of administration, is the same as was worked out In a conference at Sauta
Fe, New Mexico, between representatives of the Federal Security Agency, Bu-
reaw of Indian Affairs, the offices of the Attorney General of the States of
Arizona and New Mexico, and the State Department of Welfare of the States of
Arizona and New Meuxico, on April 28 and 29, 1949. At this couference, it was
agreed that the net cost to the State would not exceed 10 percent of the total
cost incurred by the Federal and State Governments in aid » needy Indians
(aged, blind, and dependent children). This is the agreement under which the
States are now operating. However, it is the opinion of the Conference Com-
mittee that the Indians would be greatly benefited by the States' assuming full
responsibility for the administering of this law, and it would@ assure a con-
tinued assistance which would not be dependent upon appropriations through the
Bureau of Indian Affairs from year to year.

“Before the passage of the Social Security Act, the Federal Government as-
sumed full responsibility for needy reservation Indians, and there is strong argu-
ment that the Federal Government still has full responsibility for their care. The
additional cost of the extension of social security benefits not heretofore assumed
by New Mexico and Arizona is only part of the cost of the extension of State
laws to the reservations. Therefore, the Conference Committee is of the opinton
that the"t}mendment which was adopted is a fair and equitable division of the
expense.

¢ Ibid., Feb. 21, 1050, p. 2129,

o ;ggg Conference Report on S. 2734, Congressional Record (daily edition), Apr. 5, 1950,
" House Report 1338 {0 accompany S. 1407, Sept. 22,1 . 7.
*Ibid., pp. 7-8. pany » Sep 940, p.7
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The 80-percent formula embodled in Public Law 474 Is based upon a forinula
proposed in bills S. 691 and H.R. 1921, introduced in both houses on January
27, 1949, for all Indian “wards” in any State. Testimony was given before the
House Committee on Ways and Means in favor of H.R. 1921, but the Committee
did not report that bill out nor did it include any special provision for Indinns
in the social security bill, H.R. 6000, reported out by the Committee.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

On several occasions Congress has given consideration to legislation affect-
ing Indians receiving public assistance under the Social Security Act. In 1935
when the original social security bill was being consldered in the Senate, a pro-
vision for payment by the Federal Government of the full cost of Indlan pensions
was passed by the Senate as an amendment to the pending bill. The proposed
amendment provided for a new title in the Social Security Act making pay-
ments to Indians “a pension from the United States in the sum of $30 per
month,” " This amendment was sponsored by Senator Norbeck of South Dakota.
1t was dropped, kowever, by the Ccnference Committee and was not included in
thie finat law.

In a special report of the Social Security Board on proposed changes in the
Social Security Act, which President Roosevelt submitted to the Congress in
January 1939, the Board stated as follows:

“A number of States have a conslderable Indian population, some of whom
are still wards of the Federal Government. The Board believes that, with regard
to certain Indiaus for whom the Federal Government is assuming responsibility
in other respects, and who are in need of old-age assistance, aid to the blind,
or ald to dependent children the Federal Government should pay the entire
cost. If this provision is made, the Board should be authorized to negotiate co-
operative agreements with the proper State agencles so that ald to these In-
dlans may be given in the same manner as to otlier persons in the State, the only
difference being in the amount of the Federal contribution. The Board belicves
that it should also be given authority to grant funds to the Office of Indinn
Affairs for this purpose, if that appears more desirable In certain cireum-
stances.” ** ‘

The House Committee on YWays and Means, however, did not iuclude any
provision concerning Indians in the 1939 social security bill. The Senate Com-
mittee on Finance considered an amendment affecting Indians but d¢id not ze-
port it out. On the floor of the Senate, an amendment was offered which pro-
vided that “notwithstanding any other provisions of law, the Social Security
Board shall not disapprove any State plan under titles I, IV or X of this act
because such plan does not apply to or include Indians.”** This amendment
passed the Senate but was deleted by the Conference Committee and -vas not
included in the final 1939 law.

The Social Security Administration has consistently Interpreted the Social
Security Act to mean that a State public assistance plan could not legally be
approved if that plan discriminated against any citizen o the United States
on account of race. Twenty-four of the 26 States in which there are Indians
residing on reservations provide public assistance under the Social Security
Act to these individuals. In Arizona and New Mexico, however, questions have
been raised over the years by both State agencles as to whether reservation
Indians were to be included in the public assistance programs under the Social
Security Act.-

The immediate factors that led to the inclusion of the public assistance pro-
visions in section 9 of Public Law 474 first made themselves felt on April 17,
147. On that date the State Board of Public Welfare of New Mexico refused
the application of a Navajo Indian for old-age assistance on the grounds that
reservation Indians were not a responsibility of the State Welfare Department
“Just as long as they are under the complete jurisdiction of the Indian service

10 Hearings before the Housc Committee on Ways and Mecans on H.R, 2892 (81st Cong.,
1st sess.), pp. 701-801.

4 Congressfonal Record, June 18, 1035, p. 0540 ; see also letter from the Coniinlssioner
of Indian Affajrs stating that he was “in sympathy with this proposal,” pp. 854041,

1t Hearings Relative tq tha Social Security Act Amendmenty of 1939 Beyore the Houzse
Commitiee on Ways and Means (76th Cong., 1st sess.), February 1939, p. 16. The Secre-
tary of the Interior al3o urged that ‘soclal security benefits for Indians be administered
as a Part of the general plan for the citizens of the United States'’ (Hedarings Before the
Senate Committee on Finance on H.R. 6635, 76th Cong., 1st sess., June 1939, p. 272).

13 Congressional Record, July 13, 1939, pp. 8027-28.

44-527—70—pt. 3

7



1370

and insofar as the expenditure of State money for their welfare is concerned.”
At about the same time the Arizona State Department of I'ublic Welfare also
took a position that it would not make payments to reservation Indians.

The Social Security Administration discussed the subject with the State
agentcies in an effort to resolve the conflict between the position they had as-
sumed aud the requirement of the Social Security Act that assistance must be
available to all eligible persons within the State. Discussions continued over a
period of time, and the States were inforined that the continued receipt of Fed-
eral funds for their public assistance programs was dependent on whether the
State programs were operaling in conformity with the principle that applica-
tions are to be accepted from all who apply and assistance granted to all eligible
persons. During the same period the Bureau of Indian Affairs made some pay-
menty, as their funds permitted, to needy Indians in the two States.

Finally, after all efforts to bring the States into conformity with the require-
ments of the Social Security Act had failed, the Commissioner for Social Se-
curity, after due notice, held hearings to determine whether there was a failure
by New Mexico and Arizona to operate their plans in accordance with sections
4, 404, and 1004 of the Social Security Act. A hearing on New Mexico was held
on February 8, 1949, and on Arizona on Februnary 15, 149. Before findings or
determination based upon these hearings were made, the arrangements de-
scribed in the quotations from the Conference Report on S. 1407 were completed
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on April 28 and 29, 1949, and assistance was provided
for reservation Indians in thexe two States. It was the purpose of Public Law
474 to solve, by congressional action, thie problems raised in the hearings before
the Social Security Commissioner.! As stated in the Conference Report on the
bilL, the Committee felt that efficient operation could be more definitely assured
if the State were to administer the entire program for needy Indians rather
than share the responsibility with the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Senator Axpersox. Mr. Eberle will give us brief testimony here
and then we will adjourn.

STATEMENT OF W. D. EBERLE, COCHAIRMAN, COMMON CAUSE
(FORMERLY URBAN COALITION ACTION COUNCIL)

Mr. Enperre. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman and members of the finance committee, I am appear-
ing on behalf of the Common Cause, formerly the Urban Coalition
Action Council.

John Gardner is our chairman and T am one of our cochairmen.

We represent a broad constituency of business, labor, civil rights,
and community groups and we are very much in favor of this House
bill 16311,

My, Chairman, 1 have submitted a complete written statement and,
in view of the time, I am prepared to stand on that statement and sub-
mit it in full, I would either be delighted to answer questions or cover
a few of the highlights at your convenience, whichever is most appro-
priate for you.

Senator AxpersoN. We will include it in full in the record. I think
any supplementary statement you may want to give we will be glad
to have. We are sorry.

Mr. Ererie. I apologize for having a meeting out of the State in
Connecticut this afternoon but T did want to be here because, as one

1 On December 27, 1049, the Arlzona State Board of Public Welfare adopted a resolution
stating that i1t would not discontinue its pollcy of excluding crippled reservation Indian
children in the provision of treatinent zervices. The Commissioner of the State department
in transmitting the Board’s resolution to the Chict of the Children's Bureau of the Social
Sccurity Administration stated that it was *“necessary to sever our connections.” No
Federal funds have been pafd to Arizona under part 2 of title V of the Social Security Act
sinece December 22, 1949,
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of the business executives who have taken a real interest in this bill,
I can only urge you again that it is time we have a change. )

There are many improvements that could be made but we think this
bill should be passed at this time vnd start us on reform.

Senator AxpersoN. Thank you very, very much.

Mr. Eneree, Thank you.

(Mr. Eberle’s prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT oF W. D. Eserck. CCociAIRMAN, CoMMON (CAust (FORMERLY, U'RBAN
CoAaritioN ActioN (CouNciL)

My name is W, D, Eberle and I appear today as spokesman for Common
Cause (formerly the Urban Coalition Action Couneil). Its chalrman is John
W. Gardner, former Secretary of Health. Edueation and Welfare; and I am a
co-chairman.

Common Cause represents a broad constitueney of business, labor, chureh,
civil rights, and community groups that have joined together to speak as one
on the need for welfare reforin. We have made the passage of a meaningful wel-
fare veform Dbill a primary objective of our organization. As a body we have
cndorsed the basic principles embodied in the Family Assistance Act of 1970
(I.R. 16311).

I am one of the many business executives who have taken an active interest
in secking solutions for the domestic ills that beset our country. Most of us who
have studied the programs by whicl ouv government attempts to aid the tith
of our nation trapped in poverty are appalled at the chaos in our present wel-
fare system. It is a “crazy-quilt” structure of 54 separate programs. This jerry-
built system is bound to fall of its own weight. It not only does not work. hut
more tragically does nothing to encourage people to get off welfare. 1t is de-
hwunanizing and promotes welfare dependency. We must begin to juuk this creaky
machinery now.

Congress has in this session the rare opportunity to do just that, An impor-
tant initial legisiative step has been taken. The House of Representatives has
passed HR. 16311 by a substantinl margin. Welfare bills are not politically
poputar. The Members of the ITouse shou'd be commended for uniting behind
a bill that includes substantial reforms. This bill is now before you. It is not a
perfect bill, It is innovative and, therefore, perplexing, controversial and trouble-
some,

Your Committee asked the Administration to redraft the bill to resolve some
of the problems created by a new systeni. The President has submitted the new
drafr. It retains the basic unique features of the House-passed bill : the national
minimum benefit levet financed by the Federal Government ; uniform standards
of cligibility ; and inclusion of coverage of the working poor. The retention of
these key features is commendable.

The extension of coverage to families headed by a full-time male worker,
the so-called working poor, is the most singular accomplishment in the Act.
Thirty-nine per cent of the poor families with children in this country are headed
by full-time workers. The heads of these families work hard. They try. Yet,
they do not earn enough to provide a minimal living standard for their families.
Presently, there is no Federally-assisted welfare available to needy families with
a working father. How discouraging this must be for these working men des-
perately trying to hold their families together. This bill for the first time will
provide an income supplement for these familles.

In 1967 your Committee pioneered in the move to correct the disincentive to
work inherent in the welfare system. This bill improves the work incentive and
extends its coverage to familles headed by a working father.

This is one nation and every citizen should be treated in a like manner. H.IR.
10311 establishes a single set of eligibility rutes and program standards for all
statex, Except for the variations in supplemental payments by the 50 states, this
bill will treat all our citizens in the same manner no matter where they live.

John W. Gardner, our chairman, has said that he would have been very
proud during his tenure as Secretary of H.E.W. to establish the principle of the
Federal Government providing a minimumn level of payment throughout the na-
tion and finaneing it. It is a historic step and must be considered a major advance
in Federal policy.
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The House bill extended the Federal benefits for families with an unemployed
father in the home to all 50 states. In the 23 states that presently have an un-
employed father program, Federal matching for the state supplement would
have continued. The Administration proposes to phase out these matching funds.
That would be regrettable. 90,000 familles in 23 states would have their benefits
reduced. The “Grandfather Clause’” proposal by Secretary Richardson will aid
theso families, but will not help future beneflciaries, and a program that has
been a strong inducement to keep families together will end.

If we are to get rid of our present chaotic welfare system, H.R. 16311 needs to
ba perfected. It provides for a benefit income level that is too low and there is
no promise of commitment for an increase. The incentive provisions for Federal
administration are confusing and do not assure Federal administration of even
the Federal program. The changes wrought on the House floor deleting the well-
accepted Unemployment Insurance definitions of “suitable work” were unfortu-
nate. The Act, as it now reads, makes it possible to coerce beneficiaries to acecept
Jobs with employers who provide substandard wages and working conditions.
‘The work requirement frr mothers of school-age children remains. Needy indi-
viduals and couples are not covered. A job creation program Is still missing.
Making up these deficiencies is a must. This is what Common Cause is going to
work for in the Senate and what I wish to speak to no.v.

BENEFIT LEVEL

Obviously £1,600 plus food stamps for a family of four without other income
it not enough. No doubt this level is based on what the Administration and
the House Ways and Means Committee belleve we can afford under present
budget constraints. This reasoning accepts the budget as it now stands without
the possibility of change.

A nation with an almost trillion dollar gross national product hasx the
capability to provide a decent payment for its needy. The money must be
made available. We have it, For example, denial of the House Armed Services
Committee’s gratuitous addition to the Navy's hudget of $435 million not re-
quested by the Administration would allow us to immediately raise the henefit
level to over £1,700 for a family of four. Further reductions in defense spending
wounld free even more funds. We must start this process of examining our
priorities. Promise of an adeguate benefit level in this bill will assure this
re-examination. 1 would like to assume that the ultimate goal of this Act Is
to reach the poverty level, but there is no provision for such an increase even
with the proposed state participation. Nor is there a sufficlent incentive for
states to raise benefits. If state supptementation is to be required, matching funds
of more than 30% are needed. The best long-term approach, however, is for this
Act to provide for a nationwide increase in federal benefits to the poverty level
over a specified period of time,

FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

Experience with Federal programs is that local and state administration
too often results in a grudging and diseriminatory distribution of lenefits,
This was most recently documented by two West Point instructors commissioned
by the White House to determine how Federal food distribution systems operate
at the state and local level. They told the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition
and Human Needs that in many areas racism, prejudice and political dis-
crimination result in the elimination of cligible beneficiaries from the food
stamp rolls.

There is not sufficient incentive in H.R. 16311 to induce most states to contract
with ILE.W. for Federal administration. Therefore, administration of the Family
Assistance Program will be left in the hands of the same state officials who
have performed so badly in the past, unless the Act is amended to mandate
Federal administration. We strongly urge this to be done.

WORK REQUIREMENT

The legislation should specify adequate job standards and wage rates for
“suitable employment”’. The House Ways and Means Committee’s reported bill
contained the well-accepted Unemployment Insurance definition of suitable work.
This was deleted on the House floor. The Senate should reinstate that language
with the additional requirement that the recipient may refuse work where the
pay isless than the prevailing or minimum wage, whichever is higher.
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Work Requircments for Mothers of School-age Children

The exemption from the work reqgnircment granted to mothers with children
under six and to mothers if the fathers are living in the home should be extended
to mothers of school-age children. It may be quite feasible for such a mother to
work, and many do. But the feasibility depends on factors that she can best
Judge: her own health; the health (physical and mental) of her children: the
presence in the home of adequate mother-substitutes (grandmothers, aunts),
and <o on. No bureaucracy should want to second-guess a mother in such matters.

Needy Individuals and Couples Without Children

Passage of this legislation will provide benefits for families with children.
There will be increased benefits for the aged, disabled, and blind. This is a wel-
comed step. Our ultimate goal, however, should be a system which provides for
uniform adequate assistance for all of our impoverished citizens, including needy
individuals and couples without children. Excluding individuals and couples
is a cruel! and discriminatory practice towards these people in need and not
a fitting posture for a nation that is well able to care for all tts needy.

Job Creation Program

A program for job creation is necessary so that training opportunities won’t
be a revolving door into continued unemployment. This need will be even more
compelling if unemployment continues to rise. It would be tragic to put welfare
recipients into direct competition with laid-off workers when private employ-
ment is falling. There is a special works project included in this bill. Chalvman
Mills has stated that the purpose is to sce that those peopte who do not tind jobs
in regular employment may have the opportunity to get work in these projects.
The Labor Department has not taken full advantage of this provision which
existed in the 1967 Act. Funds should be authorized in this Act for these projects
in conservation, health, and public safety. The ideal solution, however, is a
fully funded public service program; and we are urging Congress to pass sueh
a bill. A beginning has been made in the manpower bill recently reported by
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee.

“NOTCHES”

Any program that has dollar limitations will have “notches”. Our income tax
system i full of *“notches” that govern the daily decision-making of all of
us. An income maintenance system that has an upper income limit will always
have a notch—that point where the earning of an additional dollar ends the
payment of benefits. The *“‘notches” that have troubled this committee exist
today. They will continue on whether this bill is passed or not. Within the
terms of the money allotted in the proposal before you, much progress has been
made to smooth the “notches.”

The income supplement to families of a working father will alleviate the big-
gest “notch” of all. These families presently may look next door upon a female-
headed family that is helped, while they get nothing. Federal benefit coverage
for these familfes is Important progress, though in 45 states that pay more than
the Federal benefit, a noteh will remain. Only the family headed by a working
mother will get the additional state supplement. This problem can be solved
with more funds, an estimated billion dollars, to provide an equivalent sum
to the father-headed family. The fact that these funds are not now available
should not deter us from making this start to rid the system of this outrageous
inequity.

A similar inequity exists as between unemployed or part-time working fathers
and full-time employed fathers in those 238 states that will pay more than the
minimum Federal benefit to the families of unemployed and part-time working
fathers, The “notch” is there but the bill still takes a substantial step forward.
Every jurlsdiction will have n program at least to the extent of the Federal
benefits. More funds again wonld fully dissolve the “notch” by making the
working poor eligible for the state supplement. We may have to start modestly
but we must start. We cannot retreat as the Administration proposed by cutting
back on the unemployed father program.

“S0-CALLED' DISINCENTIVES CAUSED BY OTIER PROGRAMS

The disincentives that may occur when additional earnings result in reduced
benefits to the recipient from other programs such 1s Medlcaid, Food Stamps,
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public housing, ete. present another noteh problem. President Nixon's resubmis-
sion to your committee addressed itself to some of these problems. The proposed
revision in the food stamp price schedule to make it rise evenly with increases
in fucome should eliminate that disincentive. The check off system for the
stamps Is a distinet improvement. The plan for health insurance for poor families
and the Housing Act proposals to vary pnblic housing rents directly with income
will be discussed by this and other appropriate Committees in the near future.
We are hopeful that Congressional review witl lead to improvements in these
important programs,

The ueed for the Family Assistance Act, however, {s immediate and passage
should not await Congressional resolution of these complex separate problems,

CONCLUSION

Most of the country is tired of the existing patchwork of ineffective and de-
meaning welfare programs, They want change. They want a system that will
work and give those trapped in poverty a way out, The problem has heen studied
by eminent groups: The President’s Commission on Income Maintenance P’ro-
grams (Heineman Commission) ; the National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence (Eisenhower Cominission) ; ane the prestigious Com-
mittee for Economic Development. All agree that a national system of income
maintenance is what is needed; that such a system will help people to help
tlemselves; preserve individual dignity ; and aid those left behind by society.

H.R. 16311 makes a start towards such a system. It will give us a unified
system of eligibility determinations for those in need. A whole new program
with a basice benetit floor, federally financed, will he a beginning toward equitable
methods of aiding our poor. The work incentives and broadened coverage in-
cluding the working poor give the program a positive thrust. They emphasize
the importance of jobs and encourage those who iare able to work.

Publie support is evident everywhere, Within a 48-hour period we wer able
to gather the support of more than &5 corporate heads who endorse the Family
Assistance Act of 1970.

In their statement they said, “The Act contains important new and innovative
sections. It could be strvengthened further; however, it is an fimportant break-
through and deserves great support !’ 1 asked the Communications Division of
the National Urban Coalition to menitor editorial comments on this issue. They
report to me that editorials from the major newspapers throughout the country
are running 10 to 1 in favor of welfare reform.

Onr 25 millon poor are a distinct and outeast group. They are hidden from
us. They live on the other side of the tracks, beyond the super highway, or off
the main road in rural poverty. They are politically powerless. They suffer apart.
They are different. This xeparation reminds ne of a famous literary conversation
between F. Scott Fitzgerald and Ernest Hemingway. Fitzgerald said to Heming-
way. “The very rich are different from us.” IHemingway replied, “Yes, they have
more money.” The poor too are very different; they do not have enough money.
At a certain point the quantity of money does indeed change the quality of per-
sonality. Assurance of an adequate income witl give those now alienated from our
society an investment in it and thus an interest in making its institutions work.

Congress must not he timid. Your Committee has the opportunity to make this
bill a vehicle and commitment to ending the evils of poverty in America.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony. I am grateful for this opportunity
to express my views,

Senator Axperson. We will adjourn until 2 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the committee was recessed to reconvene at
2 p.am,, the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

The Cxamstan, Dr. Roy S. Nicks, is he here?
Will you proceed, sir.
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STATEMENT OF DR. ROY S. NICKS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN PUBLIC
WELFARE ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY MR. WILBUR J.
SCHMIDT, SECRETARY OF THE WISCONSIN STATE DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Mr. Nicks. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name
is Roy Nicks. I nm the Chancellor of the University of Tennessee at
Nashville, Tenn. 1 appear before you today as president of the Ameri-
can Public Welfare Association. I am happy to have with me Wilbur
Schmidt, who is the secretary of the Wisconsin State Department of
ITealth and Social Services. Mr. Schmidt is here as the chairman of the
National Council of State Public Welfare Administrators, which is
a part of our association. :

Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a statement which 1 would like to
filo with the committee for the record and with your permission

The Crramraran. We will print the entive statement.?

Mr. Nicks. Thank you.

With your permission, I would like to give a brief oral summary of
the major points in that statement. Qur association is fully aware of
the urgent need to overcome the serious limitations and inequities in
the public welfare system. We have concluded that the proposed
family assistance plan would be a significant and constructive step
in the direction of welfare reform, and that it would establish a base
upon which further improvements could be built. It is therefore our
recommendation that this legislation be enacted by (‘ongress this year,
with certain modifications which I shall indicate.

Those who speak for public welfare have often pointed out that even
though the present system is inadequate, of itself it does not cause the
social and economic ills which bring people on the assistance rolls.
Limited education, lack of skills and work habits, illness, disability,
old age, and lack of job opportunities are not caused by the welfare
system. Conversely, it cannot be claimed that a reformed welfare sys-
tem will overcome these causes of dependency. Progress must be made
on all fronts, but an adequate level of living must be assured as the
basic element.

We are fully aware of the number of inequities, disincentives, and
“notches™ that could only be smoothed out by making adjustments in
other programs such as food stamps, public housing and medical eare.
Wao agree that these steps should be taken as soon as possible. One of the
side benefits of the present proposal is that it has served to focus atten-
tion on these conflicting effects, some of which have been developing
for many years. But the inequity in the present system of denying
assistance to a male family head working full time outweighs all of
these other irregularities and should not be further perpetuated pend-
ingr a total solution.

Wae believe the level of $1,600 for a family of four is not suflicient
to maintain an adequate level of living. We recommend that the pro-
gram start out at a higher level, and provide for specifically scheduled
increases until the national minimum standard is no less than the
poverty level.

! See p. 1382,
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. We are pleascd to endorse the objective of the FAP legislation to

v assist and encourage families to become self-supporting as being
consistent with our own long-held position. In order to attain this ob-
jective, we believe it is necessary not only to reform the basic welfare
systert, but also to strengthen and augment the parallel structure of
services designed to meet the specific needs of persons who require
special help to compete in the world of work. The renewed emphasis
on job training and placement, the increased number and variety of
child-care faciﬁtios, and the array of supportive services proposed in
this legislation are major steps in that direction.

One of the sources of America’s greatness is that we are a work-
oriented society. Another is that we are a family centered society.
Our association believes that a soundly conceived public welfare
system should sustain hoth of these virtues, wiiich the present pro-
{)osal is designed to do. However, we have a sense, which is heightened
by the supporting rhetoric, that much greater emphasis is placed
on the objectives of putting people to work and of reducing the num-
bers of those receiving assistance. We must confess to some concern
that the strengthening of family life might be overlooked and that
the merit of the Family Assistance plan would be measured almost
exclusively by the success of the work program in reducing the as-
sistance rolls,

We believe that the able-bodied males should be required to work
or take job-training as a condition to receiving assistance. We believe
that mothers recetving assistance should be given an opportunity,
through job training and placement and child-care facilities, to take
emplovment. In this latter regard, however, I must express our con-
cern that the work and training provisions as now drafted might
well result in compelling some mothers to work when it would be
contrary to the best interests of the children. We believe that many
more mothers would work if they had a genuine opportunity. But it
is apparent to us that, under the best of circumstances, it will be a
long time before the training slots, the child-care facilities, the job
opportunities, and the supportive services will be adequate to take care
of all the mothers who would take employment or job training vol-
untarily. It is therefore our recommendation that the compulsory work
and training provision for mothers of school-age children be deleted
from this legislation.

We recommend a program of public service employment for per-
sons for whom no other jobs are available.

The Cuarmax. Would you say that mothers of all school-age chil-
dren should be expected not to go to work unless they want to go to
work ?

Mr. Nicks. No, sir: that is not what we intended to sny. We are just
asking that the mandatory provision be deleted. Certainly our asso-
ciation has been in the position where we would encourage, all people
to work when conditions are such that they can. In other words, if
there is adequate day care or if children are in school and if there is
adequate day care when children are home from school and there is
oprortunity for employment, certainlv she could work.

The CuamryMan. Do vou subscribe to this idea that the job must he
a suitable job, and that kind of thing also?
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Mr. N1cks. I would have to have some definition of suitable, I sup-
pose, Senator. I think it should be a job, where the mother or the per-
gon or individual could make a satisfactory income to support their
family. What is suitable work would be something, of course, that the
physical condition of the person is such she would be able to do the job.
Other than that, we would have to have some definition of suitability.

The Ciamryax. Welly I just had in mind the fact that our friend
of the AFL~CIO seems to want to fix it up so the job must pay the
prevailing wage and it has to be under pleasant conditions and one
thing and another. By the time they get through providing all of
that—)')leasant- surroundings, air-conditioning, and various and sundry
other things to go with it—it means no job. Apparently you don't want
it to be mandatory. You want to )I‘O\'i({e the aid to substitue for work,
and I am familiar with the case of a good Negro woman trying to start
a small business. She and her husband are looking for an employee.
If I were out of work, I would take the jobs they are offering. They
can’t get anybody to work for them, One person called in and said,
“No, they will pay me 25 cents an hour more to go to school over here
at Federal City College.” She thinks she might get somebody else
willing to work. And that person called in and said. I am sorry, my
social worker just called and told me I would get more on welfare.
What with my payments on food and housing. T would make more
money on welfare than I would working, so I am sorry, I can’t work.”

By the time you put all those conditions in there, it means if a per-
son doesn’t feel like working, they can turn their nose up at it and
still live pretty well. T just wonder what your reaction to that sit-
uation would be. It seems that if you get it down to where the job is
the difference between eating a good meal at night and getting by on
red beans and rice for every meal that a person would be willing to
take some kind of a job and work at it. Whereas if you are going to
make it optional for a person who has never worked before, it is a big
break \vit&n the past to ask them to go to work.

Mvr. N1cks. Mr. Chairman, I am certain there are instances of people
who will not or do not have any intention to work. Ou the other hand,
I think it is my experience when I served as welfare commissioner
of the State of Tennessee for about 3 years, and this is some 4 years
back, that a large percentage of people that I talked with personally,
and I did make it a point to talk with a lot of welfare recipients in
the State of Tennessee, that they certainly wanted to work and de-
sired to work and would work if the opportunities were available.

I think our major consideration here is that we look at the children
and what happens to the children first, and if the children can he
adequately taken care of, certainly they should be working and should
be encouraged to work.

Mr. Schinidt, who is in this business and on the firing line cvery
day now, I am not, might have some comment on this. Wilbur.

Mr. Sciyor, Thank you, Roy.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a couple of thoughts to it. I
think the people in our association are more concerned about the
mandatory feature in an arbitrary sense, categorical sense, mothers of
children in school although beyond the age of 6 being compelled to
work because of the consideration in the family; this is not a desire
of most. of the administrators with whom I am acquainted to start to
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lay down tight conditions about what kinds of job will be <atis-
factory, but one in the sense that suitable employment used to be
thought of, for example, in unemployment compensation,

I think it is more the situation not to tear up the home, not to
foree children into undesirable temporary situations on account of
the work pressure and more than it is this other kind, although T
would say that T am quite sure the association membership would be
concerned if we were to view these people as ones who could be ex-
ploited in their labor and thus not to get a decent minimum wage.
and I think it would be our position that at least a minimum wage
should be sustained because they ought to be paid according to what
they can produce by getting other work, and so the assumption thaz
they cannot be producers, and, therefore, can show you or otherwise
he sent to work for less should not be a basie premise.

The Ciatrman. We would expect that for a minimun wage a per-
son is supposed to be fairly productive. A great number of these
people we would like to work have never done anything. You would
take a look at some of them and you wouldn’t hire them on any basis
whatever. You wouldn’t want them around, but if we are tryving to
help people and take the view that it is better for them to work than
not to work, while T am perfectly content to do whatever is neces-
sary to provide day care for the children, once we take care of that
for them, it would seem to me, that they ought to be willing to go
to work. I don’t see how you expect them to start out at the pav vor
hope for them to make until they have worked at it for awhile and
acquired some ability {6 do something. Why wounld you expect that
they should receive a minimum wage when they are alveady getting
food stamps, free houses, various and sundry other things as a con-
dition of going to work?

Mr. Scinrpr. Well, I would think that during their training period,
during training status when they are trying to develop their produc-
tivity that some other arrangement is acceptable and one that would
not have to meet the full requirements. T am only thinking that once a
nerson is trained and placed in a productive job and becomes therefore
an employee and, of course. what we would be expecting at the same
time and we hope they should then be regarded as part of the work
force and be as independent in that enterprise as nny})od_v else. T think
we can see in their training status, a building-up period, and I say this
with the exception, of course, of people who fall within the special
handicans and disabilities. I mean when we get over into things like
retarded and something else, that is something else, but I am thinking
of those where there is the physical health, and the ability to learn
can be built upon.

Mr. N1cxs. Mr. Chairman, if T might comment on that, T think, Mr.
Chairman, your point that a number of these people have never
worked and certainly do not have the work habits that you would
want, and this is, I think. another reason for the great emphasis on
training is to produce the work habits and the work attitude in the
training session that they may go through for several months or sev-
eral weeks prior to being placed on a full-time job and there you would
expect. productivity as you would expect of any other employee.

Senator Bex~xerr. May I just have one conment ?
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I would like to relate an experience 1 had with a woman who came
oft of welfare, a woman with childrven, who said several things that are
very sigmificant. )

First, it was the most diflicult decision she ever made in her life to
give up the security of a welfare check for the insecurity of a job. The
second was that after a month or so she was very happy to be able to
decide what she was going to feed her children and not have the wel-
fare worker tell her that her children could not have any milk on
Thursday. They had to wait until Friday.

The third was that she said she sat home one evening and heard her
childven out in the yard quarreling with the neighbor's children, and
the neighbor’s childven said, “We don’t like to come to your house
anymore because your mother is strict, Before she went to work we
could do anything we pleased in the house. But now she is tryving to
keep it elean and orderly and she won't let us run over her.”

I wonder if there isn't a deadening psychological effect that goes
through to the children that the woman has no hope beyond the wel-
fare cheek, if she has no choice bevond the choice of the welfave
worker, and if here children aren’t growing up in that kind of an
atmosphere,

This woman said, in effect, that it was, as T say. the {oughest decision
she had ever made but she was as verv happy at the change in her chil-
dren who recognized that she was more, really more. concerned ahout
their attitudes and about the home she was keeping for them than she
was before,

I remember her saying before that the only interest she had in life
under the other situation was the television which she had and getting
down to the tavern in the evening and having a drink of beer but
now she was concerned about her children, and T think that is one of
the unwritten values, the unrecognized values, when the woman and
her children get back into the mainstream of American society and
are not living in what must be a kind of a pointless, hopeless situation.

Mr. Sennor, T think, Senator, that is a deseription of a classical
example of a sitnation and T think that first decision, the one that
you called Decision 1, which was the fear of leaving the rolls, the
security becaunse that check is always going to be there, taking the
chance to go out and not knowing whether the job is going to work,
is the big step and there is no doubt that the longer the family remains
on the rolls the harder this decision is tomake,

There are people there in the mainstream that take just as many
chances every day, do not get things done any better than the capa-
hilities of some of these families in the program with the exception
thev have been out there trying and they are willing to take a chance.

The big thing they lose, of course, when they leave the rolls in most
inctances is mediea ! accistance. and thev ave fearful of that, They mav
2o to a company factory job where the employment includes some kind
of health insurance but if they do not, they just fear the time when
just the first couple of doctor hills are going to push them back and
thisisone of the

Senator Bex~rerr. Presumably this legislation will be supplemented
with a health insurance program for these people.

Mr. Sciipr. Yes,
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Senator BEnNETT. But the point that this woman left in my mind
is that she had a kind of security on welfare, and it was a deadening
kind of security and it took a lot of courage to move off of it. Then
she began to see some of the benefits.

I can’t resist another story, Mr. Chairman. Talk about suitable em-
ployment: I was in Germany 13 years ago and was being shown
through the housing that was provided for the refugees from East
Germany. The Berlin Wall wasn’t up then, and we went into a small
apartment occupied by a man and a fairly large family, and I com-
mented that the apartment was not big enough for the family, and
the answer was, “This is all he rates so ﬁ)ng as he insists on staying in
the situation of being a refugee. We have got em lo?rment, for him,
and he refuses to take it because he says it isn’t suitable.’

And I said, “Well, what was his work in Germany?’ They said
he was the assistant to a professor in college who taught beckeeping
and until we can find another professor who teaches beekeeping, he is
going to insist that he hasn’t got suitable employment.

I know that sounds ridiculous but I imagine there is a lot of that
kind of thinking going on here. I have no further comments.

Mr. Nicks. We would further like to recommend that the authoriza-
tion for Federal matching at 30 pereent for assistance to families of
unemployed fathers be retained as passed by the House. We are in
agreement with the objective that an employable male who is the head
of a family should always be better off the more he works. We also
understand the dilemma of the practical alternatives which are either
to increase the benefits for a male working full time or to offer no
supplementation for a male working less than full-time or not work-
ing at all. The decision of the administration to accept the latter alter-
native because the first is too costly, however, would perpetuate the
discredited incentive for family breakup. Whether the label is TAP
or AF'DC, it comes out the same.

The FAP and all of the rvelated income maintenance programs such
as the supplementary payments, general assistance, food stamps, and
the deermination of eligibility for medicaid, should be administered
at the point of delivery by a single agency. Provision should be made
for the orderly transfer, with protected pension rights and other ac-
cumulated benefits, of personnel from State and local welfare agencies
to FAP employment.

Caseloads and expenditures for public assistance continue to rise,
and the end is not in sight. The financial burdens upon the States
is becoming intolerable, but the States anticipate further increases in
expenditures for social services, medicaid, the cost of living, and ad-
ministration, none of which wounld be covered bv the protection of the
“hold harmless” clause. The long-term objective should be for full
Federal financing of all income maintenance programs. The new FAP
should be designed at the outset so that the costs to the States would
never rise above the present level, but instead would progressively
decline. '

The authorization to use day-care funds for the construction of
facilities when necessary is a much-needed improvement in the legis-
lation, which we strongly support. A further needed improvement is
for “seed money® to help day-care facilities get started.
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. We endorse the proposal to establish a national minimum standard

of assistance for the adult category. This is a fundamental reform
which is long overdue.
_ We applaud the recognition that the “income strategy™ by itself
is not enough, and endorse the general purposes of the proposed new
title XX for individual and family services. However, we have mis-
givings about the organizational structure which would be imposed
upon the States by the mechanism of the prime local sponsor. We also
believe that the role and responsibility of the State government would
be weakened with respect to both policy planning and administration,
while at the same time it would Le necessary for the State to carry
the major part of the non-Federal costs.

We recommend that the service authorization under title TV be
retained for the time being, to allow more time to draft a bill on
social services.

Other features of the service amendment should be enacted now—
funds for foster care, the national adoption information exchange
system, and the Government assistance program.

In summary, we recommend the passage of this legislation this
year with the modifications that we have indicated.

The Crarrymax. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. Nicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuairyax. Senator Curtis.

Senator Curris. Would you elaborate on what you mean by Na-
tional Adoption and Information Exchange System?

Mvr. Scumipr, Yes. This is an agreement to put some more order
and a greater access of American families.

Senator Curris. Greater what?

Mr. Scumir. Greater access of adoption of foreign childven and
be sure that these have placements which are done according to stand-
ard and therefore the children not be abused or any other way. I
haven't any experience with the operation of it but it is an attempt
to put some structure into the national enterprise in this area.

enator Curris. What States do they have abuses where adopted
children are abused ?

Mr. SouMmipt. I wouldn’t have any answer to that, sir.

Mr. Nicks. I am sorry, Senator Curtis, I couldn’t give you any
s‘)eciﬁc example of this, The Child Welfare League has had a project
along this line. A part of it, of course, is to get children and especially
children from minority groups placed with parents and it may be in
other States where they can {)e placed and can cut across State lines
this way. This has been one of the primary advantages of the Child
Welfare League project as I understand it.

Mri 1Scnmm'. other thing I overlooked is this is an interstate thing
as well.

Senator Curtis. Interstate adoptions have been taking place for a
long time, haven’t they ?

Mr. ScuMmipr. Yes, they have.

Senator Curris. I am wondering, I am not saying there is not a
demonstrated need for Federal legislation in this regard, but I think
our record is pretty lacking on that up to the present.

Mr. Scumipt. Pretty what,sir?
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Senator Curtis. Our record is rather lacking: with reference to any
particular need for Federal legislation in the t'eld of adoption.

Mr. Scinyipr, T think that there will be othoer testimony and we
could even supply some additional for you on details of this, if you
would wish, and I think—1I do not personally happen to have a very
close connection with it and I am in charge of a department in Wis-
consin which has adoptions to handle but the aflairs of the National
Adoption and Information Center I am not that familiar with it in my
work, so we ean add some information for your benefit if you would
like.

Senator Curris. That is all, My, Chairman,

The Crramarax. Thank you very much.

(Mvr. Nicks’ prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT RBY DR, Roy S, NICKs, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN PunrLi¢c WELFARE
ASS0CIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Roy S. Nicks. 1
am the Chancellor of the University of Tennessee, in Nashville, Tennessee. I ap-
pear before you today in my capacity as President of the American Public Welfare
Association. While 1 have no present program responsibilities in the field of
public welfare, I served as the Commissioner of the Tennessee State Department
of Public Welfare from 1903 to 19606, and I continue to maintain an active in-
terest in the activities and objectives of this important area of public services.

The membership of the Association consists primarily of state and loeal de-
partment of public welfare and the personnel who work in public welfare pro-
grams. Our purpose is to give leadership for the improvement of programs and
practices in the field of public welfare throughout the country. To that end our
Board of Directors adopts positions on pertinent issues, which will be reflected
in my remarks here today.

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Our Association is fully aware of the urgent need to overcome the serious limi-
tations and inequities in the public welfare system as it exists in this country
today. After giving careful consideration to the proposed Family Assistance Plan
we have concluded that, in principle, it would be a significant and constructive
step in the direction of welfare reform. We also b.lieve that it would establish
a base upon which further improvements could be built. It is therefore our recom-
mendation that this legislation be enacted by Congress this year.

Our endorsement of this proposal is measured against the existing deficiencies,
and the elements essential for a sound prograin as set forth in the objectives
which this Association has advocated over many years.

In brief, our position is that :

Financial assistance sufficlent to maintain a basic level of living should be
available for all persons in need.

Training, assistance and opportunity to become self-supporting should be
available to everyone who can benefit from such services.

The program should contribnte to maintaining and strengthening whole-
some family life, especially where children are concerned.

Assistance and services should be readily available to those who need
them. Procedures should be uniform and simple.

The federal government should assume the major part of the finanelal costs,
and should move toward the assumption of full responsibility.

The caseloads and expenditures for public assistance, especially in the AFDC
category, continue to rise and the end is not in sight. While on the one hand the
financial burden upon the states is becoming intolerable, on the other hand many
people, whether because of inadequate assistance or low wages, are Hving in
desperate need. Gross disparities prevail in levels of assistance from one state to
another. And fantastic administrative complexities have grown up around the
accutmulated patchwork of amendments and various federal and state require-
ments.

Those who speak for public welfare have often pointed out that even though
the system Is inadequate, of itself it does not cause the soclal and economice iils
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which Lring people on the assistance rolls. Limited edueation, lack of skills and
work habits, illness disability, old age, and lack of job opportunities are not
caused by the welfare system. Conversely, it canuot be claimed that a reformed
welfare system will overcome these causes of dependency. Progress must be made
on all fronts, but an adequate level of living must be assured as the basic element.
Nothing else can succeed without it.

The maintenanve of an adequate and workable public welfare system ix a
national problem that requires a national solution. The federal government can
no longer assume that primary rvesponsibility rests with the states and localities.

It must no longer be satistied to offer financial assistance for certain categories
of need and ignore others. The federal government gives shape and substance to
state programs as much by staying out as by coming in, and it cannot entively
dixclaim responsibility for the prevailing inequities and imbalances from state to
state and among prograins within states, There are great pressures upon states
to allocate their resources to those activities that bring federal matehing, re-
gardless of what the other priorities might he, or of how other state priovifies
might thereby be skewed. The impact of federal matching grants is xo over-
whelming that the choice of take-it-or-leave-it is practically non-existent, It be-
comes increasingly so when take-it-or-leave-it becomes all-or-nothing—when the
availability of funds for one program is conditioned on the state’s participation
in another. That would be the effect of the proposal to withhold federal grants for
other programs such as Maternal and Child Health and Crippled Childrens Serv-
fces if a sttae failed to meet the requirements of the FADP. It is therefore of the
utmost importance that there be a national design for public welfare which is
comprehensive and balanced.

The first requirement for a comprehensive and balanced public welfare program
ix that it must provide for a national minimum standard of living for all persons
in economic need. In this respect the proposed coverage of working families with
both pavents in the home—the working poor—is, in our view, the heart of the
proposed Family Assistance IMlan, and constitutes the primary basis for car
endorsement. This would go a long way toward overcoming the most glaving
inequity of alt in the present sysxtem—namely, that in too many instances families
with low incomes are better off if they receive assistance and work les. than
full tine or not at all.

We are fully aware of the number of other inequitiex, disincentives, and
“notches” that could only be smoothed out by making adjustmments in other
programs such as food stamps, public housing and medical care. We agree that
these steps should be taken as soon as possible. One of the side henefits of the
present proposal is that it has served to focus attention on these confiteting offects,
some of which have been developing for many years. We agree that every efiort
should be made to harmonize these various provisions so that they all pull in the
same direction. But the inequity in the present system of denying assistance to
amale family head working full time far ontweighs all of these other irregulari-
ties and should not be further perpetuated pending a total solution.

One source of concern is that the states anticipate centinuing increases in
expenditures for soelal services, Medicald, the cost of living, and administra-
tion, none of which would be covered by the protection of the “hold harmless”
clause under the AP proposal. If the long-term objective is for the full federal
financing of all income maintenance, which in our viev it should he, the r.ew pro-
gram should be designed at the outset so that the co:is to the states would never
rise ahove the present level, but instead would progressively decline.

Level of assistance

It is generally recognized that the proposed :nintmum of $1600 for a family
of four ix not sufficient to maintain an adequate level of living. Yet it would be
hetter than the mintmum now provided by the lowest-paying states, and there-
fore would constitute progress in that respect. Our Association advocates thnt
the national mintmum standard should be nat lower than the recognized poverty
level. While thie practical obstacles to the establishment of the minimum stand-
ard at the poverty level might be insurmountable at the outset of the FAD, we be-
lieve that even as a starting point level than $1600 should be feasible. The act
should then contain a stitement of long-rerm objectives for the improvement of
standards and for the extension of coverage to include all persons in finaneial
need. There should also he some kind of a mechanism and a specific statutory
schedule for reaching this objective. A parallel long-term objective should he
that the federal government would absorb these additional costs, and ultimately
assume full responsibility for financing FAD.
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As a start we believe the amendment proposed by Sen. Javits offers a workable
course to follow. It provides a series or orderly steps toward the attainment of
the goal of setting the poverty level as the minimum standard, although we be-
lieve the pace s too slow (50 percent of the poverty level by 1974, and full poverty
level by 1979). If the states are to p.articipate in the short run in the costs of
raising the benefit levels, the matching ic.mula should be so geared as to give them
substantial assistance and encouragement.

With these progressive improvements, we would expect that more members
of the next generation would reap the benefits of greater family stability and
opportunity resulting from this assured minimum level of living. This is not to
say that the “income strategy” by itself can accomplish these results, but with-
out a basic family income these intended objectives are not likely of attainment.
Work and training

We are pleased to endorse the objective of the FAD legislation to assist and
encourage families to become self-supporting as being consistent with our own
long-held position. In order to attain this objective, we believe it is necessary
not only to reform the basic welfare system, but also to strengthen and augment
the parallel structure of services designed to meet the specific needs of persons
who require special help to compete in the world of work. The renewed emphasis
on job training and placement, the increased number and variety of child care
facilities, and the array of supportive services proposed in this legislation are
major steps in that direction.

We believe that able-bodied males should be required to work or take job train-
ing as a condition to receiving assistance. We believe that mothers recelving
assistance should be given an opportunity, through job training and placement
and child care facllities, to take employment. In this latter regard, however, I
must express our concern that the work and training provisions as now drafted
might well result in compelling some mothers to work when it would be contrary
to the best Interests of the children. We believe that many mothers would work
if they had a genuine opportunity. But it is apparent to us that, under the best
of circumstances, it will be a long time before the training slots, the child care
facilities, the job opportunities, and the supportive services will be adequate to
take care of all the mothers who would take employment or job training volun-
tarily. It is therefore our recommendation that the compulsory work and train-
ing provision for mothers of school-age children be deteted from this legislation.
Until genuine opportunities are made available, such a requirement is a gratuitous
and hollow challenge to those who are seeking their own way out of dependency,
and whose need is not so much for an incentive as it is for an opportunity.

In this regard we belleve the priorities listed by Senator Talmadge in proposed
amendment no. 788 would be a sound and practical guide. These priorities among
persons registered for employment and training, to be followed by the Secretary
of Labor, are as follows:

1. Unemployed fathers;

2. Dependent children and relatives age 16 and over who are not in school,
working, or in training

3. Mothers who volunteer for participation;

4. Individuals working full time who wish to participate ;

b. All other persons.

One of the sources of Americas greatness is that we are a work-oriented soclety.
Another is that we are a family-centered soclety. Our Association believes that
a soundly conceived public welfare system should sustain both of these virtues,
which the present proposal is designed to do. However, we have a sense, which is
heightened by the supporting rhetoric, that much greater emphasis is placed
on the objectives of putting people to work and of reducing the numbers of
those recelving assistance. We must confess to some concern that the strengthen-
ing of family life might be overlooked and that the merit of the Family Assist-
ance Plan would be measured almost exclusivel;- by the success of the work pro-
gram in reducing the assistance rolls.

The emphasis on job placement and self-support in AFDOC in a sense marks
a reversal of long-term policy. At the outset the concept was that the public
assistance categories were to cover individuals and families who were outside
the labor market—the aged, the blind, and mothers (with absent or disabled
husbands) of dependent children. As President Roosevelt said, the federal gov-
ernment should not get involved in “this business of relief,” by which he meant
what we call general assistance for that group of persons in need who are largely
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made up of families headed by an able-bodied male, whether unemployed, under-
employed, or fully employed at low wages. Thus, while the addition of the APTD
category in 1950 did extend federal matching to a group previously not covered,
it was still consistent with the basic concept of not assisting employable per-
sons. There was not a stated purpose of enabling or assisting individuals or
families to become self-supporting. There were no authorization for soclal serv-
ices, although most public welfare agencies attempted to provide some seivices
by reporting them as administrative costs, which then laid the agencies open
to charges o finefliclent management,

The first real change came in 1961, when a one-year authorization was enacted
for assistance to children of unemployed parents—later extended and changed to
dependent children of unemployed fathers. Then in 1962 came the expanded
statement of the purpose of AFDC, to include “rehabilitation and other services
. . . to help maintain and strengthen family life and to help such parents and
relatives to attain or retain capability for the maximum self-suppor¢ and personal
independence consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental care and
protection . . .” While it has not been widely noted, this in a sense redirected the
purpose of the program by the implicit recognition for the first time that re-
ciplents of AFDO actually should be considered potential participants in the
labor market.

This Association has held that the traditional narrow concept was inadequate
from the beginning, and we have steadfastly supported the various steps in the
progression I have outlined. We take the position that full employment at ade-
quate wages should be the goal for all persons able to work, and whose services
are not required in the home, To the fullest extent possible, jobs should be avail-
able through the private enterprise system and normal operations of government
as it maintains public services and facilities. There should be a full range of
manpower training services to afford the opportunity, as needed, to acquire
necessary skills.

Efforts are sometimes made to project the cost of job training and placement
services and day care against the benefits of income earned from employment,
taxes paid, stimulation of the economy, and so forth. While the methodology
for making such measurements is not precise, at least some kind of plausilite
figures can be derived. The cost-effectivencss of preserving and strengthening
the institution of the family is vastly more difficult, if not impossible, to set
forth in cost-benefit terms. But the costs will be pald and the results will be forth-
coming in one way or another. In short, we belleve that opportunity and even
enconragement should be given for mothers to be assured of adequate income
when the best interest of the children would be served by their day-to-day pres-
ence in the home,

While, as I have indicated earlier, we strongly support programs designed to
provide training opportunities, job placement, and child care services, we would
caution agalnst the reduction of the assistance rolls as the only, or perhaps even
the primary test of success. First, the job training and child care facilities must
be developed. But beyond that, we have a strong impression that the basic prob-
lems are more far-reaching than has been generally recognized, and that the sharp
rise in the AFDQC rolls in recent years has not yet exhausted the reservoir of
families who would be eligible for assistance if they were to apply. Thus, whether
the FAP is enacted, or the present AFDC category is retained, we expect the
caseloads to go up. In passing it might be observed that the rising AFDC figures
may not necessarily mean that the system is a failure. If the system provides
assistance to those who are in need, that is what it was set up to do. The hard
question, of course, is whether the system perpetuates dependency.

In recognizing the importance of work and training we are nevertheless con-
cerned that the genuine potentialities of the work and training features of FAD
may be overshadowed by unrealistic expectations, as has perhaps been the case in
the Work Experience and Training Program (title V, Economic Opportunity Act)
and the WIN program. It should be noted that the current emphasis on self-
support is of fairly recent origin: The first authorization of federal funds for job
training through a public assistance title of the Social Security Act was for the
WIN program, which has even now been in operation for scarcelv two years.
Just at the time when the OEO title V program was beginning to find its stride, it
was phased out and replaced by the WIN program. WIN, in turn, i{s now to be
replaced by the new Comprehensive Manpower Program. It is our impression
that these programs are dismantled just about the time they begin to work. What

44-527—70—pt. 3——S8



1386

is needed more than anything else is some continuity and stability for whatever
program is decided upon.

Another source of discouragement with the past and prerent manpower pro-
grans is that too often jobs are not available when training has heen completed.
This has been true to some extent even during periods of high employment, and
it isx intensified as jobs become more scarce. Rather than providing continuing
assistance to persons who are secking employment, it would be more constructive,
in our view, to maintain a program of public service employment. This need not,
and should not, be “leaf raking” or artificially created jobs, since there Is a vast
backlog of useful and productive work that urgentiy needs to be done, and which
could be done by those whio would otherwise be on assistance. Such a program
could provide a genuine public service in such fields as education, recreation,
anti-pollution, housing, day care, health, conservation, aud rural development.

Administration

Obviously, the way the plan is set up in the beginning would become the base
for future developments, and is therefore of the highest importance. Thus, while
the FADP would be a move in the direction of unifiention of organization and
administration, there would remain a diversity of income maintenance programs
with a variety of funding and administrative authorizations which are separate
from the basic FAP system. In addition to the consolidated adult category and
the supplementation of FAD benefits, there would also be food stamps, general
assistance, and the determination of eligibility for Medicaid. Regardless of
whether direct administrative responsibility for FAP would be carried by the
federa! government or by the state, in our view it is essential that, at least at the
point of delivery, all of these related income-maintenance programs he handled by
a single agency. The basie FAP payment and the state supplementary payment
should come in a single check. And application for general assistance and food
stamps and Medieaid shonld also be handled by the same agency. With the present
diversity of jurisdictions and sources of funds, this would require a fairly exten-
sive network of agreements among different levels of government, but to leave
them apart would be to perpetuate, and even multiply, the present confusion.

We believe that the long-term objective should be the full federalization of
all income maintenance programs. This is necessary primarily because the tax
resourees of the states and loecalities are no longer equal to the task. But it wonlad
also facilitate common standards and procedures and unified and simplified
administration. We Dbelieve that this should be generally agreed upon so that
it can be accomplished in deliberate steps. The combination, at the beginning,
of all existing income maintenance programs for administrative purposes
woukl provide a sound basis for an orderly progression toward that objective.
At the same time we support the option for the federal government to contract
with a state to administer the program, if satisfactory arrangements can be
made. Regardless of the shortcomings of the present system, the states, in
varying degrees, do have an existing capability which should not be auto-
matically ruled out as an available alternative when conditions are otherwise
favorable.

When the FAP is set up in a state as a federally administered program, there
will he many new jobs to be fitled. We belleve that every effort should be made
to transfer the personnel of the present state and local public welfare agencles
to the new program. This would not only be a matter of simple fairness, but
it will be administratively valid, since here is a ready-made corps of personnel,
selected through a merit system and qualified by training and experience in the
administration of an income maintenance program. We also recommend that
provision be made, so far as possible, for protecting pension rights and other
henefits which have been accumulated through past state and local employment.
We do not know whether this requires specific legislative mention in the
present bill, or whether it can be handled in other ways, and we are aware that
the Department of HEW is giving this matter careful attention. However, we
take this occasion to express support for action along the lines we have suggesteq.

Unemployed Fathers

One of the revisions in the bill recommended by the Administration is the
deletion of the requirement for state supplementation of the fAP benefit for
vamilies hcaded by an unemployed father, and the elimination of federal match-
ing for any such payments which a state might make.
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It is our recommendation that federal matching for state supplementary pay-
ments to families with unemployed fathers be authorized at 30 percent as passed
by the House of Representatives and orginally supported before your Committee
by the Administration. This matching should he available for every state wishing
to participate. We concur in the point made by Seeretary Finch before your
Conmmnittee in April that, in terms of family stahility, one of the key advantages
of the FPADP, as drawn at that time, was that it wonld treat male- and female-
headed families equally.

If the father is unemployed the family needs more asgistance than if he is
empolyed. If the family receives FAP benefits, the father would be required to
register with the emptoyment service, which would find him a job or place him
in a training program. But if neither work nor training is available to him, the
program has not helped him to become self-supporting, and no purpose is served
by giving him an incentive to leave home. 'Fhe better conrse would he to offer
him a job in a public service work program, and if he then refused, he could
Iie denied assistance.

We are in agreement with the objective that an employable male who is the
lhead of a family should always be better off the more he works. We also under-
stand the dilemma of the practical alternatives which are either to increase the
bhenefits for a male working full time or to offer no supplementation for a male
working less than full time, or not at all. The decision {o accept the latter
alternative because the first is too costly, however, branches into two other
dilemmas which, in our view, are even less acceptable. The first is that it
perpetuates the discredited incentive for family breakup. ‘I'his is one of the
defeets cited by the President in proclaiming the failure of the present system.
We recognize that this negative incentive would be mitigated by the FAP benefit.
But the fact remains that if a state were to supplement the AP henefit for a
family headed by the mother, but not for a family headed by an unemployed
father, the family would be financially better off if the father left home. Whether
the label is FADP or AFDC, it comes out the same.

The other dilemma bears directly on the states which have elected to partici-
pate in the Unemployed Father feature of the AI'DC category. Thexe states are
now extending assistance to this group of families hecause the families are in
financial need. If the federal government muder FAP does refuse to participate
in the supplementary payments for these families, it is quite probable that these
states would find it necessary to continue the supplementation from their own
funds. Thus, while the federal government might espouse its policy of sharpen-
ing the disadvantages of not working, the effects of the policy would not in fact
be felt by these families because the amount of assistance they actually recejve
would not change. The only difference is that the states would pay the entire
supplement with no federal matching. However, the state’s previous UF matceh-
ing share would raise the level of state expenditures at which the “hold harmn-
less™ protection would become operative. This would then serve as just one more
reminder to the states that those who move first pay the most.

Qeneral Comments

We concur in the proposal for a checkoff arrangement for food stamps for
FAP beneficiaries. This would be to the advantage of the recipients as well as the
adininistrative agency. We also recommend that the food stamp program be
phased out entirely as soon as possible and the equivalent benefits be paid in
cash. The purposes of unification and ceordination are not well served when
committees and departments primarily concerned with other interests, such as
agriculture, take responsibility for establishing and administering a welfare pro-
.gram, which the food stamp program has completely become. We note that a
bill recently reported would require the beginning of state matching, with pro-
gressive annual increases, of the cost of the bonus food stamps. While this meas-
ure is not in the jurisdiction of your Committee, it gives us concern as an illus-
tration of the difficulties inherent in resolving the frregularities in the frag-
nmented and uncoordinated income maintenance structure that has grown up
over the years.

Provisions in sec. 443 in the FAP bill would require that all unearned income
e deducted first from the federal benefit before any reduction in the state sup-
plement could be made. While the “hold harmless” clause would protect the
states from the immediate results of this situation, there would be related conse-
quences which would leave the state unprotected from added costs. These would
result primarily from the fact that there would be a number of circumstances
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in which families would draw state supplementary payments only, and would
thus be eligible for Mcedicatd, and this would also add to the administrative costs
of the state. We recommend that unearned income be deducted first from the
supplementary payment, and the remainder, if any, from the basic FAP Lenefit.

A somewhat similar situation would exist with respect to collections made from
daserting parents, in which the state might have an investment in the administra-
tive costs involved in making the collection, as well as in supplementary beue-
fits. Yet the federal government would apparently have first claiin on all collec-
tions. To say the least, the state would not have an incentive to put forth its
own time and money to make these collections for the federal government.

The authorization to use day care funds for the construction of facilities when
necessary is a much-needed improvement in this legislation, which we strongly
support.

THE ADULT CATEGORY

The establishment of a national minimuin standard of assistance for recipients
under a consolidated “adult” category is a fundamental and long-needed im-
provement in the public welfare system. Persons in this group, who are essen-
tially outside the labor market, must depend for the most part on the adequacy
of the cash assistance payment. At the same time, all assistance and encourage-
ment should be given to those who do have the capacity to contribute to their
own care and support. For the purpose of equity and incentives, we recommend
that the standard for income “disregards” should be the same for all recipients
in the adult category.

One specifiec inequity which we would call to the Committee's attention is the
provision which would permit a state to hold parents financially responsible for
the support of children over the age of twenty-one who are blind or severely dis-
abled. We believe that adults who are blind or disabled should be entltled, in
their own right, to whatever assi{stance they require (sec. 1603).

THE SOCIAL SERVICES AMENDMENT

While we agree that income sufilcient to maintain an adequate level of living
must come first, we are also encouraged by the administration’s recognition that
the “income strategy” by itself i8 not enough. We applaud the general purposes
of the proposed new title XX, which would provide individual and family services
to low-income people to strengthen family life; to help people attain capacity for
self-support and self-care; to promote the welfare of children; to protect any
adults in danger of neglect ; and to combat dependency.

There are several features in the proposed social services legislation which
we are pleased to endorse more or less as they stand. Specifically they are the
proposals to authorize greater federal participation in foster care, the new Na-
tional Adoption Information Exchange, and the proposed Government Assistance
Program, which would provide aid to governors and the chief executives of gen-
eral purpose local governments to strengthen the capacity of their offices to
plan and evaluate health, education, and welfare programs on an cffectively
coordinated basis. .

We regret to report, however, that we have a number of reservations with
respect to some of the core features of th~ proposed Individual and Family Serv-
fces. It is our fmpression that there are s'snificant aspects of this program which
have not been thoroughly worked out, eitlier in concept or in specific legislative
provisions. Our main concern {8 with the proposed device which is called the
“prime local sponsor” and the consequences which would flow from using this
as a basic unit upon which the social services programs in a state would be
constructed.

We recognize the desirability of giving local governments genuine responsibility
for developing programs of soclal services designed to their special requirements.
At the same time we belleve it essential that there be an agency of state govern-
ment with the responsibility and authority to develop and carry out an overall
state policy on public social services. It appears to us that the proposed legis-
lation is deficlent in the latter respect. .

There {8 no reason why a singte state plan could not be sufficlently flexible to
allow for a wide range of local differences. It might be advisable for the federal
government to establish certain requirements for local planning and operating
responsibilities, and for a minimum range and coverage of services. But we have
serlous misgivings as to whether it is approprlate or necessary for the internal
state structure to be spelled out in as much detail as this bill would do. If for no
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other reason, a state could rightfully claim a role commensurate with its financial
input, which would of necessity be substantial.

While we believe that the services proposal should be recast in major ways,
we also have a few specific comments to apply in case the bill should be enaeted
along the lines as now drawn. We are in full agreement that there should be a
reasonable balance among the services and there shiould be minimum standards
of performance. We also agree that the details of these provisions should be
established by regulation rather than by statute, but we would feel more com-
fortable if we had some indication as to how these teriis would he defined by
the Secretary. R

We are more seriously concerned by the idea of requiring a means test for
social services. While this wounld probably affect only a few of the recipients and
not all of the services, some kind of a determination of eligibility would have to
e made for everyone receiving the chargeable services. In most instances these
services are as beneficial to the community as to the individual and family, and
every effort should be made to see that they are readily available to all who need
them. A means test is more likely to deter those on the edge of eligibility who
may seriously require services, and if not eligible now, may be in the near future.
For such services as foster care and homemaker services, where a charge must be
paid to a provider, a determination must be made as to the ability of the reeipi-
ents to pay. But in the general area of such services as those directed to self-
support. and self-care or for family counseling and family planning, we believe
there should be no charge to anyone who requests them. We believe that at least
for the time being it would be better to make no charge and see how it works. If
experience should prove otherwise then adjustments could be made. But we know
from 35 years of experience that the greater problem is how to make services
available to and utilized by those who-need them. A means test would also per-
petuate the assistance-relatedness of the service programs, which is what we
have been trying to get away from.

The importance of maintaining effective staff training programs by the states
should be emphasized by naming that as a specific function for which the 90 per-
cent federal grants could be used, along with “administrative and other
activities.”

The HEW statement on services in the green H.R. 16311 “Committee I’rint"”
points out that the soclal service programs which have developed under public
assistance have been short on “hard” services having specific objectives and
measurable outcome, and that “states have tended to respond to the most favor-
able matching formula, rather than to the needs of their citizens, and the sue-
cess of different services in meeting specified goals.”

As I have pointed out carlier the state programs are, in very important ways,
given shape and substance by the conditions set out by the federal grants-in-aid.
It is not a startling revelation that states respond to the most favorable matching
formula. What should also be said is that the federal government has not always
set up matching formulas that will bring forth balanced programs in the states.
It should be noted that the states were spending substantial sums on “services'
during the years when the federal financial participation was classifled as ad-
ministrative expenses, which was not only a deterrent, but showed up as an in-
dlcator of inefficlency, and that only within the last couple of years could funds
be paid directly for such “hard” services as day care and homemaker services.

We are well aware of the pressures to close the end on appropriations for
social services. In response we point out that, as experience has shown, it is
often difficult to maintain continuing support for social services at an adequate
level. The closed-end authorization for Child Welfare Services (formerly title
V, now in title IV B, of the Social Security Act) is a good case in point. That
program, which has been on the books for 33 years, has rrom the beginning had
the potential for becoming a comprehensive socinl service program, capable of
meeting a wide range of community needs. But it is n closed-end program and as
such it has remained small and limited. Authorizations have increased slowly.
and even so, for many years past the appropriations have not come up to the full
authorization. The present federal authorization is for $110 million dollars, but
the appropriation for the current fiscal year will be $46 million, and in spite of
the rising program costs, the federal appropriation has not gone up a nickel for
the past four years.

In the Committee Print on the revised H.R. 16311, HEW says that in 1969
the federal expenditure was only 8 percent of child welfare expenditures natton-
wlide. The proposed new title XX would authorize 78 percent federal matching
for socinl services, but that would only be to the extent that federal funds are



1390

available. We are not highly confident that the federal appropriation would keep
pace here any better than it has in the other instances we have cited. In fact we
are already getting some distarbing signals as to how this might work. The bill
provides that funds would br: allocated to states on the basis of the amount of
federal funds expended in cach state for services in fiscal 1971. But at this very
moment the administration is asking Congress to put a ceiling on service funds
to states for 1971 at 110 percent of last year’s expenditures. Thus, on the one
hand states are being urged to improve their service programs, while on the other
hand efforts are being made not only to close the end, but to restrict the hase
upon which funds would be allocated as well.

Whether or not the other features of the service legislation are passed this
vear, we urge the enactment of the proposed authorization for federal funds for
foster care, for the Natfonal Adopting Information Exchange System, and for the
Government Assistance programs.

We believe funds should also be made available for subsidizing the costs of
earing for adopted children, but the present proposal is deficient in that it
would autherize paymment onty for medical and other remedial needs of children
whe are physically or mentally handicapped and who therefore may be difficult
to p'ace for adeption. While assistance for this purpose is needed, there is a
greater need for funds to subsidize the continhiing maintenance costs after
adoption of children who are hard to place beecause of handieaps, or personality
problems, or because they are members of racinl minorities, Many more nrgently
needed adoptive homes would become available for these children if there were
sufficient funds to help prospective adoptive parents hear the added costs. This
method has heen well tested and has demonstrated its merit as an effective way
to open up adoptive homes for children whoe would otherwise be kept in foster
homes or institutions.

The greatest finaneial burden upon the states and localities in the fie'd of
child welfare is for foster care. For many years this Association has urged the
oxpansion of the Child Welfare Services grants to states to assist with these
costs. The current proposal, with funds specifically appropriated for that pur-
pose, would be equally helpful.

The ARENA (Adoption Resources Exchange of North America) project, main-
tained under the auspices of the Child Welfare Teague of America, has amply
demonstrated the value of a system to interchange information on children
awaiting adoption and on prospective adoptive parents. We endorse the proposal
as« set forth in the bhill.

In some ways the problems of program planning and evaluation and the
delivery of <ervices are as difiicult to solve as finding the money to operate the
programs. With the large sums now heing expended for these purposes by gov-
ernments at all levels it is only prudent to protect the investment by measnres
to improve their effectiveness. The proposed authorization of grants to assist
units of general government in projects for ptanning, evaluation, training and
svstems analysis, and for providing technical assistance would, in our view,
be a step of major significance in strengthening the capabilities of state and
local governments for upgrading their programs in the fields of health, educa-
tion, and welfare,

In summarv, it is our view that the central features of the proposed Tndividual
and Famlily Services legislation would set up a program structure that has many
shortcomings and would result in unnecessary organizational and administra-
tive compHeations. Basteally, the continning authorization for grants to states
for service programs under parts A and B of title IV, as passed by the House,
would provide as broad a base for services as the proposed amendments. It is
therefore our recommendation that the language of the bill as passed by the
Honse in this respect be retained, with the modification that funding be specif-
feally authorized for foster care in all instances where public funds are required,
for subsidizing adoptive homes, for a national adoption information exchange
svetem, and for assistance to general governments for planning, staff training,
and technical assistance.

We recognize that this would not he an adequate solution for the long term,
but it would be readily workabte, and an improvement over what we now have,
and it would allow needed time for more careful planning for the future.

The Ciramryray. Our next witness will e Horace B. McKenna. S.J..

moderator of the parish. St. Vincent de Panl Society Conference of
Washinaton., We are certainly pleased to have you with us.
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STATEMENT OF REV. HORACE B. McKENNA, S.J.. ASSISTANT PAS-
TOR, ST. ALOYSIUS CHURCH, MODERATOR OF ST. VINCENT DE
PAUL CONFERENCE

Father McKexxa. Mr. Chairman, and Senator Curtis, thank vou
for this opportunity to say a few words briefly about what T think
would be the effect of greater emphasis on the human dignity in regavd
to the welfare provisions.

The National Welfare League in November proposed that people
try that provision that President Nixon made of $1,600 per family,
which would be about $100 per person, and for a family of four and
would allow a food allowance of about 42 cents per day. So one of the
Senators of the United States tried it with his family, I believe, and
I tried it myself and I would like to remark about its cffeet. T didn’t
follow their restrictions because 1 considered them too limited. T
checked, for instance, T take a couple of piecces of toast and a couple
of cups of coffee and for lunch a couple of pieces of hologna and a
piece of bread and a glass of milk which is about 8 for breakfast and
12 for lunch, and a certain amount of meat and vegetables and a dish
of fruit which would be ebout 22 cents, so there was the 42 centx,

The effect was there was a continued weakness, a disability and
weariness and it affected the spirit too. If T wanted to do something,
you didn’t have the energy to do it.

Now, I imagine this thing must aflect families. Of course this $1,600
per family would not count what the States would give, but still the
States don’t give adequately. Here in Washington, I think we only
have 75 to 80 percent of poverty allotment and thevefore you have the
same restrictions, the same disability, the same weakness, same inabil-
ity to follow your spirit and what effect that must have on the chil-
dren and on the parents and on the community and on the neighbor-
hood. T think that is why we have so many broken-down neighbor-
hoods. The neighborhood is afraid, the people are afraid, the cities ave
afraid, the citizens don’t trust their area, their government : and really
we haven't got pockets of poverty, we have blankets of poverty, and
our cities look like urban broom sage with so many boarded up stores
and houses, and we don’t have any means of progressive living and it
comes from the inability to realize the persons are the ones we are
dealing with; they need their strength, their opportunities; they need
their ambition; and'if we could provide them with adequate support
for that, I think a great deal would be effected,

When we try to restrict ourselves, like, T think the Supreme Court
a year or two ago threw out the restriction that an absentee father
could come home sind have his family ge welfare, that was a sample,
I think, of how useless restrictions are because you think for every
absentee father you had to have a policeman on the street to control
his teenage sons and so also these other restrictions are more defeating
than they are progressive and helpful.

Protecting a few chiselers, why we vestrict the whole multitude. T
think the welfare rolls on the country have 12 million, and it costs
$1114 million. It is about a billion for a million and onlv 4 percent
chiselers. Well, I think we all have that amount of chiseline every day
of our lives, so when we have it in welfare, it shouldn’t be too alarming.

¢t shouldn’t allow us to be disgusted with the system. '
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Now, then, if we took adequate care of the spirit of the people and
gave the children, the parents, the mother and father, we gave them
adequate provision, I think it would awaken the spirit of the country.
America has built a wonderful middle class, the best middle class in
the world, but we have not bnilt—instead of building a peor or instead
of having a poor, we have u subculture, an anticulture of poverty that
isn’t able even to reach up to the level of poverty, so we are suffering.

About 4 or b years ago, A. Philip Randolph an(f Baynard Rustin pro-
posed what they called a freedom budget which remarkably seems to
keep in touch with the figures that we heard here today. They proposed
an $80 billion budget over 8§ years, and about $10 billion a yecar and that
was really almost the range that it would take to give the present wel-
fare rolls and full amount of their needs, and really it would produce,
I think, happy people, children that could learn in school, had the
physical means to pay attention in school; it would restore happiness
and confidence to the neighborhoods; it would restore vitality to busi-
ness and growth in the cities. In other words we would have a progres-
sive poor. If we could have a great realization of the personal dignity
and the personal potential of the welfare children and their families,
their parents, ml({ I think that would produce the vitality that this
country needs to overcome its lag, its discouragements, its fear, espe-
cially the cities, and give it the spirit that it needs to make progress so
that we can always have the Ameriaen dream that we all cherish in our
hearts.

Senator Axperson. Thank you very much, Father.

(Father McKenna's prepared statement follows:)

TesTIMONY OF HorAcCE B. McKENNA, S.J., AsSSISTANT I’ASTOR, ST. ALOYSIUS
CHURCH, MODERATOR, ST. VINCENT DE PAUL CONFERENCE

Last November, living for a week on Welfare Diet was recommended by the
National Welfare Rights Organization, and it was practiced even by one Senator
and his family. 1 practiced it myself for one week., The basis was President
Nixon's plan of $1600 per family of four, which would allow about forty-two
cents per day for food. (No account was taken of supplementary State and local
allowance, because these vary greatly). So the Federal allotment must be con-
sideved a basie experience with improvements more or less ac¢cording to States.

Now the results of an eight-cent breakfast (bread, coffee, one egg), a twelve-
cent luneh (bread, bologna, milk), and a twenty-two cent dinuner (roughly twice
the lunch), the results were strain, weakness, and disconragement. One never
felt satisfied, prepared, strong, ready, resolute. There was always the feeling of
wishing with powerlessness, wanting with hopelessness, spirit pressing, body
dragging.

This feeling of want and weakness and failure in parents, In children, in the
family is lifelong, an ontlook unbroken by hope of a filling soon, as is the expe-
rience in a religious fast. But it produces the dangers of temperamental and
psyehie breakdowns which are at times observable in religious fasts and call for
their cancellation.

In families and in neighborhoods these Welfare Strains produce restlessness,
hopelessness, and breed violence and press for a special tantrum, which some
call a riot.

This weakness and disappointment are only the dietary effects of Welfare. There
are other disconragement arising fromn miserable housing, confused education,
and unfriendly urban relations, last-call employment.

Other more advantaged groups have a critical, unfriendly, feeling toward
Welfare receivers. They look upon them as nonproducers, not witling to work,
tax-payers’ burdens.

The whole welfare system is planned now to give only about eighty percent of
poverty lving. This induces weakness and discouragement as a way of life,
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inherited and perpetual. It can only produce a decline of persouns, and a decay
of city and country.

We need a new basis of outlook upon the needy, one that will see their
membership in the nation, in the human brotherhood. We need to see the human
dignity of the poor, their value as persons, their spirit, their desires, their poten-
tial. The poor are the greatest undeveloped resource of the country.

The Welfare clients are not various, only twelve milllon persons in all
categories, costing only eleven and a half billion, with less than four percent
chiselers.

If Welfare payments and advantages were made equal at least to poverty
levels, life could be normal, peaceful, progressive and productive for these four
million families. About five years ago Mr. A. PPhilip Randoiph, the great Negro
Patriarch of Labor Rights and Huinan Relations, proposed his Freedom Budget,
to wipe out poverty. It called for spending ten billion dollars yearly for eight
yvears to bring the poor onto the moving belt of American living. Ilis vision pro-
duced his plan. We must raise the standard of provision for Welfare so that it
will at least equal the Poverty Standard, of which it is now only about eighty
percent, This is a necessity. Anything less does not build a family or a neighbor-
hood, or a culture. Sub-human provisions produce not a Sub-culture, but an anti-
culture. The cure is not armored police cars that make holes in bodies, but a new
vision that sees the depth and value of persons’ spirits, where thieir personality
and decpest potential lie.

The true basls for Welfare provision is the human dignity of the person and
of the family unit. Here is the meaning of their person, their unlimited poten-
tial, their restless desire, their need and want of family love and neighborhood
respect, protection and development. Then, based on human diguity and family
unity and vatue our homes will be centers of joy, peace, our neighborhoods will
breathe a good will, storing not guns but property and sharing provisions, our
cities will not be lanes of closed shops and vacant dwellings like urban broom sage
and cactus waste, but communities of thriving., united and peaceful c¢itizens and
Joyful children. Base our Welfare not on substandards, but on human needs in
our industrial and agricultural omnipotence, and God whose Face we should see
in every being, will guard our cities and our country and His total world.

The CratryaN. The next witness will be Mr. lidward T. Anderson of
the Friends Committee on National Legislation. We are pleased to
have you here, Mr. Anderson.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD T. ANDERSON, ASSOCIATE SECRETARY
FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
LEGISLATION

Mr. Axpersox. Thank you, Mr. Long.

My name is Edward T. Anderson, associate secretary for human
rights with the Friends Committee on National Legislation.

The Cuamryaxn. It is a very fine organization you have and a very
thoughtful group. I have on occasion enjoyed participating in some
of their discussions.

Mr. A~xpersoN. Thank you. I speak today on behalf of the Friends
Committee on National Legislation, an organization which seeks to
represent the concerns of many Friends in the fields of peace and hu-
man rights, but which does not purport to speak for all Friends. The
democratic organization of the Religious Society of Friends and
Friends’ own right to speak for themselves as individuals prevents any
one Quaker organization from assuming that mantle,

For a number of years the Friends Committce on National Legisla-
lation has viewed with concern the inability of this Nation’s welfare
system to meet the needs of poor people. A year and a half ago our
annual meeting approved a policy statement in which we formulated
criteria for the effective program of income maintenance we consid-
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ered necessary. These criteria have provided the benchmark against
which we examine current proposals for welfare reform:

A federally assured income should be a matter of right for all
persons,

It should respect. the freedom of persons to manage their own aflairs.

Payment should be based primarily on the individual’s certification
of income rather than upon degrading, cumbersome, and costly in-
vestigative procedures.

It should be adequate to maintain health and human decency.

It should reflect. changes in the c¢ost of living.

1t should provide incenfives for recipients to do whatever they can
to support themselves.

It should be designed to foster the integrity of the family.

1t should be set up for eflicient and inexpensive administration,

These criteria make it clear that mere revision of the current hodge-
podge of welfare systems is not sufiicient. They call for a complete
reorientation in the philosophy and practice of public assistance. We
have kept them in mind as we have examined the proposed IFAP and
followed the debate in this committee. We had hoped for reform, but
so far we have been disappointed.

PHILOSOI'IIY OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

In the discussion of various methods to reform the welfare system,
we have heen deeply disturbed by the attitude of many policymakers.
By their questions and comments, these men indicate that they per-
ceive the goal of reform as essentially one of reducing the number of
people on welfare. Poorly designed and inadequately funded. the wel-
fare system has come to represent to them the ultimate evil. They have
been alarmed by the hopelessness of what they call welfare living,
but they fail to recognize that what is hopeless and what is alarming
is not veceiving welfare assistance, but being so poor as to need it in
the first place. These policymakers scem to want to do away with the
distasteful problem of poverty by limiting or eutting back the number
of welfare recipients. This attitude dees not show a true recogni-
tion of the reality of poverty in this Nation.

.\ most distressing argument that we sometimes hear is that the
welfare system begets “welfare people”—that extending assistance to
some people somehow creates more poor people who need assistance.
Growth in the numbers of welfare recipients in the last several years
1= used to support this assertion. Others speculate that the numbers of
recipients are growing beecause young people have become accustomed
to seeing their parents live idle lives and have come to aceept the
same for themselves. T should howne that such mvths are now discarded.
Reports by the Committee on Hunger and Malnutrition and other
groups, added to our knowledge of migrations and economic disloca-
tions in our country, should leave no room for these unfounded and
misleading notions.

The growth in the number of public assistance recipients reflects a
growing recognition of the existing poor and an increasing—if nig-
gardly—attention to their needs. In the past 2 years much of this
growth has reflected the gradual inclusion of persons who had pre-
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viously been excluded because of residency requirements and other
formal and informal restrictions,

The poor arve with us today for much the same reason they were
with us a generation ago. Our society generates poverty today as it
has in the past—as a sad byproduct of economic transitions and sudden
dislocations. Production becomes more mechanized, services are auto-
mated and certain industries are either moved geographically or phased
out. entirely. Thousands of southern blacks who moved to California
during ihe Second World War were left jobless when wartime industry
contracted, just as their parents had been as a result of the mechaniza-
tion of the agricultural economy. Unemployed miners, auto workers,
aireraft builders, and railroad employees have suffered such disloca-
tions in their own lifetimes, while unemployed and undevemployed vesi-
~ dents of our big city ghettos are often the children and grandchildren
of such victims. We must recognize that any increasing need for pub-
lic assistanco reflects the failure of owr cconomy to meet the hasic needs
of inore people.

As people are phased out of employment—employment which was
often pitifully low paid to start with-—and their lives are made irrele-
vant to the productive activity of the Nation, they and their children
are deprived of a stake in the Nation's growth. Their well-being does
not come ahout antomatically—as is sometimes assumed—as a result
of the natural growth of the economy.

[t takes a long time to reovient, retrain, and reemploy a labor force.
We have found that, even with the assistance of training programs,
such transitions often cannot be completed within the lifetimes of the
jobless. The difliculties of reincorporating the poor into the productive
economy are compounded by the trend toward more fully automated
production which uses little unskilled labor.

We are faced, then, with fellow citizens whose poverty will not be
simply wished away. Declarations debating the morality of their
existence do not alter the legitimacy and reality of their plight. Brand-
ing poor people lazy or irresponsible, or assuming they are immature
and incapable of making decisions is grossly unfair. A laissez-faire
attitude toward their survival in our economy is equally inappropriate
and criminal, as this is a period of great Government involvement
in many aspects of our national life. What is called for is honest recog-
nition that poverty is a byproduct of our technological growth. We
must see that it is likely that at any given time there will be those who
cannot occupy a niche in the productive economy. In choosing the pro-
duction advantages of a technological economy, we must understand
and accept the implications of that choice. As technology wipes out
jobs, the people whose displacement has made increased production
possible should share in its benefits.

_We must unburden ourselves of the notion that there is national
disgrace in extending assistance to people. Moreover, we must free our
assistance programs from every vestige of the notion that it is shamne-
ful to receive assistance. (Such notions permecate FAP—as we will
claborate below—and it is our earnest hope that this committee will
redesign the bill in order to purge it of this orientation.)

If there is shame in public assistance, it is not that the jobless should
be receiving help, but that they should receive so little assistance. T'he
shame of public assistance is that it is crippled by myth and over-
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burdened by paternalism and hypocrisy and fails to deal frankly with
the task of sustaining people whom the economy has bypassed.

The welfare system does not beget “welfare people.” Poverty results
from the vagaries of a highly industrialized economy which bencfits
only those people it can profitably utilize. Extending assistance to
those whom the economy rejects does not keep them poor—it keeps
them from starving, going naked and unsheltered. The roadblocks to
self-help for the poor are many, birt adequate diet and shelter are not
among them. Low wages, unsteady employment opportunities in agri-
culture and industry, diserimination, poor schools—all these help to
beget “welfare people.” Public assistance programs could provide not
only a decent existence today for these people, but the hope and the
stake in our country that their children deserve. This is what we look
for in a reformed public assistance program.

What we find in FAP is the appearance of reform, but FAP incor-
porates only a limited application of new principles and falls far short
of the needed change. We applaud the establishment of a national
minimum income floor and the extension of assistance coverage to the
working poor; we regret that FAP is so riddled with exceptions that
it fails 1n its declared objectives. Establishing a uniform national floor
under income acknowledges assistance as a national responsibility, and
it is a step forward erasing the inequity of payments that vary from
State to étate by as much as 700 percent for persons of equal need.
Supplementing the earnings of persons who work but do not carn a
liveable income is a long overdue acknowledgement of simple economic
justice. Crippling restrictions on these positive innovations help make
FAP an inadequate and unrealistic response to today’s needs. FAP
fails in two general areas—Dbenefit levels and structure.

INADEQUACY OF PAYMENT LEVELS

The basic payment level of $1,600 for a family of four is wholly
inadequate for subsistence. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics sets
$6,567 as the minimum income required by a nonfarm family of four.
When work-related expenses are eliminated, a minimum of $5,500 is
required—and this is the basic income recommended by the White
House Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health in December 1969.
Furthermore, the FAP $1,600 base is less than half the federally es-
tablished poverty-level income, which is itself inadequate to provide
a family’s bare necessities, according to the President’s Commission on
Income Maintenance. The poverty level figure is based in part on the
U.S. Department of Agriculture’s low-cost food plan, which USDA
says provides adequate nutrition for short emergency periods of time
and only under very special circumstances.

FAP’s own efforts to supplement its meager income floor are half-
hearted measures that effectively negate its promise of uniform na-
tional standards, For instance, FAP assumes, but does not require, the
availability of food stamps—cven though nearly half of all cligible
counties do not now participate in the food stamp program. FAP
provides for federally assisted State supplements to the unemployed—
in amounts not to exceed the poverty level. That provision is an incen-
tive for several States to cut benefits hack to the poverty level. The en-
actment of FAP shounld not mean reduced bonefits for anyone.
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$TRUCTURAL DEFECTS:! THE CATEGORIOAL AFPPROACH

At least as serious as the patently inadequate scale of benefits, are
the structural weaknesses in FAP, for these indicate how far this pro-
posal is from establishing the principle that need should be the sole
criterion for help. The categorical approach of current programs is
built into FAP, Single persons and childless couples are excluded from
coverage. In minimum income guarantees, FAP continues tho present
discrimination between recipients of aid to the blind, aged, and dis-
abled ($1,320 per ycal? and those whose need arises from involuntary
unemployment or inadequate income ($500 per adult per year). The
time has come to stop this cruel game of picking and choosing among
the needy to aid only those who fit appealing niches. Our concern must
be dirceted toward meeting hauman needs, and needs do not always fit
neatly into categoriecal classifications. The completely arbitiary deci-
sion to exclude single persons and childless couples betrays a cruel
indifference to their plight. We sometimes forget that weare not spend-
ing money on categories but on people—individual human beings.

T'he administration now proposes that federally assisted State sup-
plements to families headed by unemgloved males be wiped out with a
single stroke of the pen. This is the ackdoor method of making sure
that unemployed males do not get higher benefits than the working

oor, who are excluded from State su »plements. This potential work

isincentive could better be overcome by supplementing the working
poor, but the administration prefers to eliminate a category from
coverage. This regressive step perpetuates one of the evils of the cur-
rent. system in that it encourages family breakup. By abandoning his
family the unemployed father might help increase its henefits, since
familles headed by unemployed mothers can receive State supple-
ments. Ironically, the AP has been touted as eliminating the present
system’s incentive for family breakup. We recoinmend that State sup-

o

plements be extended to both the working poor and the unemployed.
STRUCTURAL DEFECTS: THE WORK REQUIREMENT

Much has been said before this committeo on the subject of work
requirements. We recognize the social necessity of productive work
and—even more important—the sincere desire of the poor to work.
However, we find that the so-called work incentives of the FAD ave
both futile and prone to serious abuse.

First, we must make clear that the income disregard, which is
sometimes called a work incentive, is a positive although scarcely
original feature of the FAP. This feature, which provides that a
family’s assistance payment be reduced by an amount equal to only
a portion of its earned income, is based on the correct premise that
most people will want to take a job, that work is normal, and that an
assistance program should not discourage people from trying to sup-
port themselves.

Unfortunately, we can only regard as benighted the FAP require-
ment that recipients accept training or employment, or face a very
serious cutback in their assistance. This requirement assumes that peo-
ple are poor because they refuse to work. 1t fails to take into account
the possibility of any number of contingencies which might lead a
mother or father to refuse training or a job at a given time. A mother
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may consider the currently available child care facilities inadequate.
She may reasonably believe that caring for a number of young school-
age children and cooking for a large family already constitutes full
employment. No law or public agency should be expected unilaterally
to make such personal determinations. The legitimate judges of what
is best for the family are the parents themselves.

The work rvequirement—with its need for costly enforcement proce-
dures—opens the door for abuses from which the registrant will have
little or no recourse. Requiring registrants in a given community either
to accept the employment they are offered or to face serious de riva-
tion, invites exploitation by marginal businesses using the subsidized
poor as labor. These enterprises mlEht pay very low wages for work of
uncertain duration, offer no possibilities for advancement and have
highly undesirable working conditions, but they could rely on local
manpower agencies for a steady supply of labor—slave labor.

IFAP work requirements trample ncedlessly on peoples’ right to
make personal decisions. The Secretary of Labor recently stated be-
fore this committee that “the job an individual should take should not
be a matter of choice on the part of the individual, but should be a de-
termination on the part of the manpower agency.” * This is a frighten-
ing indication of how much we have agreed to restrict tie freedom and
dignity of the poor.

Why shou]dl this sort of coercion be deemed necessary? Why don't
the poor work for a living? We believe that proponents of these meas-
ures do not face squarely some of the realities about the poor and about
the jobs that they are to be taking.

Overemphasis on “moving people from welfare rolls to payrolls”
ignores basic facts about aid recipients, Of the 10 million currently
receiving public assistance, only 90,000 are men who are physically
employable and mentally competent. The largest categories ,by far are
children and the aged. Mothers, often supporting several children,
make up about 1.5 million. “Work fare”—reliance on the private econ-
omy to provide jobs and adequate income—promises little to women.
ISven the average woman who now works fufl time receives an income
lower than the poverty level for a family of four. Coercion is not going
to solve the poverty problem for people who caimot work or who can-
not obtain adequately paying jobs,

We must also examine why it is that the economic incentives of the
iob market are not suflicient to lead to employment of the poor. In our
desive to uphold our national ideals of independence and self-suf-
ficiency, we must not be slow to understand that some sorts of work are
so underpaid, so unsteady, and often so hazardous that people may
have to expect to depend on public assistance during much of the year.
We must not be slow to recognize that even when national statistics
indicate moderate to low levels of unemployment, areas of great un-
employment do exist. We must totally discard our notions that public
assistance is a purely temporary necessity, that it runs counter to our
national ideals, and that recipients should he ashamed to collect it. We
must abolish the notion that it is an undeserved bonanza which war-
rants the total violation of the recipients’ rights to privacy and self-
determination.

1 Statement of James D. Hodgson, Secretary of Labor Before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee on the Famnlly Assistance Act, Aug. 4, 1070 (p. 11),
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The work requirement of the FAP points up the need for Govern-
ment to take positive steps in the area of job creation. 1f the intention
of the bill really is to fight poverty by getting people “onto payrolls,’
we should reasonably expect that legislation will now be enacted to in-
crease the number of jobs available. The public service employment
bill, recently approved by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare C'om-
mittee, deserves serious consideration. If this or similar legislation to
create jobs is not enacted, we believe that the work requirement of the
FFAP will indeed be an exercise in futility—and be all the more op-
pressive beeanse of its futility.

PROVISIONS FOR CHILD CARE

H.R. 16311 includes provisions for child care—a subject that merits
most careful attention, more out of consideration of the needs of the
children than the employability of the mothers, The Office of Ilconomic
Opportunity report to the House Kducation and Labor Subcommittee,
“Ioxpanding Head Start,” estimates that 2.5 million economically dis-
advantaged children are not now being served by day care or child
development programs. In view of this great need, we are distressed
by the limited perspective of the provisions of this bill. The child
care provisions are designed primartly to enable mothers to accept jobs
or training—the developmental needs of the children are of secondary
importance.

We have examined the various child care proposals offered in Con-
gress, including the bill introduced by the chairman of this commit-
tee, Mr. Long. There is great disparity among these proposals. We urge
enactment of a child care program that emphasizes tﬁle child’s need
for developmental care an({ recognizes that it must be calculated in-
dependent{y from the employability of the mother.

In a report entitled “Optimum Conditions for Minority Involve-
ment in Quality Child Development. Programing,” the Black (hild
Development Iducation Center analyzes the need for child eare and
suggests approaches. T have requested from the Center a copy of this
report, which I would like to submit to the committee for its consider-
ation. I hope to bring the recommendations of this and other organi-
zations to the attention of the individual members of this committee
at a later date.

CONCLUSION

Gentlemen, after a thorough study of the proposed bhill—and, as
is usual in Quaker decisionmaking, much discussion— Iam suggesting
that FCNL might best go on record as opposing the passage of I1.R.
16311, .

Our disappointment in the AP has been great. Instead of the nec-
essary universal income floor, we would continue to have a collection
of assistance categories. Instead of uniform national benefits, we would
have supplement levels that differ among the various States. Instead
of equitable income maintenance for all the working poor, we would
deny State supplementary payments to intact families. Instead of uni-
form Federal administration, we might have State, or joint IFederal
and State administration.

This bill, even with a number of improving amendments, would be
cumbersome, inconsistent, and essentially inadequate. We would find
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ourselves embroiled for years in the task of repairing the damage
caused by its hasty passage. It may be preferable to remain lean and
have dignity and freedom than to be “well fed slaves”—dependent on
the determinations of the local welfare director and the benign sup-
port of recalcitrant State governments.

Perhaps the committee will regard these hearings as an opportunity
to sce the dimensions of the problem in a new light, and will return the
first of the year to develop a totally new bill. Or, perhaps the com-
mittee will decide in mark up session to report a greatly improved bill
this year, In either case, we will totally support a bill which:

1. establishes a genuine national income floor that will cover all
people noncategorically.

2. provides for uniform Federal administration of income supple-
ments.

3. provides for the creation of socially useful jobs which will pay
adequato salaries.

4. recognizes developmental child care as a national right, and pro-
vides for parental and community involvement in the operation of the
program.
| 5.]p1'ovides an income floor equal to no less than the current poverty
evel.

Thank yon.

The C'inarryan, Let me get your reaction to one problem that con-
cerns me. ‘

I am aware of a situation where a very good Negro woman and her
husband established a small business. They are trying to get someone to
work for them. They can pay $2 an hour. That is about all they can
pay if they are going to make a profit in their business. They do most
of the work themselves. It is pleasant surroundings, not hard work.
Now they have had two or three people they tried to employ, one says
the Government. will pay her more to go to college, another says she
had a call from a social worker saying “Don’t take the job, you can
get your fond stamps and you can get your welfare payments and
housing and by the time you are through you will make more not
taking the job than you will taking it.”

Now, it would seem to me that whatever we can do to help people,
and I want to help people, we ought to ask these people to help them-
selves, What we (llo for them should be in addition to what they can
do to help themselves. Do yon think those people ought to be turning
down their job at $2 an hour, in pleasant surroundings, air-conditioned
comfort, doing easy work and still draw welfare while they are de-
clining to do anything to help themselves?

Mr. Axprrson. I think one of the three people you mentioned in
this case was going to school, and T think you would agree it would
be more profitable in the long run for that individual or her family
to continue in school rather than to see a short-term advantage of
working at $2 an hour. T am not denying the value of $2 an hour.
I am saying for that particular case.

The Cramryan. Assuming there will be a job at the end of it, yes.
How about the other person who is not going to school?

. Mr. Axperson. I 'would like to know what the caseworker’s justifica-
tion was.
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The Cramryan. Well, her Justification was that this person could
get more out of welfare than they can by working at $2 an hour. My
thought about that would be that perhaps we ought to be paying the
person something in addition to the $2 an hour but I think they ought
to make the $2 as a matter of self-help and what the Government
should do should be in addition to what they can do to help themselves
not as a substitute for going to work.

Mr. Axperson. I don’t know which local jurisdiction this example
comes from, but I can think of a number of jurisdictions where when
you go to work those expenses and now here is an advantage of the
FATP program, it does take into account the expense of going to and
from work it does take into account the child-caro expenses and what-
over training you may have to have can be deducted as I understand
it from your basic payment.

. Under the present system in that area, and I don’t know where it
is—o

The Crairman. I am talking about Washington, D.C.

Mr. AxpersoN. That person may, the social worker must have put
together some combination of facts that says, “You will lose” I don't
know what those are. I would like to talk to the caseworker.

The Cramyan. Mr. Anderson.

Mr. Curtis.

Senator Curris. I understand you object to the work requirement
and also understand that your first criterion is “A federally assured
income should be a matter of right for all persons.” Would that be a
matter of right for an able-bodied adult who chose not to work, is that
your recommendation?

‘Mr. AnNperson. When we made that statement, “A federally assured
income to all persons,” we had a long, serious discussion over work
and the traditional definition of work and how some people may see
themselves working. We left that sort of open because we know work
can be flexible. Is the community organizer who tells people what is
going on in the neighborhood, keeps them informed of changes, ad-
vises them on how to get a street light put in, is that work? And we
had a terrible time trying to come down with a concrete definition of
work taking into consideration all the new changes coming about, so
we recognize we are subsidizing a number of different kinds of activity
that may or may not be considered work by all {)eo ble, so we never said
that a person should not totally work but we should leave that defini-
tion of work sort of flexible.

Now we did not suy we were opposed to all work requirements, but
we have wrestled with the language that was in the original bill as
passed by the Ways and Means Committee that had the language
stricken from it defining a job, the safeguards put in, and we talked
to and we have heard Secretary Hodgson testify before this very com-
mittes saying that, you know, the poor should not have a right to deter-
mine what job they are going to take. The manYower administration
or the manpower agency of the local area would be the determiner,
and we questioned that.

Senator Curris. What do you recommend in reference to the indi-
vidual, able-bodied adult, who chooses just not to work at all, doesn’t
offer himself for hire at all? Are you for a program that would give a
federally assured income to that person as a matter of right?

44-527 0—70—pt. 3——9
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Mr. AnpersoN. That is right. As long as he is alive, there are certain
basic needs he has that will either be met in the confines of his own
home or be met in the confines of another public institution, it is very
simple. He still has to eat. He still has to have shelter. He still has to
have some semblance of clothes on him and those basic needs must
be met one way or another as long as he is alive,

Senator Curtis. Even without cause, this able-bodied adult chooses
not to work.

Mr. AnpErson. Weare going to meet those needs.

Senator Curris. Of course, you realize what you are doing. You
are requiring neighbors to work for him. Everytime somebody eats
or is provided shelter or clothing or medicine, somebody has to work
to provide that. For every person who doesn’t work, it means that his
fellow men would have to work that much harder to do the work for
him, I am sure that they are anxious to do that for children, for the
disabled, and for the handicapped, but I understand your testimony to
be, you say that an individual has a right to a guaranteed income even
if ho just chooses not to carry his part of the load.

Mr. AnpErsoN. Let me respond to that, Senator Curtis—

Senator Curris. Yes.

Mr. AnpErsox (continuing). With a personal example. I have an
aunt and uncle who have spent all of their working years raising 10
kids and sharecropping. My uncle is now 55-57, his kids are all grown,
there is no one at home now but he and his wife. He had an accident
in & truck that caused his back to be dislocated in such a way that he
is not totally disabled, he is not dismembered. By statistics, that man
is, you know, able-bodied and not looking for work. But we know in
fact that he cannot work.

Senator Curris. Then he is not able-bodied ?

Mr. AxpersoN. Well, the statistics say he is, he is not old enough for
an old-age pension, he is not disabled enough for disability insur-
ance——

Senator Curtis. But he is disabled.

Mr. AnpersoN. Heis disabled.

Senator Curtis. Then he is not able-bodied ¢ ,

Mr. AnpersoN, But I am saying that the statistics say that he is not
dismembered or he is not permanently paralyzed.

Senator Curris., Not to prolong this, but of course, my question very
clearly confined it to the able-bodied.

Mr. Anperson. Well, I am saying, my uncle, by some standards
would be considered able-bodied anf I t’l}link it 1s my duty and it is
my responsibility as one member of that, this particular family and
a member of the greater American family to assume and acknowledge
and not really quibble about the fact we are going to have to carry the
loads for some geople. I make the analogy to kids in speeches that I
would rather, if I had the full Frigidaire and my neighbor had no food,
I would rather share my food with my neighbor than have my neigh-
bor take my Frigidaire. There is also a matter of self-interest involved.
Even the able-bodied man who has no visible means of income will eat.
Now if that is socially acceptable or not, that is something society must
rapple with there. But I would hate to see us get to the point where
ritain was when they had laws where they cutoff your hand if you
stole a loaf of bread.
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The Curairaan. That is not Britain, that is the Arab countries, if
you steal anything they will chop your hands off. They are very much
against thievery over there.

Senator Curtts. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

The Crzatryan. Thank you very much.

Our next witness, then, will be Mrs. Mary Dublin Keyserling,
speaking for the National Council of Jewish Women, the Church
Women United, National Council of Catholic Women, National Coun-
cil of Negro Women and National Consumers League.

STATEMENT OF MRS. MARY DUBLIN KEYSERLING, ON BEHALF OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
CATHOLIC WOMEN; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN;
CHURCH WOMEN UNITED, THE NATIONAL BOARD OF MAN-
AGERS; NATIONAL CONSUMERS LEAGUE

Mrs. Keyseruing, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
we are very grateful for this opportunity to testify toda}'. My name is
Mary Dublin Keyserling. I am a consulting economist. I served from
1964 until 1969 as Director of the Women’s Bureau of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor. In my present work, before that in my work with
the Women’s Bureau, and, in earlier years in other Government eco-
nomic posts, as associate director of the Conference on Economic Prog-
ress, as executive director of the National Consumer’s League, and
as a teacher of economics, I have been actively concerned with the
problems of poverty and its causes, and with welfare programs.

I am a member of the National Council of Jewish Women, estab-
lished in 1892, and with a membership of over 100,000 in local units
throughout the United States. Throughout its existence the council
has been concerned with welfare problems. Over the years the dele-
gates to our conventions have made commitments to work for an im-
proved welfare system and at the last biennial convention resolved:
“To work for a program of income maintenance which will provide
at least a minimum standard of living for all people.”

The National Council of Catholic Women, the National Council of
Negro Women of which I am a member, Church Women United, and
the National Consumers Ieague on whose board I serve, wish to join in
this statement and have authorized me to testify also on their behalf.

The organizations for which I speak today, ahd which have a com-
bined membership of over 25 million, are committed to the lifting of
living standards particularly of those now living in poverty. It is un-
conscionable that our country, so amply able to provide adequatel
for all its people, should still subject 24 million men, women, and chil-
dren to the intolerable hardships of poverty. Wo.concur in the view
that a sound program of income maintenance, to provide at least a
minimum standard of living for all Americans, is feasible and desir-
able. Wo believe such a program should maintain work incentives and
uphold the rights and dignity of recipients. For these reasons we are
grateful for this opportunity to testify today.

‘We support the excellent basic purposes of H.R. 16311, the Family
Assistance Act of 1970—the provision of a minimum income floor for
all Americans and the reform of our welfare system. There are, how-
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ever, specific aspects of the bill, as passed by the House, and as revised
and resubmitted by the administration, which in our judgment should
be amended. We offer for the consideration of your committeo our
views with respect to certain major aspects of this proposed legislation
with which we are most concerned :

1. The proposed Federal income floor of $1,660 a year for a family
of four is grossly inadequate.

The definition of poveity, now in common usage, assumes that a
family of four was poor, in 1959, if its income was less than about
$2,950. Correcting for subsequent price changes, this poverty level was
$3,720 in 1969 and, as of mid-1970, was about $3,040. WWe contend that
the poverty level should have been increased not only to correct for
only with price changes since 1959 but with subsequent advances in
the economy and its increasing capacity to meet the needs of all Amer-
_ icans. A decade is far too long a period for our concept of poverty to
remaiu static, If we update the definition of poverty to keep pace not
only with price changes since 1959 but with subsequent advances in
average Fer capita real disposable income, the current definition of
poverty for a family of four would now be over $5,400. The proposed
Federal income floor of $1,600 for a family of four is less than a third
of this amount. . ‘

Wae cannot, at this point in our history, set an income floor of only
$1,600 & year for a family of four, or even $2,464, including the value
of the”proposed food stamp allotment, and call it “income mainte-
nance.

According to the Department of Agriculture, a family of four must
spend $1,778 a year to meet absolute minimum food needs alone in
a financial emergency, Even a skilled dietician would be hard put to
make that a nutritionally adequate diet.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that a family of four needs
an income of $6,567 a year to maintain a low-cost living standard.

The conscience of America has awakened in recent years. We are
convinced that a more adequate income floor than that proposed would
be supported by a majority of the Nation,

We would suggest that the Federal family assistance benefit for a
family of four be at least $3,000 initially.

We are fully aware that such a change in the bill would raiss the
cost of welfare reform above the $4.1 billion estimated Federal cost
level of the bill, as revised by the administration. This should be
regarded as a necessary investment in people—one that would pay in
economic as well as human terms. We are now members of a trillion
dollar economy. Were the family assistance level raised as suggested,
the added cost would be a small fractional part of 1 percent of our
total annual output of goods and services. To take ullpfamilies with
children above the poverty line, as defined in the bill, would ¢ost
considerably less than one-half of 1 percent of current output. Our
gross national product was $66 billion higher in 1969 than it was in
1968, and was $71 billion higher in 1968 than in 1967, We can expect
even larger annual increments in the future. The costs involved in
more humane welfare standards would represent a relatively small
})art of the yearly increase in our national wealth. Hence meeting our

undamental human responsibilities to the disadvantaged need not bo
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thought of as calling for onerous sacrifice on the part of those of us
on whom the responsibility would largely fall.

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 provided about $9 billion in tax relief
primarily to those of us who are comfortable and more especially to
the affluent. This benefit will be recurrent each year. Relatively speak-
ing, this measure did far too little for people of low income. In addi-
tion, the tax cuts of 1962-65 had an annual initial value in excess
of $19 billion and were even more slanted in favor of those above the
poverty level. We speak for millions of Americans who would have
given a higher priority to meeting the needs of the poor than to lifting
the living standards of those already living on easy strect. We can
afford to meet the urgent needs of our most disadvantaged people. We
cannot afford their continued neglect.

2. Not only can we afford a more adequate income base; we can
afford to cover those who need coverage.

Family assistance benefits under Hg.R. 16311 would be available only
to families with children. The bill would provide a minimum of $110
a month to needy individuals who are 65 years of age and over, and
to the blind or disabled—an income floor ‘we also regard as too low.
But the bill leaves out the men and women not yet 65, with no children
in the household, who live in poverty. It also leaves out more than
2 million individuals living in households of their own and in poverty.
An income floor is a universal need and should be extended to the poor
now excluded in the bill.

3. H.R. 16311 would provide for Federal agrecments with the States
under which the Federal Government would pay the States 30 percent
of their supplementary payments over and above the four-person
tamily $1,600 family assistance payment, up to the poverty line,
presently defined in the bill as $3,720 for a family of four.

We have carlier recommended that $3,000 be the accepted initial
level for family assistance payments to a family of four. We recom-
mend that the poverty line be set at $4,800, as coming closer to a
more realistic definition of poverty for a family of four, considering
the need for adjustment for price rises and the rising living standards
of others,

Accepting a principle suggested by Senator Javits in his proposed
amendment 801, we would recommend that the Federal eligibility
and payment standard be increased by 10 percent & year until the pov-
erty level of $4,800 is reached. This would enable the Federal Gov-
ernment to take over State welfare costs and administration in full
in about 5 years. The bill should call for periodic revision of the
poverty definition thereafter in the light of subsequent price rises
and general income advances.

The principle of full Federal assumption of welfare costs has been
endorsed by the National Governors’ Conference and by the commit-
tee for economic development composed of 200 leading businessmen,
educators, and other distinguished citizen leaders.

In the interim, until full Federal assumption of welfare costs, we
would urge the retention of the provisions in the bill which would
require the States to continue their payments, so that combined Fed-
eral State assistance would not be lower than State benefit levels when
the act becomes effective. Upward adjustment in State supplements
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for cost of living and general rates of income advance are also recom-
mended during the interim period.

Also in line with the concept suggested by Senator Javits, we
would suggest a variable formula for Federal matching of State sup-

rlements and that all States be required to attain a specified minimum
}ovel of supplementation until Federal assumption of full cost and
administration responsibility.

The higher cash benefit levels proposed would obviously reduce
the costs of the food stamp program.

H.R. 16311, as passed by the House, provides for three possible
administrative arrangements:

(1) Federal administration of both the Federal assistance program
and the State supplementary program with the Federal Government
paying all administrative costs;

(2) Federal administration of the family assistance program and
State administration of the State supplementary program;

(3) State administration of both the Federal assistance and State
supplementary program. ,

In view of our recommendation for the assumption by the Federal
Government of full cost and administrative responsibility within 5
years, we recommend that no contract arrangements with the States
be authorized for State administration of the two programs. Such
an arrangement, in any case, poses serious problems with respect to
the enforcement and administration of Federal standards inherent in
the program. 4

4. We would like to comment on eligibility requirements for Federal
family assistance as set forth in H.R. 16311.

(@) We concur in the need for efforts to encourage those able
to work and not now working or working only part time, to regis-
ter for training and employment. In our judgment, however, it is
neither necessary nor desirable that training and work requirements
be mandatory.

H.R. 16311 would exclude from the mandatory registration and em-
ployment requirements mothers caring for children under the age of
6, and mothers of older children whose husbands are in the home
and are able to work. It would require, however, mothers who head
their own households, and whose children are of school age, to register
for training and employment. We believe such mothers should be free
to decide whether to work or to take care of their own children. We
regard this matter of choice as a fundamental right in our society—a
right which must be preserved. Apart from the issue of rights, the
mandatory work requirement for mothers who head their households
is unrealistic. There are eight times as many mothers now; in the labor
force as there were in 1940. They number over 12 million. Child-care
services are in acutely short su ({‘rl_v. Good after-school care is virtually
nonexistent. The amount of additional child-care services which H.R.
16311 would provide is not enough significantly to relieve existing
shortages. Unless much mere far-reaching legislation is enacted more
adequately to provide facilities, mandatory registration and training
of a large number of AFDC mothers who head their households and
who have young school-age children would be an exercise in futility.
This has been conclusively proved by experience under the WIN
program,
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A mandatory work requirement is not necessary. There is much evi-
dence that most women welfare recipients would take employment
- voluntarily rather than stay at home, were jobs available. Let me cite
one illustration: A survey in New York City indicated that of the wel-
fare mothers asked, “Would you prefer to work for pay or stay at
home?” seven out of 10 replied they would prefer to \\'or}(.

We believe that a mandatory work requirement is not needed for
cither men or women and urge its deletion. Both are eager to take jobs
when they are available and at a living wage. A recent HEW public
assistance census which indicated that fewer than 50,000 employable
mex; were on the Nation’s welfare rolls at the time of the census, attests
to this.

(5) We note that Federal family assistance benefits would be denied
or reduced if a family member refused to work if the wages, hours,
or other terms or conditions of work offered are contrary to or less
than those prescribed by Federal, State, or local law or are substan-
tially less favorable to the individual than those prevailing for similar
work in the locality.

We recommend the revision of this provision. As written it could
deny benefits to a man or woman who turned down a 60-cent-an-hour
job, for there is still work where starvation wages prevail, About 16.5
million nonsupervisory workers are not covered by the Federal Fair
Labor Standards Act. Federal minimum wage rates are considerably
above those set by most of the 39 States which have minimum wage
laws in effect. Some States set hourly minimums as low as 60-75 cents
an hour. All State laws have serious gaps in coverage. Nearly 12 mil-
lion nonsupervisory workers are not protected by either the Federal
or State statutes,

We would, therefore, recommend that hand-in-hand with welfare
reform should go the strengthening of the Federal Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act to provide a more adequate minimum wage to meet current
living costs and the extension of coverage to all workers, including
migratory workers and household employees. And we would recom-
mend that H.R., 16311 be revised to require that workers not be
referred to jobs paying less than the Federal minimum.

A full-time worker should, we believe, take home enough pay to
maintain his family above poverty levels without welfare assistance.
Providing this assurance would be the best way we know of to reduce
assistance costs.

5. H.R. 16311, as revised and resubmitted by the administration,
contains a provision with which we are in strong disa%rcement, with
respect to Federal matching assistance for recipients in the unemployed
fathers category. _

The bill, as passed by the House, provides that unemployed fathers
and those working less than 30 hours a week would be entitled both
to family assistance and State supplementary benefits no less in total
than what they now receive. The Federal Government would con-
tribute 30 percent of such supplementary funds up to the poverty level.
Parents working full time would be entitled to Federal assistance
benefits only. No Federal matching funds would be available should
the State elect to supplement. this benefit, We recognize that this dis-
tinction in benefit eligibility between fathers who work full time
and those who are unemployed or underemployed, posed a difficult
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problem. Some families in which the father works full time might
actually receive less income than those families in which the father was
unemployed or underemployed. It was understandable that this might
be regarded as a work disincentive. .

Two alternative courses were open: (1) To deprive all poor families
with fathers of income supplementation of the Federal }nmil assist-
ance benefit, or (2) to assure all poor families with fathers of income
supplementation including those in which the fathers work full time.
We understand that the second alternative—a mandatory extension
of State supplementation to the working poor—was rejected because
of the cost.

We recognize that ILR. 16311, as revised and resubmitted by the
administration, represents some improvement in the present situation
in that all needy families with both parents in the home would receive
the basic family assistance benefit. But were the first alternative to be
elected—no supplementary payments to families with fathers whether
they are unem})‘oyed, partly employed, or fully employed—e would
repeat our earlier error of providing an incentive to family breakup.
In our judgment, good social cost accounting would weigh the price
we would pay in consequence and the second alternative—supple-
mentation of the income of all poor families with fathers—would be
accepted.

6. We'are heartened by the recognition given by H.R. 16311 to the
need for the expansion of child day care and after school care. As I
have earlier indicated, we believe the inadequate supply of child-care
facilities is one of the major items of unfinished business on the
American agenda,

Today nearly 6 million children under the age of 6 have working
mothers, There are presently licensed facilities for the care of only
about 600,000 preschool youngsters. While the number of facilities
has been increasing in recent years, the rate of expansion has not kept
pace with growing need.

If we are to meet existing demands of the highest priority and in
addition provide care to help more mothers move from assistance to
self-sufficiency, we shall have to set child care sights far higher than
those contemplated under H.R. 16311—150,000 day-care places and
300,000 after school places. These targets are ent.iref;' too small to be
meaningful.

Moreover, we are doubtful that anything like this number of day-
care places can be provided for the outlays apparently contemplated.
According to administration testimony, it is assumed that the 150,000
full-day, year-round day-care places can be provided at a cost of
$1,600 per child. We strongly query this $1,600 day-care cost estimate.

The cost of day care in the District of Columbia now averages abont
$2,300 a year per child in the 17 day-care centers operated by the Na-
tional Ca})ital Avrea Day Care Association and which are caring pre-
dominantly for children of mothers in WIN and other work training
programs. We understand that average costs of care for children of
mothers in the WIN program in August 1969 in Maryland, exceeded
$2,500,at an annual rate.

On a national basis, we understand that the 1967 costs of day-care
services toward which the Federal Government contributed 85 to 90
percent, and which met the definition of “adequate,” ranged from



1409

$1,862 to $2,032 per child. Costs have risen considerably above those
levels by now.

This suggests either a cut in quality or quantity in the places to be
provided under FAP,

We would rue the day if dangerously low quality is contemplated.
We must not think in terms of just custodial care, Jacking in the edu-
cational, health, nutritional, and related service components necessary
to healthy child development.

If day care of at least minimum adequate quality is to be provided—
and it must be—at least $2,200 a year per child must be factored into
estimates, and unless the programed outlays are greatly expanded,
far fewer than 150,000 preschool children could be cared for during
the plan’s first year of operation.

We therefore believe that if day-care services are to be expanded
sufliciently to be meaningful, a bill with additional outlay target at
least as large as those proposed in S. 4101, and introduced by Senator
Long, must be supported.

May I add that we were glad to see that H.R. 16311, as it passed the
House, improved earlier language by authorizing outlays not only for
alteration, remodeling, and renovation of child-care facilities, but for
construction as well in the case of grants to and contracts with public
and nonprofit private agencies mu% organizations. However, with the
word “construction” added, costly as construction necessarily is, the
$600 million child-care outlay estimate shrinks still further with re-
spect to the number of children who could be cared for.

The bill does not specifically refer to this, but if day care services
are to Le provided, training of nceded personnel at the professional
and subprofessional levels is of the essence. Allowance for this pur-
pose shrinks the child care capacity of the outlay estimate still further.

I would like to make one other point in this connection. As we read
the bill and the administration testimony, it would seem appavent
that contemplated is the use of tax credits and the voucher system
for the purchase of day care by some FAP mothers in training or
employment. In the light of today’s day-care shortage or minimum
adequate day-care facilities, this could lead to the use on a larger
scale of unqualified babysitters and of other custodial types of care
which could be harmful in the extreme.

7. It is our hope that the bill will be amended not only to provide
more adequately for child care services but for other child welfare
and additional essential services as well, operated under Federal stand-
ards. Especially do we urge the adoption of a health insurance pro-
gram for all families and individuals and not solely for poor families
with children, as proposed by the administration.

8. We find heartening the emphasis placed in H.R. 16311 on the
further expansion of training opportunities to raise employment po-
tentials, This is good as far as it goes, but it doesn’t go far enough.
Unless there are job openings which the trained can enter, frustra-
tion and bitterness will result. Urgently needed are job-creation
programs.

In times such as these, with the total number of unemployed above 4
million, we need public programs to assure employment through the
provision of education, health, recreation, and other vital community
services. It is for these reasons we regard S. 3867, a bill introduced by



1410

Senator Nelson (and cosponsored by Senators Bayh, Cranston, Hart,
Hartke, Hughes, Kennedy, McGovern, Mondale, Randolph, Williams,
and Yarborough) “To assure opportunities for employment and train-
ing to unemployed and underemployed persons and to assist the States
and local communities in providing needed services,” as a highly de-
sirable companion hill to H.R. 16311.

Two years ago, when unemployment was 1.3 million lower than it
is today, the Kerner Commission called for 1 million new public serv-
ico jobs. The Nelson bill, providing for an estimated 150,000 to 200,000
new State and local public service jobs, sets a modest target but it
would make an important beginning,

9. A vital part of a sound income maintenance program necessary to
the minimization of the need for assistance, is the increase of our so-
cial security payments, and tho unduly delayed improvement of unem-
ployment insurance and the workman’s compensation system. We sup-
port amendment of the Social Security Act to provide for automatic
adjustment in benefits for cost-of-living advances. We believe that the
5-Eercent increase in benefits proposed in H.R. 17550 is insufficient sig-
nificantly to improve the plight of the elderly, far too many of whom
live on incomes below the established poverty level. We urge a more
substantial increase in social security benefits.

In conclusion, may I say we are heartened by the growing public
acceptance of our responsibility as a nation for the assurance of mini-
mum adequate living standards especially as reflected by H.R. 16311.
Strengthened along the lines we have suggested and buttressed by com-
plementary action designed to strike at the root causes of poverty, the
bill can truly spell the beginning of the end of poverty in our land.

We appreciate this opportunity to present our views to the
committee.

The Cuarryan. Thank you, Mrs. Keyserling. I notice yon are an
economist. Are you related to Leon Keyserling?

Mrs. KeyserrLiNe. Yes; by marriage. [ Laughter.]

The Cuamryan. I have long admired him. I think he is a great
economist and I suppose you share some of his views.

Thank you very much, Mrs. Keyserling.

Thank you very much for your statement.

The next witness will be Dr. Amitai Etzioni who is director of the
Center for Policy Research of New York City.

STATEMENT OF DR. AMITAI EIZIONI, DIRECTOR OF THE CENTER
FOR POLICY RESEARCH, NEW YORK CITY, N.Y., PRESENTED BY
MISS ELAINE DUTKA, ASSISTANT TO DIRECTOR

Miss Dutka. Dr. Etzioni who is head of the center has taken ill and
regrets he cannot be here with you. My name is Elaine Dutka and as
his assistant I will read his prepared statement. Should you have an
questions, I would appreciate you referring them to the center as
have not been directly involved in the research of this particular proj-
ect and I would not want to misrepresent the findings of the study.

President Nixon’s income maintenance plan would add an estimated
$4 billion a year to the welfare bills of the Nation’s taxpayers. It would
be paid for out of existing taxes and administered by the Government ;
the private sector would not participate.
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However, it is essential to mobilize private industry to help solve
domestic social problems. Private industry should not be exempted
from social responsibility; for one thing, it has more resources than
the public sector; for another, it is more efficient than the Government,
in certain areas.

Clearly, some sort of antipoverty plan seems justified in this afltuent
Nation. Ideally, it should be able to distribute money more efticiently
than do current plans, it should cost less, and, at the same time, 1t
should be able to win support from middle-class citizens.

The center offers one possibility—an insurance policy which pro-
tects subscribers against poverty—specifically against the risk of their
income from all sources falling below a specified minimum, T'o sustain
the desire to work and save, the insurance would make up only half
the difference between an agreed upon level of income and the actual
income. ‘

Two distinct policies would be issued; “job insurance,” providing
benefits only for those temporarily out of work after they Lave pro-
vided proof that they cannot find a job; and “subsistance insurance,”
for persons unable to work, such as many aged 65 or over, the perma-
nently disabled, or mothers with two or more children under school
age.

The plan would be issued on a national basis, administered by a new
insurance corporation created for this purpose by a consortium of ex-
ist,inﬁeinsumnce companies, and run by a board of directors whose
members would come from Government and private industry.

The premiums might cost from $4 to $9 a month per family sub-
scriber, depending on the level of guaranteed income and the amount
of congressional subsidy. Premiums would be higher if the plan were
voluntary, lower, if it were mandatory. In a voluntary plan, Congress
would have to pay part of the costs in order to keep the premiums
from being too hi ﬁ and to cover persons who are already poor.

‘There is a good reason for insuring those who are not now poor. The
popular idea that the number of poor people is giadually declining
1s far from accurate. Each year, it is estimated, a million people be-
come poor. If they could protect themselves by taking out insurance
against such a contingency, the load on all other antipoverty programs
would be significantly reduced.

However, the plan could not tolerate continually open subscription
rolls, There would be no motivation for the nonpoor to purchase the
insurance policy if they could simply- wait until the time when, due
to some unfortunate circumstance, they became \)oor. For this reason,
the right to apgly for insurance at any time would have to be limited ;
for instance, the rolls might be olsened to new subscribers only once
every 3 yearsafter the initial enrollment period.

‘The same insurance plan would wnlso cover those who are already
poor, When the plan is started, people with an income below the
poverty line would be allowed to subscribe and to draw benefits im-
mediately. This would, of course, significantly increass the cost of
the program, and it is the reason why considerable public underwriting
seems justified. In effect, for the already poor, the plan would be rather
like an efficient, privately administered welfare system.

Since a large part of the costs would be covered by subscribers
rather than by taxpayers, this plan would be less costly to the public
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than any cquivalent antipoverty program, and at the same time, would
offer superior coverage and benefits. The size of the saving would de-
pend upon the level at which the premiums are pegged, the number
of nonpoor subscribers, and the number of newly impoverished who
might be forced to draw benefits in any 1 year. In addition, the ad-
ministrative costs of the antipoverty insurance program would run
to not more than 2 percent due to the simple nature of the operation
involved. There would be no need for an army of administrators but
only for an adequate computer facility, for clerks, secretaries, and a
number of investigating teams to verify claims. For a more detailed
discussion of the cost of the program its payment plan and adminis-
trative setup, please refer to the written statement with which you
have been provided.

Most welfare plans have fended to reinforce the feelings of infe-
‘riority inadequacy, and apathy of the poor, and have thereby helped
to perpetuate poverty. But antipoverty insurance policies, subscribed
to by poor and nonpoor alike, would carry no more stigma than other
forms of insurance do now. For, unless the policyholders publicized
it themselves, no one in a community would know who has antipoverty
or even who is drawing benefits.

Furthermore, present welfare programs, frequently require compli-
cated dehumanizing, and costly investigations by a large staff of social
workers who examine the particular needs of each recipient and the
way in which he spends his relief checks. The antipoverty insurance
plan would merely require those in need to file a claim indicating the
size of his family, the age and number of dependents, and the sources
of income. Every 3 months, the claim would have to be refiled to con-
tinue payments. Instead of receiving specific allotments for the pur-
chase of specific items, claimants would be able to use their payments
as they wished.

One of the most vexing features of existing welfare schemes is that
they reward those who desert their families or who have children ille-
gitimately while they penalize those who get or stay married. The
resulting damage to the family structure of the poor considerably in-
creases the human, social, and economic costs of welfare.

Antipoverty insurance policies, therefore, would be issued in full
only to families. When single, divorced, or separated men apply, or
women without husbands, the amount available to each would not be
larger than the total family allotment.

The previously mentioned alternatives of voluntary and mandatory
plans require more discussion. Congress could rule that all citizens
must subscribe to antipoverty insurance, as they do with social secu-
rity. One advantage of this approach is that it would generate con-
siderable income. The main disadvantage in making antipoverty in-
surance mandatory, however, is that it would be, in effect, a form of
taxation. At present, public resistance to rising taxation seems so in-
tense that a voluntary system seems preferable,

But will the nonpoor voluntarily subscribe to a policy that covers
both high- and low-risk subscribers, with the nonpoor indirectly sub-
sidizing the poor? Experience in other forms of insurance suggests
that the situation is not without precedent—all insurance schemes have
high- and low-risk groups, and the subscribers seem either unaware of
this fact, or indifferent to it.
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Our research indicates that many people would subscribe to anti-
poverty insurance voluntarily, especially if the premium remained
relatively low. The income of those in this group, although above the
poverty level, is unstable and insecure; it varies considerably over
time, and the variance is unpredictable. Many of the self-employed
members of the so-called “old middlle class” fall into this category—
they include farmers, craftsmen, the owners of small businesses, and
others. These people tend to be individualistic, proud, and very op-
posed to welfare, such people expressed a preference for buying insur-
ance against poverty.

Among the salaried persons whom we interviewed, there was much
less interest in such a policy than among the self-empioyed. The major
exception, however, was among the salaried aged 50 and older. They
seemed less sure about their income, especially since social security
benefits are not large. People in this age bracket, however constitute
almost 19 percent of the total population and a higher percentage of
the adult population, the group to which insurance might be sold.

Most existing unemployment insurance plans cease after a specified
number of weeks; antipoverty insurance would continue as long as
necessary. Certification would be provided as is customary now, by
State employment services, but the insurance corporation might want
to set up its own placement and investigatory services. Thus, a by-
product of antipoverty insurance might be the creation of private com-
petition to the government employment services which are notoriously
meflicient.

Any such placement offices set up by the antipoverty insurance com-
pany would serve mainly the unskilled, the aged, and members of mi-
nority groups, because they are disproportionately overrepresented
among the poor and they are least helped by existing private employ-
ment services.

This mixing of the public and private sectors appears in several
phases of our plan for an antipoverty insurance corporation. The
program would be financed in part by consumers, in part by tax-
payers. Although insurance policies might be issued by a mixed cor-
poration with private and public representatives on the board, the
policies would be administered privately. But in the process, the anti-
poverty insurance could draw on public labor exchanges for some veri-
fication of policyholders statements that employment is not available,
and the corporation could turn to the State when there is need to pe-
nalize subscribers who make false declarations.

In this this realm of private-public mix, there is the possibility of
another kind of public support. Many people have a weak, but not
negligible, desire to fight against poverty in a charitable way. In this
context, James Farmer, Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare has su ted that bonds be issued to finance the develop-
ment of America. I%ﬁ(ecf defense bonds, development bonds would pay
interest and have patriotic appeal. Similarly, the antipoverty insur-
ance corporation should be entitled to float bonds in the hope that they
would provide people with a relatively easy way to participate in
financing the war against poverty. :

The CuairyaN. Thank you very much.

Senator Bex~Nert. It is a very ingenious idea. I enjoyed reading
about it.
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The Cuairyan. Thank you very much.

Senator HanseN. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman,

(Dr. Etzioni’s prepared statement and a subsequent letter of Miss
Dutka with attacflment. follow. Hearing continues on page 1430.)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMITAI E1zIOoNI'
ANTIPOVERTY INSURANCE

President Nixon's income maintenance plan would add an estimated $4 bil-
Hon a year to the welfare bills of the nation’s taxpayers. The plan is a variation
of the negative income tax Idea, a proposal until recently considered too radieal
even by many liberals. It would be paid for out of existing taxes and administered
by the government; the private sector would not participate. ,

As I see, 1t, private industry should be mobilized to help solve domestic social
problems. It should not be exempted from social responsibility ; for one thing, it
has more resources than the public sector ; also, it is more efficlent than the gov-
ernment in some areas. Too often the discussion of publlc vs. private solutlons
to national problems is conducted on abstract ideological grounds. In the follow-
Ing pages I will try to make the “public vs. private” debate more concrete by
out{)llning one particular way the private sector can share in solving one complex
problem.

Clearly some sort of anti-poverty plan seems justified in this afluent nation,
yvet ideally it should be able to distribute money more efficiently than current
plans, it should cost less, and at the same time it should be able to win support
from middle-class citizens.

I offer here one possibillty. It took shape during a study contracted.by the
Center for Policy Research for the Office of Economic Opportunity. The plan can
surely be improved, but even in its present form it illustrates both the promise
and the difficulties involved in mobilizing the private sector to fight poverty,

Imagine an insurance policy to protect subscribers against poverty, specifically
against the risk of their income from all sources falling below a specified mini-
mum, To sustain the desire to work and save, the insurance would make up only
half the difference between an agreed-upon level of income (say $4,600 a year)
and the actual income. )

Two distinct pollcles would be issued: “§ob insurance,” providing benefits only
for those temporarily out of work, after they have provided proof that they
cannot find a job; and “subsistence insurance,” for persons unable to work, such
as the disabled. These insurance policles would replace some parts of the existing
welfare system (like aid to families with dependent children), and supplement
others (like Social Security).

The plan would be igsued on a national basis, administered by a new insurance
corporation created for this purpose by a consortium of existing insurance
companies, and run by a board of directors whose members would come from
government and private industry. The premiums might cost from $4 to $9 a month
per family subscriber, depending upon the level of guaranteed income and the
amount of Congressional subsidy. Premiums would be higher if the plan were
voluntary, lower if it were mandatory. In a voluntary plan, Congress would have
to pay part of the costs in order to keep the premiums from being too high and to
cover persons wlo are already poor.

There i8 a very good reason for insuring those who are not now poor. The
popular idea that there are X mill.on poor people whose number is declining
gradually i8 far from accurate. It is estimated that each year a million people
become poor. If they could protect themselves by taking out insurance against
such a contingency, the load on all other antl-poverty programs would be sig-
nificantly reduced. . .

However, the same insurance plan should also cover those who are already
poor. That is, when the plan is started, people with an income below the poverty
line would be allowed to subscribe and to draw benefits immeadlately. This would,
of course, significantly increase the cost of the program, and it is the reason why
considerable public underwriting seems justified. In effect, for the already poor,
the plan would be rather like an efficient, privately administered welfare system.

1 Amitat Etsioni, [ 20feesor and chairman of the SodoIOEy’ degartment ‘at Columbla Ual-
veult{, is Direetor of the Center for Policy Research and author of The Active Soclety,
ublished by the Free Press in 1968. The detalled documentation for this article can
found in the Public Administration Review, November-December, 1969.
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Since a large part of the costs would be covered by subscribers rather than by
taxpayers, this plan would be less costly to the public than any equivalent anti-
poverty program, and at the same time would offer superior coverage and benefits.
The size of the saving would depend upon the level at which the premiums are
pegged, the number of non-poor subscribers, and the number of newly impov-
erished who might be forced to draw benefits in any one year.

Most welfare schemes have tended to separate people into two sharply divided
camps, those who work and those on relief. Moreover, they have reinforced the
feelings of inferiority, inadequacy, and apathy of the poor, and have thereby
helped to prepetuate poverty. But anti-poverty insurance policies, subseribed to
by_poor and non-poor alike, would carry no more of a stigma than other forms
of insurance do now. For, unless the pollcy holders publicized it themselves, no
one in a community would know who has anti-poverty insurance, or even who
s drawing benefits.

Many existing welfare programs require complicated, dehumanizing, and
costly investigations by a large staff of social workers who examine the particular
needs of each recipfent and the way he spends his rellef checks. The anti-
poverty insurance plan would merely require those in need to file a claim much
like the one people file after an automobile accldent. The claimant would fill out
a simple form, indlcating on one side the size of his family, including the age
and number of dependents, so that the proper income need could be determined.
On the other side of the form, all sources of income would be listed. Every three
months, the claim would have to be reflled to continue payments. Instead of re-
celving allotments for the purchase of specific items, claimants would be able fo
use their payments as they wished.

The administrative costs of the anti-poverty insurance program would run to not
more than two per cent, due to the simple nature of the operation involved. There
would be no need for an army of administrators, but only for an adequate com-
puter facility, for clerks, secretaries, and number of investigating teams to verify
claims. Unlike case workers who seek detailed and intimate information from
each client, investigators would check only a sample of the claims filed; they
would not attempt to determine how money i8 spent but ounly to verify specific
claims about loss of income and lack of employment.

There would be some cheating; its level would depend on how vigorously verfi-
cation is carried out. Initially, fatriy thorough checking might be necessary until
the public image of the program had been established. Later, not much more
checking than that employed on Internal Revenue returns or other insurance
claims would be needed. Still, some cheating might go uncaught; but the plan
could live with a certain amount, as other systems do, merely by adding fts expense
to the costs of the program. In any case it would cost too much to eliminate
cheating entirely.

The plan could not, however, tolerate continually open subscription rolls. There
would be no motivation for the non-poor to purchase the insurance policy if they
could simply wait until the time when, due to some unfortunate circumstance,
they became poor. For this reason the right to apply for insurance at any time
would have to be limited; for instance, the rolls might be opened to new sub-
scribers only once every three years after the initial enrollment period.

One of the most vexing features of existing welfare schemes is that they
reward those who desert their families or have children illegitimately, while
they pensalize those who get, or stay, married. The resulting damage to the family
structure of the poor considerably incerases the human, social, and economic
costs of welfare. It also has caused abuses like the notorious midnight raids in
search of “unauthorized' men on the permises of mothers of dependent children.

Antipoverty insurance policies, therefore, would be issued in full only to
familtes. When single, divorced, or separated men apply, or mothers without
husbands, the amount available to each would not be larger than the total family
allotment. Thus, if a husband and wife with two ctildren received an annual
income of $3,000 according to the terms of the insurance plan, then individuals
would be eligible to receive only part of the $3,000; for vxample, a mother might
receive $2,300 and a single man $700. These amounts are quoted only as examples ;
the annual income would be increased without violating the principle of fractional
payments to single people.

The previously mentioned alternatives of voluntary and mandatory plans re-
quire a more detailed discussion. Congress could rule that all citizens must sub-
scribe to anti-poverty insurance, as they do with Soclal Security. One advantage
of this approach is that it would generate considerable income. Even if the pre-
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mium were Initially as low as $1 a month, the yield would be $2.16 billion per
year (assuming a 90 per cent compliance rate for the population of 50 million
families, projected for 1970). If the premium were higher, let us say $8 a month,
the income would amount to $4.32 billion.

The main disadvantage fn making anti-poverty insurance mandatory, however.
is that it would be, In effect, a form of taxation. At present, public resistance to
rising taxation seems so intense that a volunary sysem seems preferable.

But will the non-poor voluntarily subscribe to a policy that covers both high-
and low-risk subscribers, with the nonpoor indirectly substdizing the poor?
Experlence in other forms of insurance suggests that the situation is not without
precedent. All insurance schemes have high- and low-risk groups, and the
subscribers seem either unaware of this fact or indifferent to it. One example
should suffice: large groups of middle-class people, éspecially civil servants
and white-collar workers, subseribe to Blue Cross and Blue Shield. Even though
the same rates are charged to small and large families, the large families, many
of which are poor, utilize many more services; yet few complaints have been
raised about this by subscribers with high incomes and small families, even
after the recent increase in rates. Although in the case of anti-poverty insurance
the high-risk group would be particularly visible—since all of the poor sub-
scribers are expected to draw benefits—it could also be made clear to sub-
scribers that much of the extra expense was being covered by Congressional
appropriations

Our research indicates that many people would subscribe to anti-poverty insur-
ance voluntarily, especially if the premium remained relatively low. The income
of those in this group, although above the poverty level, Is unstable and insecure;
it varies considerably over time and the variance is unpredictable. Many of the
self-employed members of the “old middle class” fall into this category; they
include farmers, craftsmen, the owners of small businesses, and others. One
fndication of how unstable income is for many members of this group is that
only about half of all new businesses opened in an average year (more than
450,000 in 1968) survived more than 18 months. Casualties resulting from this
devastating fatality rate are unlikely to be left either with an income or with
a sense of security.

These members of the old middle class tend to be individualistic, proud, and
very resistant to welfare plans. After analyzing a Gallup poll released to me
for further study, I found that while 57.8 per cent of laborers favored a negative
income tax, only 16.7 per cent of farmers, 23 per cent of sales people, and 23.7
per cent of those in business said they could give it their support. Belng both
economically insecure and opposed to welfare, such people would probably
prefer to buy insurance against poverty. In informal interviews conducted with
members of this group in three Amerlican cities, most stated they would prefer
to rely on poverty insurance, rather than on either the state or their children
and relatives, in case of need. These people had a certain amount of anxiety
;ilboul: the future, anxiety that might be relieved by the insurance policy proposed

ere,

The old middle class Is fairly sizable now and Is expected to grow. In 1960
the United States had 7.1 million managers and proprletors; the projected
number for 1975 is 9.6 millfon. The 1960 census for sales pecople was 4.4 million
(6.1 million by 1975), and the number of craftsmen and foremen in 1960 was
-8.6 million (with 11.0 million estimated by 1975) Not all, but certainly many
of these have varlahle incomes. What percentage would be interested in such
an insurance plan cannot be predicted without direct market research; but
one can state with confidence that they constitute a potentially large market.

Among the salaried persons whom we interviewed, there was much less inter-
2st in such a pollcy than among the self-employed. The major exception, how-
ever, was among the salaried aged 60 and older. They seemed less sure about
their income, especially since Soclal Security benefits are not large. About five
million people aged 65 and over are living in poverty even by the Social Security
Administration’s definttion; and the aged are a very large and rapidly growing
population, It 1s estimated that the United States now has 39,076,000 people 55
and older, 19,585,000 of them 65 and older. People In these age brackets constitute
almost 19 per cent of the total population and a much higher percentage of the
adult population, the group to which Insurance might be sold.

So far, the plan’s payment arrangement has only been altuded to. As men-
tioned earlier, two kinds of insurance would be issued by the new corporation:
Job insurance,” for those able to work, and ‘‘subsistence insurance,” for those
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who cannot work. Both would assure the subscriber that his income would not
fall under a specified level. To keep persons above this rock-bottom line once
their income falls below it, the insurance plan—if it were set at the level of
federal government support suggested by President Nixon—avould pay a penni-
less family of four $1,600 per year. A family whose income is $3,000 or more would
draw no benefits, and families with an income somewhere in between would
receive half the difference between their income and $3,000. Thus, a family
whose income is $1,250 would receive $875 (half of $1,750) from the insurance
corporation.

These figures—which are lower than those suggested in practically all other
anti-poverty schemes—are used deliberately, because they correspond to the
income levels proposed by the Nixon plan. Additional amounts for larger fam-
jiles could be built into the insurance plan, and the difference in living costs
‘setween residents in urban and rural areas could be taken into account, The
same plan could produce higher levels of income, with the poverty line pegged
ni $3,000, at $4,500 (as Leon Keyserling has suggested), or more.

The level of income maintained must not be confused with the cost, per person,
of the progran. Few people have no income at all and only for them would the
cos: por person equal 100 per cent of the rock bottom, or 50 per cent of the top,
begin vo draw, line. For all others, the formula is top line {e.g., $3,000) minus
incoume from any source, divided by half. Even 1if the top line were to be set at
$6,000, it would require payment of less than $3,000 to most poor famtilies, who
have some income.

The subsistence insurance would be available to those unable to work—in-
cluding many aged 65 or older—and to the permanently disabled. I suggest that
mothers with two or more children under school age should also qualify for sub-
sistence insurance, and that mothers whose children are younger than nine
should be expected to work only half-days.

Able-bodied persons would be able to subscribe only to job insurance, drawing
benefits for perlods when they are unable to find work. Most existing unemploy-
ment insurance plans cease after a specified number of weeks; anti-poverty in-
surance would continue as long as necessary. Certification would be provided,
as Is customary now, by state employment services, but the insurance corpora-
tion might want to set up its own placement and investigatory services, Thus,
a by-product of anti-poverty insurance might be the creation of private com-
petition to the government employment services, which are notoriously inefficient.

Any such placement offices set up by the anti-poverty insarance company would
serve mainly the unskilled, the aged, and members of minority groups, because
they are disproportionately overrepresented among the poor, and they are helped
least by existing private employment services,

The purpose of the “deductible” feature of the insurance—paying half the
difference between a person’s actual income and a specified poverty level—is
to sustain the motivation to work. Many of the jobs available to people just above
the poverty line are far from attractive; if a somewhat lower income were avail-
able to the unemployed, many workers might trade their jobs for a lower-paying
alternative like anti-poverty insurance. Although such persons would have to
certify that they could not find work, the strong temptation to “bum it” at
$3,000 instead of working to earn $3,500 would put too much strain on the
certification mechanism. It is unwise to set up a system that rewards cheating.
A person anxfous not to work could get himself fired from three or four jobs in
a row; after that, most labor exchanges would be reluctant to send him else-
where, and would be inclined to certify his incapacity to find work.

Several socianl scientists believe that the income assured by some proposed
antl-poverty schemes—let us say $3,000 a year ($60 a week) for a family of
four—is so low, and the pressures of our soclety to aspire to higher standards
of living so great, that most people would not avold working. The theory is that
although there might be some who could earn $3,500 or $4,000 but would be
tempted to draw insurance, foregoing the additional comforts $500 or $1,000
could buy, most people would aspire to goods and services demanding an income
much higher than $3,000, and hence seek work.

Still, the ambition of lower-income groups is not strong, and although they
may aspire to a living standard supported by an annual wage of $6,000 or more,
they may despair of their ability to achieve it. Hence, some might choose to Ive
on a low anti-poverty insurance income rather than work for more money. In
addition, many just below the poverty line, who earn, say, $2,600, and who draw
welfare or insurance benefits, would be very reluctant to work since any increase
in their income would be, in effect, taxed at 100 per cent (their higher income

44-527 0—70—pt. 3——10
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causing an equivalent reduction in insurance or welfare payments). It is for this
reason that several states now allow welfare clients to keep part of any additional
income up to a specified level, so that they are gradually, instead of abruptly,
phased out of welfare,

The deductible feature of the anti-poverty insurance plau is in line with this
conception. Thus, if out-of-work subscribers should find employment, they would
get to keep 50 cents on the dollar up to a top income of $3,000. Above this level
they would keep all of their earnings and, of course, would no longer draw
fnsurance.

This 50 per cent figure seems to be the most practical. The lower the fraction
of new income a worker is allowed to keep, the less powerful would be his motiva-
tion to seek work. Yet if the fraction is too high, it would encourage workers to
draw insurance benefits and work part-time indefinitely, making sure that they
do not earn more than the top income that would disqualify them from receiving
benefits. For example, if the payment figure is set at 80 per cent, a person who
earns $4,000 can deliberately lose his job and recetve $1,500 insurance, If he then
works parttime and earns $1,750, his total annual income would be $1,500 plus
80 per cent of $1,750, or a total of $2,000. That amount would not disqualify him
from receiving insurance; yet by working part-time he could earn only $1,100
less than when working full-time. ]

Therefore, 50 per cent or so seems to be the acceptable mid-point between these
two undesirable extremes. It might be possible, of course, to set up a sliding
scale; subseribers would be permitted to keep 756 per cent of the first $1,000, 50
per cent of the next $1,000, and 23 per cent of the third $1,000. But those trying
hardest to advance would be the most sharply penalized; in addition, many more
verification headaches would be created. Hence the 50 per cent payment seems
the most practical. )

The cost of an anti-poverty insurance plan may be estimated as follows: to
guarantee all familles an annual income of $1,600, the amount called for in the
Nixon proposal, would cost $1.6 billion. To keep an estimated 250,000 non-poor
families from falling into poverty each year, supplementing their declining
incomes by an average of $750 per family, would cost an additional $187.5 million.
After adding two per cent for administrative expenses, the total cost of this
minimal program would be $1,822,740,000—less than $2 billion.

To cover these costs without any Congressional appropriations, in a mandatory
insurance plan similar to Social Security, would require a premium of only $3.30
a month (assuming 50 million familles and a 90 per cent compliance rate). If
the program were voluntary, and there were 20 million subscribers paying $6 a
month, Congresstonal appropriations would have to be $382 million per year.

The guaranteed income in the Nixon proposal is rather low. With a higher
guarantee, the costs of the insurance plan would rise sharply. For instance, to
bring both poor and non-poor subscribers up to the level of $3,200 a year imme-
diately would cost an estimated $11 billion, The reason is that there are many
more people who earn $1,600 a year than there are people who earn $3,000 a
year; the insurance plan would have to make up the difference. The table below
estimates some of the costs involved :

, Congressionaj

Annual family Total costs® Monthty Million appropriations
income guaranteed in billions premium subscribers in mitlions
1,821 $3.30 45 0

sl.g%l 6.00 20 $382

l.9§g 6.00 15 819

11,620 $.00 3 &

11,600 .00 20 31%

' *Includes 2 percent adminlstrative costs and, in the bottom four figutes, 8 5.5 percent profit cost discussed on thefollow-
ng page.

In the preceding projections, we sissume that if the benefits were greater,
more people would be willing to subscribe and at a higher premium, even if the
program were voluntary. Naturally, these are rough estimates, and are hardly
the kind of data upon which the insurance industry could make a firm commit-
ment. Stil), the figures demonstrate this plan’s efficiency in comparison with

others.
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It was suggested earlier that the anti-poverty insurance plan be administered
privately, specifically by insurance corporations. They would offer lower adinin-
istrative costs and greater efficiency than any branch of federal, state, or city
government. This is not to suggest that private corporations would run alt domes-
tic social programs more effectively than government agencles; but private in.
dustry has demonstrated superiority in the administration of “income transfers.”
Here we are presented with a comparison between one of the most streamlined
industries, the insurance business, and one of the least efficient, most confused,
and most highly demoralized of government operations—the welfare system.
The superiority of the private sector here seems obvious.

Should the insurance corporation be allowed to make a profit, or should it
carry the prograin at cost, as a public service? Profit, of course, would not only
encourage insurance companies to participate in the program; it would also
promote efficiency by providing an incentive for keeping down costs. If we allow
7.5 per cent of administrative costs and profits, the lower the cost the higher
the profit. On the other hand, if the anti-poverty insurance plan were carried at
cost, as a public service, the industry’s reputation would be enhanced as having
helped solve a major social problem. Secondly, the plan would introduce a very
large number of people—several million at least—from lower-income groups to
the habit of buying insurance. We do not know exactly what percentage of poor
people has never purchased fnsurance, but the following figures may give some
indication. Only 11 per cent of the poor are covered by pension plans (compared
to 40 per cent of all familles) ; three fifths of the poor have no hospital insurance ;
and even Social Security reaches only about half of the nation's poor families.

In theory, any one insurance corporation could issue anti-poverty policles. We
suggested instead the formation of a new corporation created specifically for
this plan, to be established by a consortium of all the companties that wish to
participate. To the extent that the multi-billion dollar plan proved profitable, it
would be unfair to allow one company to gain a strong lead in the field, especlally
since the program would be partially subsidized by public funds; and, to the
extent that risks are jnvolved, they would be better shared as broadly as possible.

Membership on the board of the new corporation might be in direct ratio to the
financlal investments of the various insurance companies; the board should
include federal participation in proportion to the share of the costs underwritten
by Congress, and it might also include members representing the interests of the
plan’s subscribers.

The shape of this corporation suggests a mixture of private and publle sectors.
In areas where the simple profit motive does not operate because the production
of a good or service cannot be financed solely by consumers, there have arisen
various new corporate entitles, mixes of private and public efforts. Comsat, the
public utilities, the Federal National Mortgage Assoclation (“Fannie Mae”), and
the low-interest, government-guaranteed student loan program are all examples.
This is not fo suggest that all these mixes have be¢n sucesstul, or that in each case
the mix has proved to be more efficlent than “purely” private or public operations.
Blut we no longer can disregard programs created out of both public and private
elements.

This.mixing apears in several phases of our plan for an anti-poverty insurance
corporation. The program would be financed in part by consumers, in part by tax-
payers. Although insurance policies might be issued by a mixed corporation with
private and public representatives on the board, the policles would be ad-
ministered privately, just as other kinds of insurance policies are. But in the
process, the anti-poverty insurance could draw on public labor exchanges for
some verification of policyholders' statements that employment is not available,
and the corporation could turn to the state when there is need to penalize sub-
seribers who make false declarations.

In this realm of private-public mix, there is the possibility of another kind of
public support. Many people have & weak, but not negligible, desire to fight against
poverty the charitable way. In this context, James Farmer, Assistant Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, has suggested that bonds be issued to finance
the “development” of Amerlea. Like defense bonds, development bonds would pay
interest and have patriotic apeal. Similarly, the anti-poverty insurance corpora-
tion should be entitled to float borids in the hope that they would provide people
with a relatively easy way to participate in financing the war against poverty.
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CENTER FoR Poricy REseArcH, INc.,
New York, N.Y., Septcmber 2, 1970.
Senator RusseLL B. Loxg,
Chairman, Scnate Finance Commitice,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR IoNa: I was encouraged by the interest you evidenced in our
proposal for an anti-poverty insurance company. As you requested, I am enclos-
ing a more detailed explanation of the plan which I discussed in testimony before
tEGOSennte Finance Committee’s hearing on welfare reform, Monday, August 24,
1970.

The concept of an insurance policy which would insure reciplents against their
income falling below a specified level originated from a study which the Center
did for the office of Economic Opportunity. It has gained editorial endorsement
in over twenty newspapers across the country and was referred to in The New
York Tiriecs (May 18, 1970) as “a viable alternative to President Nixon’s Family
Assistance Plan.”

This article should be supplementary to the copy of the testimony which was
distributed at the hearing. If you are not in possession of a copy of the testimony
and wish to obtain one, or if you have any further questions, do not hesitate
to contact Dr. Amitai Etzioni, Director of the Center for Policy Research and
chief investigator in the study, or myself.

It was a pleasure speaking with you and I want to thank you for your
interest.

Sincerely yours,
ELAINE DUTKA,
Assistant to the Direcior.
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[Reprint from the Public Administration Revieiw}

Antipoverty Insurance; A Mode

Of Private Sector Participation

AMrtat ETZIONI, Columbia University
with

CAROLYN O. ATKINSCN AND SARAJANE HEIDT, Center for Policy Research

Sunpmsmcw, GIVEN THE NEW RE-
PUBLICAN ADMINISTRATION’S EMPHASIS on in-
volving the private sector, the proposals it has
thus far suggested for deating with the nonwork-
ing poor rely exclusiveiy on the public sector.
They include a new federal food stamp plan; a
seven per cent increase in social security bene-
fits; the Finch proposal (a modified version of
the negative income tax) which would “fed-
eralize” the welfare system; and the Burns plan
which would rely on the expansion of day-care
facilities, job training, and other existing wel-
fare schemes by relying on the federal and state
governments.

We suggest a plan which would provide for
the involvernent of the private sector, specif-
ically the insurance industry, in the struggle
against poverly in a way which is described in
detail below. There are many reasons to involve
the private sector. Those we find the most com-
pelling are: the private sector is affluent while
the public sector—especially on the domestic
side—is impoverished; the private sector has
particular competence and experience in ad-
ministering insurance programs, atiributes
which hopefully would make this plan more
efficient than the notoriously inefficient existing
welfare arrangements; and private sector in-

In working on this study, the authors benefited
from a study they are conducting for the U.S. Office
of Economic Opportunity and from the comments of
Walter Williams, James Lyday, Robert Harris, Denis
Johnston, Edward C, Sylvester, Jr., and Irving Kristol.

D> This articke presents a plan for bringing the in-
come of poor families up to the poverty linc. The
plan is a kind of antipoverty insurance adminis-
tered by a consortium of private insurance com-
panies and a public authorily; i1, thus, has the ad-
vantages both of public control and of involve-
ment of the private sector. Two types of insurance
are proposed: job insurance for those seeking
work or whose present jobs do not earn an income
sufficient (o bring them out of poverty, and sub-
sistence insurance for peopk who are unemploy-
able. The features of this plan are discussed here
in detail.

volvement would help legitimate an expanded
war against poverly. While the support for
Negative Income Tax is increasing, it is still
favored by only a minority of Americans; the
most recent Gallup poll on the subject, pub-
lished on January 5, 1969, found 32 per cent
of a national sample in favor of this plan.!

The plan proposed here attempts to develop
an approach to poverty which is broad in scope,
covering all the poor rather than one category
or another; it deals with some aspects of the
poor’s needs, specifically their lack of income,
but is not all-encompassing (e.g., it will not
provide psychotherapy for some poor children
who need it); it entails no measures which
stigmatize the poor; and it can be implemented
within a short period of time—one to two years.

We propose the establishment of an insur-
ance corporation composed of a consortium of
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private agencies which would benefit from some
federal underwriting. This corporation would
issuc a policy guarantecing the policy holder
against poverty by assuring him of sufficient
income to bring him above the poverty line if
he is uncmployed or unemployable or if his
work provides only poverly wages. Thus, basic-
ally, the insurance is not designed to replace
income from work, but to supplement it where
this is justified.

Main Features

Specificatly, the J&S (Job and Subsistence)
Corporation will issue two kinds of policies:
job insurance and subsistence insurance.

Job Insurance

This policy is for those who are able to work
but unable to find work, or who require training
or retraining before a job can be oblained, and
has the following provisioas: it will provide in-
come during the period of looking for a job or
of training for jobs and while waiting for jobs
to be found. 1f relocation is necessary to ob-
tain a job, payment of the costs incurred in
moving to the new job will be reimbursed. 1f
the policy holder is employed bul at income
below the poverty line, the policy will guarantec
to bring the total income to the poverty line. Of
considerable imporiance is the fact that male
heads of poor houscholds in the normal work-
ing ages (22-54) are not simply waiting for
the next check to arrive from the government.
Over 55 per cent of such persons are working
fulltime 40-52 wecks a year, and are poor in
spite of it.*

Subsistence Insurance

This policy, for those unable to work, will
guarantee a subsistence income. This will be
available as an option, along lines and condi-
tions specified below, to the aged, children, per-
manently disabled, and some categories of
mothers. This policy will also make up the
difference between a person's income and the
poverty line, but no documentation that work
is unavaifable will be required.

The job and subsistence insurance program
will b~ financed by premiums, federal funds,
and antipoverly bonds, as detailed below.

The present approach differs from  social

- security, family allowance, and other systems

which scek to aid the poor in that it delivers all
of its benefits to the poor rather than giving
substantial shares also to the nonpoor.® While
our scheme has many similaritics to the Nega-
tive Income Tax, it differs from it in that it is
explicitly tied to a work program,* is to be
administered by the private sector, will be
financed in part by voluntary payments of the
nonpoor, and will provide the nonpoor with a
psychic “income™: a poticy which protects them
from the fear of poverty. The significance of
this last feature should not be undcrestimated.
The reason that antipoverty systems which pay
heavily off target arc found attractive by polit-
ical leaders is thal systems which pay out only
to the poor are politically “unnatural” in that
they draw for their support chiefly on altruism,
while the preferred schemes mix self-interest
with altruism. We also seck such a mix, but
our schemes “pay” to the nonpoor in the only
other major coin politics has to offer—a psychic
relief.

The Two Types of Policles

Subsistence Insurance

Subsistence insurance (for the nonemploy-
able) will be available to persons who are 65
years of age or older, children, the permanently
disabled, and unemplSyed mothers of young
children.

With regard to the latter, we have taken no
definitive position on which age categories
children must fall into for mothers to be eli-
gible: should it be children who have not com-
pleted their high school education, children
under age 16 (the age at which minors may
legally hold a part-time job), children under 6
(preschoolers), or some other classification? If
the argument is that mothers should be en-
couraged to work (during the hours when cl.'t-
dren are in school, or by placing preschoolers
in day-care centers where educators can attend
to them), then one category of eligibility would
follow logically. Another would apply if it is
held that mothers ought to be encouraged to be
at home until their children are grown so that
the emotional stability and character formation
of the children will not suffer. Which category
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should be chosen can be informed by empirical
rescarch yet to be conducted, and will be sig-
nificantly affected by the availability and qual-
ity of day care facilitics.

For the time being, we suggest that subsis-
tence insurance would at least cover mothers
who have oie or more preschool-aged children
(cspecially since day care centers are in very
short suppiy) and mothers of three or more
children whose housework would be more than
sufficicnt to occupy them. Other poor mothers
may qualify for job but not subsistence in-
surance.

Job Insurance

Job insurance (for the unemployed but em-
ptoyable and the cmployed who earn poverty
wages) will supplement the families' incomes
to raise them above the poverty line,

Nonrecurring allotments for moving ex-
penses will be paid to families moving to loca-
tions at which new (or better-paying) jobs are
available, if those are farther away than a spec-
ified distance (or commuting time). The costs
of training and retraining for a new (or better-
paying) job will be reimbursed.® Unlike the
income paid to an individual while he is look-
ing or waiting for a job, training, retraining,
and moving costs will be a loan to be repaid
in small installments once the family income
has been.50 per cent above the poverty line
for a year. Interest will not be charged.

If no jobs are available in the existing econ-
omy, new public jobs may be created such
as teaching assistants, or muscum guards to
keep museums open for longer periods. While
in general it is considered less expensive to dis-
pense welfare than to create a job which will
produce the same income, such is not neces-
sarily the case for public jobs, because little
capital investment is needed. Work-study pro-
grams provide a precedent and a model. The
insurance company may make matching grants
to organizations which provide new public jobs
(thus helping the public sector which is poor,
too). -

While the J&S Corporation may iniliate and
promote¢ the creation of new jobs, the upgrad-
ing of jobs, training, etc., such activities would
not be its major responsibility, but rather those
oi other national bodies and local authorities.

The Relationship Between the Two Policies

Which policy—job or subsistencc—is appro-
priatc for a given casc would be determined by
the ability to work of the head of the family
and of other members. Thus, if a man were per-
manently disabled but his wife worked, the
family would not be able to draw subsistence
insurance. But if the income carncd fiom work
were not cnough tobring the family above the
poverly line, job insurance would supplement
it. If, however, no family member were able to
work, the family would be cligible for subsis-
tence insurance.

Those who are not required to make them-
selves available for jobs—children, aged, per-
manently disabled, and some categories of
mothers—are cntitled to subsistence insurance.
If they do work, they can draw job insurance.
Thus, thesc categories of applicants can in of-
fect choose between the two. Those who are
required to work cannot, under the conditions
specified above, gain subsistence insurance; to
draw benefits they must demonstrate that they
cannot find employment or that the jobs they
have provide only poverty wages.

Discussion

The Insurance Policies

While both kinds of insurance policies are
aimed at providing the poor with an income to
move or kecp them above the poverty line, one
policy is aimed at approximately half of the
poor who are employable (many of these are
already employed but al poverty wages), and
the other policy is to benefit the permanently
disabled, aged, children, and other nonemploy-
ables (many of whom comprise the less than
25 per cent of the poor who are on relief).

The policies will be issued to heads of house-
holds for their families and will be available
to single-member families, e.g., an aged wid-
ower, as well. The policies will include features
which would discourage youngsters from leav-
ing home and families from *“dumping” aged
relatives: (1) If a family put out an aged rela-
tive, the household’s income would fall, as it
could not draw payments for members not liv-
ing within the household. (2) If the aged left
the home, they would neither lose nor gain in
payments as they would draw the same
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amounts; the disincentive to move would be
generated by the fact that their expenses would
rise if they had to establish their own house-
holds. (The relatively less stringent bar to
leaving home here seems justified by the fact
that some aged arc abused in their children's
homes and should thercfore not be penalized
for leaving.) (3) If youngsters seck to leave
home before they are of age, no policy would
be available to them.

Eligibility

Every American citizen or permanent resi-
dent will have the right to purchase onc of the
two policics. There are two primary means by
which pcople who are not poor can be encour-
aged to subscribe to the insurance. First, this
insurance could be made mandatory, as in the
present social security system. This would serve
to provide the corporation with a substantial
income (discussed below).

Second, if the program is voluntary, partici-
pation in it could be encouraged by stipulating
that persons may receive payments only if they
have been subscribers for at least three years
(or some other period to be 'specified), or that
it will be possibie to subscribe only once every
three (or some other number) years, with the
first subscription date being the initiation of the
program. Policies will cost $4 a month or $48
per ycar per family, regardiess of family size.

Poor people will receive the insurance with-
out having to pay a ptemium when it is first
issued, and will draw benefits immediately.
After the initiation date, the premium will be
deducted from their payments, hardly a signi-
ficant loss. People who fall into poverty after
the initiation date and have not insured them-
selves will not be covered, which ought to en-
courage purchase of the insurance at its initia-
tion.

The receipt of benefits will require no inves-
tigation or examination (i.e., our scheme differs
considerably from most welfare systems on this
point), but only a declaration of the size of the
family and the level and sources of income. The
statement will be in the form of an affidavit
and shall be resubmitted every six months.
Such an affidavit would constitute a much less
detailed document and involve a much smaller
invasion of privacy than does the income tax

_return which most citizens file. Penalties for
violation of rcgulations would be similiar to
those for falsification of income tax returns.
Rundom checks of aflidavits as well as checks
of “abnormal™ oncs could be made in the same
manner as those made of tax rcturns.

Students, who often arc included in poverty
figures and benefit from unemployment com-
pensation and work-study programs, would be
cligible for job insurance only if they werc un-
able to work (disabled) or so poor that they
were willing, under the provisions of job in-
surance, to combine study with work offered to
them. This insurance should not be an indirect
means of financing higher cducation. if aid to
higher cducation is desired, it should be fi-
nanced through other channels.

What should constitute fncome to be de-
clared poscs a few problems. We suggest that it
include all income from work, dividends and
intercst, capital gains, welfare and social secu-
rity benefits, and a rough cstimate of income in
kind. Pcoplc who do not pay rent but own their .
own homes or are provided frec lodgings
should be considered to be receiving a specific,
fixed monthly income. Hence, the declaration
would have to include a simple statement indi-
caling residential arrangement.

People who havie assets other than a house,
e.g., land, stocks, bonds, in excess of an amount
to be specified (let us say, an amount which
would produce income above the poverty line
if invested at five pér cent a year) should not be
entitled to draw bencfits, but would of course
be allowed to purchase the policy against the
possibility that their 2assets might decline.
Hence, the declaration should include a state-
ment of the estimated total value of assets at
market prices.

Benefit System

Benefits are to be paid on a national basis,
both to facilitate administration and to allow
for geographical mobility to where the jobs are
without affecting the level of payments. Since
the levels of benefits will be identical for all re-
gions of the country, there would be little in-
centive to move because of one area’s higher
benefits. This might well help to decelerate the
movement of poor people into a few large ur-
ban centers, which are already overcrowded;
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and the depopulation of many other regions
with a resulting waste of such immovable plants
as schools, hospitals, and even roads. Uniform,
nationwide standards would, in effeet, discrim-
inate in favor of the poorer and more conserva-
tive parts of the country.,

We cxplicitly reject the idea that a new sys-
tem of bencfits should take over the burdens
now carricd by social security, various disa-
bitity insurances, unemployment schemes, and
public assistance. Such an approach, while
“ncat,” would increase the costs of the program
by at least $14 billions and violate explicit
commitments and deeply entrenched cxpecta-
tions. The degrading aspects of public assis-
tance and its provisions which penalize those
who work can be removed, as recent reforms
in New York City suggest, without eliminating
public assistance.

Unlike existing programs of unemployment
benefits, the present program does not base the
level of payment on income while employed,
but is determined by the diffetences between
present income and the relevant poverty line.
Further, it will place no limitation on the num-
ber of weeks during which benefits may be re-
ceived, but will continue to pay until a job is
found. Any scheme which provides for less
would not offer an income sufficient to keep
people out of poverly.

The persons who receive subsistence insur-
ance and whose income has risen (e.g., as the
children grow up, become employed, or gain
better jobs; or as the benefits of other programs
increase) will have their payments reduced
proportionately at the next declaration (thus
allov:ing them to “overcharge” for no longer
than 180 days). Persons who receive job in-

surance and whosc income has grown will have
their bencfits reduced on a sliding scale at the
next declaration (thus allowing them to keep
part of their new gain and to overcharge for
one to 180 days).

Maintaining the Incentive To Work

The scale according to which insurance
benefits will be reduced as income from work
rises remains to be specified. 1t should be
*“progressive” and not too complicated. (Some
of the cxisting scales require considerable skills
and knowledge to be comprehensible, a fact
which often allows welfare workers to abuse
the poor on rclief.) We find the sliding scale,
illustrated below, workcd out by Walter Wil-
liams and James Lyday, a uscful example.®

Another scale calls for 50 per cent tax back,
$2,150 basic guarantee, and $4,300 break-even
point. While the insurance program may be
launched at relatively low levels of benefits, if,
for example, the federal budget is particularly

"tight, the benefits ought to be clevated as soon

as practical, to bring the beneficiary's income
above the basic poverty line.

The scale chosen is at least in part deter-
mined by the extent to which pcople are ex-
pected to stop working or not to scarch for
work if they draw insurance benefits. While
there scems to be no directly relevant data as
yet (the subject is being studied in a negative
income tax cxperiment in New Jersey), many
social scientists believe that at the income levels
with which we are dealing here, especially in a
consumption-oriented society like ours, the in-
come from benefits would allow only a rela-
tively low standard of living, and, hence, the
motivation to work—when jobs are available

It Total And the number in your family is:

Family 1 2 3 4 5 6  7lormore
Incomels: The payment you will teceive is:
$ 00  s128 482 $929 $1,426  $1,951 $2,476 $3,000
$1,000 0 s215 $604 $1,426  $1,576  $2,101  $2,626
$2000 0 0 $9 $ 424 S 862  $1,352 $1,876
$3,000 0 0 0 [} $ 263 $ 667 $1,136
$4,000 0 ) 0 0 0 $ 128 5 482
$5000 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 26

"\ ¥
4
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—would, in most cases, probably not be dimin-
ished to any significant extent.

Of course, where work pays poorly and is
extremely laxing or very tedious, this tendency
would be less likely to hold. Here, the J&S in-
surance program may serve the additional
function of cxerting some pressure to raisc
minimum wages and make work less alienating.
To the extent that such reforms are not made,
the cost of the insurance program will increase.
The society would, in effect, have chosen to
expend a few percentage points of ils annual
budget on relicf rather than change its work
structure,

For all of these rcasons, we would rather
use a scale which allows people to retain up to
two-thirds or three-fourths of their new income
from work but which pays nothing to individ-
vals whose steady income is relatively high,
than a scale which allows a lower retention
rate but sprecads the benefits higher into the in-
come structure.

Those who draw payments from their job
insurance must be willing to accept work of-
fered by the local employment agencies or pub-
lic work, the government being the employer
of “last resort.” Where work is not available,
those who draw benefits must make themselves
available for training and/or related education-
al programs. In situations in which setting up
the necessary facilities for public work, training,
or education is not practical, receivers of bene-
fits may bé exempted from this requirement by
representatives of the J&S Insurance Corpora-
tion. Past experience (e.g., with Title V of the
Economic Opportunity Act) suggests the in-
advisability of establishing training centers for
jobs which are not available or for makework
public projects. Work should be related to real
community needs, and training to jobs the
trainees may eventually hold. Otherwise recip-
fents should be exempted from this stricture.

As stated earlier, J&S insurance is meant to
supplement rather than to provide an alterna-
tive to or substitute for any existing programs
—federal (e.g., social security), state, local,
and private. On the contrary, the costs of J&S
insurance can be reduced by introducing it, for
example, simultaneously with the expansion of
social security payments and coverage and the
upgrading of minimum wage levels,

While it may scem that once this program is
in effect it will tend to drive the others out and,
thus, its costs witl be inflated, we are confident
for scveral reasons that this will not be the
casc. First, Congress, which would provide part
of the funds for the J&S insurance, is most un-
likely to reduce the minimum wage levels it
has cstablished by law but for which it docs
not provide the funds. Sccond, social security
will continuc *“as usual” (if not at higher rates),
since the millions of pcople who have alrcady
paid into this program will hardly tolerate its
abolishment or even reduction. Third, the same
holds for most existing programs of pensions
and workmen's compensation as well as for
veterans® bencfits.

It is expected that some states and cities—
especially in the poorer parts of the country—
will reduce their welfare payments and unem-
ployment benefits when the antipoverly insur-
ancc is initiated. Howcever, the poor will not
suffer since the job and subsistence benefits
wouid substitute for thosc previously gained
from local programs. Further, the poor’s de-
pendence on existing public systems, which are
often abusive, would be lessened. The plan will,
though, in effect provide some “hidden™ trans-
fer of payments from the federal government to
state and local authorities. Such a transfer, with
no strings attached and within the limits in-
volved, may well be desirable in its own right
and is a small price to pay for the launching of
the program.

While of only peripheral concern for our
purposes, we might suggest here that states,
cities, and private agencies be encouraged to
invest their funds in providing personal ser-
vices, day-care centers, area development, etc.
While lack of money is poverty's most salient
characteristic, #t is not its only ingredient
Hence, state and local welfare systems should
be professionalized in such a manner as to
allow them to focus on personal services, e.g.,
voluntary budget counseling, and on the crea-
tion of a “second schooling system” to nelp
the disadvantaged to catch up.

Administrative Considerations

The antipoverty insurance would be adminis-
tered by a consortium of the larger insurance
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companies which obviously have the most ex-
pericnce in such matters. As the difference be-
tween the insurance plan’s income and its ex-
penditutes will be made up by congressional
appropriations, the insurance companies should
join with the federal government to establish a
joint corporation. Votes on the corporation’s
board should be proportional to investment in
the corporation.

It is, of course, necessary that incentives
be given to private insurance companies lo par-
ticipate. For that reason. among others, the

program is thus far flexible. We are discussing’

the plan with insurance companies to learn of
their idcas with regard to participation. If the
programy must be made attractive to them to
- gain their participation, a cost-plus featurc
could be worked out for private insurers, which
would, of course, add to the costs of the pro-
gram. If one is less concerned with making the
program attractive to private insurers, onc
could appeal to their sensc of public duty (and
public relations) and point out the fact that
large groups which are not now insurance-
conscious could be educated to the advantages
of insurance by the J&S program at no expense
to the private sector.?

We have already mentioned the revenues
accruing to the program from premiums, re-
paid loans, and congressional appropriations.
There remains one major source of revenue to
discuss, namely, antipoverty bonds. James
Farmer has suggested in another context that
governmént-guaranteed bonds ought to be is-
sued to provide “seed money” for local de-
velopment corporations. Like Serics E Defense
Savings Bonds, the bonds would mature in
seven years and pay 4.5 per cent interest. He
would call them Martin Luther King develop-
ment bonds. If such bonds, here called “anti-
poverty bonds,” wete issued to finance an
antipoverty drive, we expect that many people
would buy them as their contribution to the
effort. The amount of funds which could be
raised by issuing antipoverty bonds is difficult
to foresee. If it be large, the initial costs of the
program would be reduced, aithough the later
expenditures for interest payments would have
to be added.

Remaining costs and revenues are still to
be computed on the basis of further research

and consultation with economists. We fecl,
however, that the following points arc relevant
considerations.

We strongly favor an initially “low™ poverty
line, such as the one set by the Council of
Economic Advisors. Although we believe that
this poverty line ought to be upgraded sub-
stantially (and will be, as have even lower
tines in the past), a modest start is essential
to get the program launched. However. so long
as the amounts that higher poverty lincs would
involve are not available, the usc of the exist-
ing definition assures that we give our attention
first to those most in necd and only later to
the “near poor.” (Even more modest begin-
nings than thosc suggested here can be con-
ceived within the confines of this approach. If
initially we were to issue policics only (o
families with children, the cost would be about
$1.65 to $2.5 billion.)

Moreover, the sociely—increasingly disap-
pointed over the inefficiency of its social
progtams—needs a “‘success experience.” Were
it able to eliminate “deep” poverty, as we know
it now, a basis would be provided for model
programs for the near poor and so on, toward
the systematic elimination of all poverty. The
experience of social security indicates that
successful programs can quitc readily be
expanded.

Twelve billion dollars given to the poor
would raise them all to the poverly line as
ptesently defined by the Council of Economic
Advisors.® Poverly declines in an average year
(despite the recent slowdown) by at least one
per cent due 1o an increase in the GNP and
related developments.? Since the $12 billion
figure was for 1964, and assuming implemen-
tation of the J&S program in 1969, the figures
would be reduced by 5 per cent: $12 billion
minus $0.6 billion equals $11.4 billion. Thus
the basic cost to bring all poor to the poverty
line would be $11.4 billion. From this figure,
one would have to deduct any increments made
in minimum wages, social security benefits,
and other such programs; payments to students
now counted as ‘“poor” (who would be ex-
cluded from our program); and income from
premiums paid for policics, which would
amount to $480 million for every 10 million
subscribers.
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AN ESTIMATE oF Costs oF THE FuLL PROGRAM

1. Difference between 1969 income and poverty line ... . ___. $11.40 billion
2. Expected income increases due to improved bcncﬁts social secunt), and
minimum wage legislation e e .. —2.00
3. Excluding students .. ... . . o e e e —0.45
4. Income from policies (assuming 30 million subscribers at $48) —1.44
5. Reduction in public assistance .. _ ... . e 4150
6. Administrative costs: § per cent of 11 4 - e 4057
7. Educational and job betterment activities . e +0.10
8. Income from bonds minus interest. . ._. -0.75

Total estimate ... . ... e s e

Costs would be increased if and to the ex-
tent that state, local, and other programs are
cut back as the J&S program is introduced. We
found no way to predict realistically the extent
to which this would occur other than to sug-
gest, for reasons discussed above, that we
expect their reduction to be limited.

To the basic costs, we must add those in-
curred in the administering of the program,
which should represent a lower percentage of
the total than do costs for welfare programs.
The costs of guaranteeing the loans and of
educational and job betterment programs must
also be add:d. The budget for these will be
small initially.

Note that the costs are likely to decrease
each year because of general improvement in
the GNP; the educational and job betterment
activities are likely to increase in scope but
will reduce the other costs of the program;
income from bonds may not increase over the
years while costs (due to interest payments)
will increase; and all estimates are naturally
quite rough.

The cost of the program can be decreased
by increasing the premium (even $72 a year
would amount only to $6 a rionth) and by
requiring coverage by all families. Approxi-
mately 50 million families at $72 per family
would yield $3.6 billion income from pre-
miums. This would reduce the federal outlay
to $6.77 billion. Benefits, of course, cannot
be decreased if the goal of the program is to
bring all of the poor out of poverty.

If full coverage of all famities is not sought,
the cost may be reduced any way one chooses.
We recommend that in such a case, programs

$8.93 billion

be introduced for special groups, especially
families with children, rather than have bene-
fits lowered across the board. The main point
to be stressed, however, is that whatever levels
of benefits and categories of beneficiaries are
chosen, if it is carried out via the mechanisms
of antipoverly insurance—it will cost signifi-
cantly less as well as reap the political bene-
fits of involving the private sector. For instance,
the Finch program is reported to entail bring-
ing families of four only to the income level
of $1,500 (one-half the way to a conservative
definition of the poverty line). The costs of
this plan are reported to be $1.6 billions.!® But
if this plan were to gain funds only from 10
million subscribers at $48 a ycar and $0.5
billion worth of bonds, and no cost reduction
were to result from administering it via the
private sector, the costs to the taxpayers would
still be reduced from $1.6 billions to $0.62
biltion a year.

Comparison to Other Approaches

The job and subsistence insurance approach
is comprehensive in that it covers all poor
people. It is not demeaning but does provide
effective checks against cheating. It encourages
employables to work but also fully covers the
nonemployables without penalty.

The scheme suggested would cost much less
than a family allowance which has the same
benefit level, and delivers only “on target.” But
it does provide a “payoff”” to the nonpoor in
the form of an inexpensive securily against
poverly, a symbolic source of emotional
security. It involves private business. It does
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not involve social workers. It has a simple and . only 23 per cent of the poor receive public assis-
relatively inexpensive administrative structure. tance. These studies are cited by Martin Rein in
The program can either be continued until “The Strange Case 9: P‘;‘:‘c ?“’.‘"d"‘c" Teans-
all are brought above the poverty line through :';"o"' March/April 1965. It s ol strptising
al for those insurance schemes for which we
other means—e.g., a rise in GNP—or extended have information, the poor are much less “cov-
at will, as the poverty line is upgraded. The ered” than the nonpoor.
program can be adapted to serve only specific 8. Joseph A. Kershaw, “The Atack on P°‘,""V’”s:“
categories of poor, c.g., children; however, we :-‘,;,i‘i:;'?:a:ﬁ;"l;:;;": ';6""""""' (San
favor its being used to bring all of the poor 9. Herman P. Miller, “Changes in the Number and
up to the poverty line in the immediate future. Composition of the Poor,” in Gordon, op. cit.,
pp. 88-89.

10. The Wall Street Journal, May 26, 1969.
Notes

1. No direct mention of the negative income tax
was made. The question reads: “As you may
know, there is talk about guaranteeing every

- family an income of at least $3,200 a year, which

" would be the amount for a family of four. If the

: family =arns less than this, the Government would
make up the difference. Would you favor or op-
pose swch a plan?”

. Statement by Robert A. Levine before the Sudb-
committee on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic
Committee, June 10, 1968.

3. Alvin L. Schorr estimated that in one particular
year (1962) while $820 million of federal hous-
ing subsidies wenl to the poor, $2.9 billion sub-
sidized housing for those with “middle income or
more.” “National Community 4nd Housing
Policy,” The Social Science Review, Yol. XXXIX
(December 1963), p. 434.

4. We have no recent indication of what the public The Regukfory Process
would feel about such a scheme. Asked in 1942
if the government should provide “compensation With llustrations from
for everyone unable to work until he can find . o oae
work,” the majority (58 per cent) agreed, while Commercial Aviation
a minority (34 per cent) disagreed. (AIPO, July 8y Emmette S. Redford
1942). .

S. We are indebted 1o Dr. Herbert Stein for the
observation that it will be in the self-interest of This study of commercial aviation is intended
the J&S Corporation to find work for or train for fo serve as an example of the workings of the
work those who are uncmployed, of course only regulatory process. The conclusions drawn from
so long as the costs involved do not exceed the
costs of paying them insurance.

6. Walter Williams and James Lyday, “The Case of

"~

case studies are related to the broader issues
of the beneficence of a system of govarament

a Negative Income Tax,” in The American Child, regulation of private industry. §2.00
Vol. 48, No. 3 (Summer 1966).
7. James N. Morgan and his colleagues found in a . o 8
mational study that three-fifths of the poor had University of Texas Press
no hospital insurance at all, Only 24 per cent of Austin and London
families with a disabled member were covered, Box 7819, Austin 78712
compared to 76 per cent of those with no one
disabled. A University of Michigan study showed *
that one-halt of the families in poverty did not

receive any form of transfer payments, including
social security. Pensions help even fewer: only
11 per cent of the poor had private pension help,
compared (0 40 per cent of all families. Finally,
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The Cramrmax. That concludes today’s hearings and then we will
meet again tomorow at 10 a.m. Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a.m,,
Tuesday, August 25, 1970.)
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FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970

TUESDAY, AUGUST 25, 1970

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room
2221, New Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Long (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Long, Anderson, McCarthy, Ribicoff, Harris,
Byrd of Virginia, Williams of Delaware, Bennett, Jordan of Idaho,
and Hansen.

The CuamrmMaN, Good morning.

The committee will come to order.

This morning we are pleased to hear from the Honorable George
McGovern, Senator from South Dakota, and chairman of the Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

Senator McGovern, we are pleased to have you.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator McGovern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee,

It is a special pleasure for me to appear before this committee to
testify on the administration’s family assistance plan, The administra-
tion’s initiative in'this area has opened an opportunity for all of
us to garticipate in what can be a truly historic step forward in the
fight for an adequate and dignified program of public assistance in
America. I know that this is something all of us desire, though we
may have some differences over the details. We all want to make sure
that family assistance is a reallK workable reform of the present sys-
tem, not simply another flop which disappoints Americans who sup-
Port it through their taxes and Americans who hope to improve their
ives through its benefits. There is no question of the good intentions
of the administration in proposing this measure, But we all know
where good intentions alone may lead. The potential significance of
this legislation requires that it be given the most searching inquiry.
I know that this committee is doing just that and I hope my remarks
here today will be of some help in that regard.

Before discussing the details of the program itself, however, I
would like to respond to what I feel have been some unnecessary and
unjustified remarks emanating from various quarters of the adminis-
tration. Since family assistance passed the House of Representatives,
administration spokesmen have repeatedly charged that its final pas-

(1431)
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sage by the Congress is being obstructed by liberals. I am frankly
m{stlﬁe.d by these charges, for, as best as I can tell, it has been the so-
called liberals who have been consistently in the forefront of those
supporting family assistance. Admittedly, this support has been ex-
ressed with reservations but the support has been there nevertheless.
In fact, the administration’s criticism of those who basically support
its effort makes one wonder about its understanding of the legislative
process and its seriousness about enacting legislation, Let there be no
doubt about this fact, Liberals want a public assistance reform just
as badly as its most vigorous proponents downtown. But they want a
bill that will really work. And, I for one, have serious doubts that
the administration proposal, unfess si nificantly modified, will work.
Let me just add, in passinF, that this committee is performing an
Important service to us all in exposing the discrepancies between
the realities of family assistance and sowe of the more extravagant
claims that have been made for it. Family assistance is no panacea
for the varied ills of our society. It can be one reasonable and practical
step forward, however, in the development of a larger national in-
come maintenance strategy. :

Mr. Chairman, as you know, I have been personally interested in
the poverty-related problem of hunger and malnutrition in this coun-
try and have had the privilege of chairing the Senate Select Com-
mittee on Nutrition and Human Needs.

One of the major efforts of that committee has been to press for
an expanded food stamp program that will reach every hungry family
in the United States until their cash resources are adequate.

At this point in time, only some 6 million persons participate in
the food stamp program, which is well less than half of the number
of hungr peop{; in the country. Least understandable to me is the
failure of many recipients of public assistance to participate in our
food stamp programs, and we believe that failure is often due to
separale administrative structures that make it difficult for potential
participantsto become involved in the program.

I see the mechanism of family assistance as a means of insuring
that food stanmips reach every needy family, and to that end I have
some time ago offered an amendment to the House bill, H.R. 16311,
that I have referred to as the simplified food stamp distribution
system. That would combine the administration of family assistance
and food stamps in one program. .

This amendment, I believe, helps fulfill the President’s pledge “to
put an end to hunger in America itself for all time. It would insure
that every public assistance family at least receives a minimum in-
come of $2,400, the basic $1,600 under family assistance and $800
from the food stamp program.

The administration has already announced its intention of taking
a step in the direction of my amendment by permitting family assist-
anee recipients living in food stamp areas to “check off” whether or
not they want to buy stamps. But this does not do anything to the
assistance recipients now dependent on unsatisfactory surplus com-
modity distribution programs,

I see no reason why assistance recipients in commodity counties
should not also have the right to check off their desire to receive the
stamps. Not only would this amendment take us further in assuring
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that food assistance reach all in need, it would result in millions of
dollars saved through streamlined administration,

In other words, Mr. Chairman, the recipient would receive the
family assistance allowance and the food stamps in the same envelope
as an automatic provision.

I know that this committee has spent a considerable amount of
time discussing problems of work incentives and disincentives, much
of the debate centering on the so-called notch problems or loss of
benefits that may result from increased income. It has been brought
out that the food stamp program, when considered along with family
assistance, creates one oF these so-called notches. FAP, incidentally,
represents an improvement over the present arrangement, It is })os-
sible to diminish the size of the notch by technical changes in the food
stamp schedule changes that do not damage the integrity of the pro-
gram, But failing that, I must say in all candor, I prefer the small
risk of a notch disincentive to the risk of millions of needy persons be-
in% deprived of food assistance.

t is for that reason I am disturbed by the revised food stamp sched-
ules submitted to your committee by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, They appear on pages 46 through 58 of the com-
mittee’s June publication, “The Family Assistance Act as Revised
and Resubmitted.”

A close look at those tables, Mr. Chairman, reveals that all earned
income would now be counted for purposes of calculating a faraily’s
food stamp purchase price and bonus stamps, Under the present sys-
tem for calculating income, a recipient is allowed certain mandatory
deductions, and $360 of exempt income, to arrive at a net income for
purposes of food stamps.

Under FAP we were originally told there would be $60 a month
or $720 a year of exempt income that a family could receive with-
out losing full benefits under the food stamp program. But, as I
read thess HEW charts, they indicate that any earned income at
all would mean an immediate rise in the cost of food stamps to that
recipient, and an immediate reduction to him in the value of the
bonus stamps.

Mr. Chairman, that would work a particular hardship on those
aged, blind and disabled persons who have some small source of
income beyond public assistance, and those AFDC mothers who do
part-time work.

For example, in New York City alone, I understand the eligibility
of 750,000 to perhaps a million persons would be affected. Nationally
the figures may run into millions of people who would have their
food stamp bonuses reduced under these new schedules that have
been submitted by HEW to the committee.

The revised schedule would not apply to all of those persons once
FAP goes into effect.

The $110 assistance benefit for single persons, for instance, puts
some of those persons beyond the food stamp program eligibility.

. But we have reason to believe, Mr, Chairman, that the administra-
tion intends to implement this new food stamp schedule shortly, per-
haps in September, although I am not certain of the exact timin
on that. Thus those persons now using the program would be penal-

44-527 0—70—pt. 3—-11
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ized for future program accommodation, and it is those who do
take the initiative to secure a little earnings who will suffer most.

As T understand it, you could not earn%Sl beyond the welfare pay-
mel:lts without losing some of your food stamp benefits under thess new

uidelines. ‘

& Now, if thisis the kind of revision the administration actually plans,
I would have to serve notice that I would oppose it as vigorously
as I could. We worked very hard in the Senate over the last year
and a half to secure adequate food stamp coverage. We passed strong
legislation in the Senate, and I could not permit any weakening of
that food stamp program anything that would set back the. day when
we put an end to hunger in the United States. That seems to me
to be the first order of business, :

Family assistance must he used as a means to make sure that people
are adequately nourished, not as a means to deprive them of nutrition
to satisfy some mathematical formulation, , ’

Let me speak for a moment directly to the issue of the notch fpmblem
and work. I do not believe that many Americans want a ree ride
on the dole, Welfare, with all the stigma attached to it, is not a
very attractive alternative to self-support through work. Most people
do not choose to be maintained by. welfare unless they have no other
reasonable choice, ‘ : C

The notch problem is not new. There have always been points at
which earned income in some amount would mean the end or sharp
reduction in welfare and in-kind benefits. People do not réject earned
income and accept public assistance. For most poor people the welfare
categories established by law do not permit the able-bodied that choice.
For the others, the oni;y work available too often does not provide
thenz1 with the kind of security they need to keep body and soul
together. s

I belisve that whether people work or do not work is more a fune-
tion of our manpower and education policies, and the general condi-
tion of the economy, than it is a function of some mathematical
formula dreamed u? by the economists. ‘ A

I believe the availability of jobs at livin wages constitutes a real
work incentive, and lack of jobs or jobs only at unfair wages are’the
real work disincentives, and that ought to De the central reality that
we keep focused on, Mr; Chairman, : SRS

The question of whether people will quit welfare to take work ‘or
quit work to take welfare has alwdys been with us, and I think the
answer the poor have always given us is that they will work when wérk
18 available, especially when that work offers real security. That is
the key; work securify is the basic need of every human béing, It is
most Important to people who have spent their lives ‘onat_héfe"dgé‘ of
Insecurity, on-the edge of hunger, of homel,essneSS,'a__nd»pdirorty;)

I heartily support real work incentives, but I oppose the kind of
work incentives that in reality only protect the idea of chieap’ labor
In our country. The real answer to encouraging poor persons in Amer-
lca to work is to build into any work requirement thé fundamental
protections that our great labor organizations have struggled sé hard
to win, namely, safe working conditions, living wages, retirement ‘and
sickness benefits, . .
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The answer to the question of how to encourage the poor to work
does not lie in how we phrase a work requirement that harasses and
humiliates the poor. But provide the jobs and the wages and I think
the. pof()‘lf will solve the notch problem or at least all but a very small
part of it.

Noxw, other Senators are offering wa{')s to meet that, problem. Senator
Nelson has proposed a program of public service employment so that
decent jobs at livable wages will be available.

Mr, Chairman, if there is any one criticism I have of the way the
administration has presented its program, and there is much that is
ggod in this program and that has been said about it, it is the apparent
implication that if we just talk enough about work incentives or write
in enough restrictions that we are going to force people to take jobs.
I donot think that isreally the problem.

The problem js to provide the jobs, to see that decent work oppor-
tunities are available, and then I think you will find that people will
leave these welfare rolls voluntarily and take responsible jobs that are
available to them. :

Within the family assistance program, Senator Harris and Senator
Ribicoff have also proposed that jobs be provided, and I believe their
efforts should be supported. Decent work opportunity is one of the
really great strides forward that we could take in this country towards
assuring the dignity of our citizens. .

I myself hope to address this problem of a sense of security, at least
in part, with an interim amendment I have offered to enable welfare
recipients to move more easily from public assistance to employment
and back to public assistance when that is necessary. )

“As I have followed the proceedings before this committee, I could
not help being reminded o?the welfare debates that have taken 1place
since I have been in Coongress, You will remember them as well. In
1956, we voted for the first Social Service amendments as a solution to
the welfare problem. In 1962, we voted again for service amendments.
In 1967, I recall very vividly the ‘work requirements tied to the work
incentive program and the provisions for finding deserting fathers.
Each time the debates have been the same and so have been the results—
rising welfare rolls and costs. Each time the hope that we will turn
w,el?a;‘e récipients intg earners and taxpayers proves hollow. If I am
skeptical that the administration’s Family Assistance proposal will
solve our problems, it is because all the proposals of the least 15 years
have made the same claim, and for mechanisms very similar to what
we.are asked to vote on this year. .

‘here are rea)ly thréo central issues in this year’s debate: How we
wil,l‘tﬁgaﬁa w,qu, how much money we will spend on the program, and
who i$ going to administer whatever program emerges.

¢t me make o few.inore comments about the work question.

As I'said, T have no quarrel with work incentives. I believe welfare
-~ programs should be designed to encourage people to take jobs. I have
no quarrel with providing training and day care for those who are
able to work. I~gp”‘ have serious quarrel with the idea of ugi.ng our
.public assistance program to institutionalize low wages, to institu-

loiglize unsafe ‘working conditions, 'to institutionalize bad labor
‘practices. Té'do that is to freeze the poor into permanent welfare

status with no hope of being released from its terrible dependency.

Let me expand on this just a bit.
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In 1969 there were nearly 5 million poor families; 8.2 million
of those families had one, two, three or even more wage earners, and
yet they were poor. Even Secretary Richardson tells us that 39 percent
of our poor families were headed by & fully employed worker whose
earnings were, nevertheless, less than a poverty wage.

Just last week a small news story held that half a million Federal
employees earned wages below the poverty line,

iven these facts, I find it difficult to understand why the Congress
should make it legal, and virtually inevitable that millions of Ameri-
can households be supported through a system of welfare payments
rather than through a system of adequate wages.

If we had adequate wages and a mechanism to compensate for
family size, that is a children’s allowance, we would have no working
poor.

That brings us to the matter of what is an appropriate referral for
work. I believe it is sound to require that job referrals be mandatory
only at the higher of either the prevailing wages for such work in an
area, or the Federal minimum wage.

Senator Harris has made such a proposal and I intend to support it.

At the same time, if we took the single step of raising the minimum
wa%e to $2 an hour, a full-time worker would then earn $4,100 a year.
At least one estimate, and I believe it is conservative, indicates that
this would result in better than a half-billion dollar saving in pay-
ments, welfare payments, to the working poor.

But it is not just the dollar amount that is at stake. Other protec-
tions have been built into our labor system to protect workers from
exploitation. Specifically, recipients of unemployment insurance have
been granted a variety of safeguards which I would find it unaccepta-
ble to omit. But at the very least, we must restore that language guar-
anteeing that referrals would be made only to suitable work or
trainmg’. _

. Mr. Chairman, I am at a loss to understand why that was eliminated
in the House, that phrase that if we are going to build in work re-

uirements, they be limited to suitable work? Why institutionalize
these bad labor practices that we ought to be trying to eliminate from
our society ? ‘

There are now many individuals who fall between the cracks in our
public assistance-labor market system. There are partially disabled
adults who do not qualify for public assistance and cannot get or
hold jobs. There are men and women in their sixties, not yet old
enough to qualify for Social Security or Old Age Assistance, living
in areas where the only income available is from stoop labor in the
hot sun, work for whicg they are really not physically able. There are
individuals too blind to get jobs and not blind enough for public
assistance standards. It is these who will be exploited if we do not
write employment protections into the Familﬁ Assistance program,
and it is their children who will suffer with them. L

It is not enough to recognize that there are unpleasant jobs in any
society. Of course there are, and somebody has to fill those jobs. But
we must also recognize that in ome parts of the country public as-
sistance would be denied to mothers who refused to work for 60 hours
& week as a domestic help while their children are said to be in ade-
quate day care if an older neighbor child looks after them.
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It is likewise true that in some parts of this country men with
brown lun§, for whom return to the textile mills or coal mines would
prove fatal, would be denied assitance if such jobs existed.

There are places in this country where assistance is now, and would
in the future, be denied to everyons when a fruit or vegetable crop
was due for harvest. There are migrant and mining camps in this
country in which conditions are admittedly substandard in such basic
areas as housing, sanitation, and water supplies. Those jobs—mining,
manufacturing, harvesting—may indeed be required by society. But
if that is true, then those jobs should be performed when workers are
involved only if their rights are protected, rights to work and live in
physical safety with reasonable standards of labor and working con-
ditions provided.

Mr. Chairman, liberals have been charged with wanting to increase
the amount of money in family assistance to an unreasonable level.
But I do not think that is really the problem here. I fully appreciate
the inflationary pressures in our economy and the need to keep a lid on
Federal expenditures, and it is the reason I voted against some pro-
posals that we have dealt with in recent months that I think contribute
nothing to our national security but do add in a very painful way to
inflationary pressures. But what I cannot understand is why the real
human needs of our people, the things that ought to come first, health,
education, and welfare, why those are sacrificed to inflationary pres-
sures rather than some other less important programs,

Be that as it may, I believe there is some money within the limits
of this year’s budget which can and should be applied to improving
family assistance.

For instance, I understand that HEW now estimates it would not
implement family assistance before July of 1972 or even later. Why
then could not money earmarked for startup costs in 1971 be used to
restore State benefits for intact families with an unemployed parent
present, or to create actual jobs, or to expand day care opportunities
more rapidly? .

Another improvement that will not cost more money this year or
next, but which would insure the ultimate success of the system, would
be built-in steps to raise the basic payment to the Federal poverty line
by 1976 or steps toward higher Federal payments, but reduced State
burdens over a period of time. Simply put, tﬁis is not a question of how
to use available money in the first year of the program, but a commit-
ment to a better program in the future.

Now, the last issue I want to mention is the administration of the
program. It often seems to me that we operate our welfare programs
on a principle of reverse reS{)onsibilil;y. We have given the most sig-
nificant discretionary controls in welfare to that level of government
which contributed the least to its financial support.

Under .\FDC, local governments exercised most control and yet
Egld only about 10 percent of the cost. States controlled the rest and
bore about 30 percent of the cost. And Washil(llgion picked up the bill
issued regulations and gave advice, but really did ver
actual control of the programs.

Now there was once good reason for this, Mr, Chairman, Originally
Federal programs were simply adjuncts to State efforts. But with the
introduction of the family assistance program and an expressed com-

y little by way of
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mitment to a single national uniform program, I believe there is good
reason to correct this imbalance. If the Federal Government is paying
the bill, then thé Federal Government should have the most to say
about how the program is run ; and we ought to move now to makesiire
that this is so. If we permit the program to be turned over to the States
lock, stock, and barrel from the beginning, it is not going to be easy 3 or
5 years henca to get the program back under Federal direction. For this
reason I am offering amendments to eliminate the option for full State
operation of the program as well as the third-level option of ¢ounty-
level administration. As long as States continug to share the financial
burden of the program then shared Federal and State adniinistration
makes some sense. But county control makes no sense at all. Full Fed-
eral administration makes the most sense because only through unitary
control will State-by-State variations be eliminated. I think Federal
administration is necessary from another perspective, as well, There
has been much talk in recent weeks of national standards as though
standards would of themselves insure national uniformity.

While it is true that national standards are important and neces-
sary, standards alone are not enough. Without Federal administration
it will still be possible, within broadly set limits; for States and
localities to exercise discretion in the operation of the programs. -

Let me say, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that the time has come
for reform of these welfare programs, of the inadequate, the inefficient,
demeanding system of public assistance. - - S

The administration has very definitely proposed an improved pro-
gram, and we have the opportunity here in the Congress -to further
improve on it. - - : ' R

hope we will all have an opportunity to vote on a final measure
which 1ncludes the improvements I have outlined today and that other
Senators are vigorously pursuing, - : : Coa

I hope we will not face the choice of voting for a measure that-does
not include these improvements; that does not truly reform the pres-
ent program, because I do not believe that kind of measure merits-our
enthusiasi and support. - ' R

- ‘Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that statement took as long as it did,’but
there were points there that I have not had a chance to make béfore
this committes and I did want to get them into the record. '

- The Crammax. Senator, I think I agree with your objective, Gen-
erally speaking, I think we are trying to.do pretty much the same
thing, although we might differ on how we. are trying to do it. -

From gour-statementr, I take it that you would propose that a
woman should be permitted to decline to do domestic work and still
draw the full amount under these welfare programs. "

- Senator McGovern, ‘Well; no, I would not:go that far, Mr. Chair-
man, What I said is that if you are going to build in a work require-
ment it should be at wages thaf represent either the Federal minimum
or at the upper end of the accepted wage scale for that type of work
in that ared, and.that there be Rrotectxons Igovejming-‘ the conditions
and hours of employment. In other words, I am trying to suggest to
the committee that some kind of language should-be worked out, per-
haps I have not hit on the right formula, that- would build work iricen-
tives into the-program but not permit local* employers: to.exploit
that situation by requiring people to take jobs at an unfair wage level.



1439

There ought to be some provision written into the program that
would protect that mother or that person against exploitation at the
penalty of losing any of her welfare payment or losing her chance for
employment. . .

/The CrARMAN. It gives me no problem at all to agree that a person
who goes to work doing something ought to be making a lot more,
making more than they are going to make if they stay on welfare.

I.sponsored that proposal in 1967—and I wish they could have
gotten more—which said they could keep the first $30 they make plus
a third thereafter. o

Senator McGovern. I think the principle issound.

The Crarman. I would like to have it more than that, perhaps let
them .keep the first $50 plus 70 percent thereafter.

Senavor McGovern, I agree with that.

The Cramyan. That appeals to me, that in no sense should a per-
son be worse off, If he works, he ought to be better off, I think we can
agreson that.

Senator McGovern. Yes.

‘The CrammMan. It does give me a problem when we are looking at
the area where an employer expects and receives a lot of good solid
work for that minimum wage and, after all, that is about the basis
upon which we fix a minimum wage——

. Senator McGovern, Yes, .

The Crarman. That is expected to be what we are paying for some
fellow who is rea]l{. out there heaving and doing a hard day’s work,
let’s say at a sawmill. e

And I have some doubt that we ought to try to guarantee a minimum
wage to. a person who is not working. Somebody ought to put him to
work doing something. I personally have difficulty %uying.the argu-
ment that we ought to guarantee that man & minimum wage when he
is actually doin nothinEi , ,

_Senator McGovern., Mr. Chairman, either that or some provision
to protect him by reference to hours and to the total condition. I cited
the example of & mother of small children who in some areas of the
country could be required, if the language stays as it is, to take a job
maybe where she would work for 60 hours a week as a domestic, and
the only ¢hance she would have of anyone to-look after her children
might he a neighbor’s girl or something, an older child in-the neigh-
borhood. I think there ought to be some leeway written into this pro-
gram to protect people against exploited conditions of that kind.

That is all I am saying, and I am not wedded to the particular lan-
guage I have suggested here but I like that phrase “suitable work”
that was in the or,l%ina,l roposal. . S

. I think it is too bad that the House struck that out. I wish this com-
mittee would give some thought to putting it back in. I would not be
pressing this so hard if we could get that phrase back in: That when
you require a person to.take an available job at least that it be “suit-
able” work, in the context of our unemployment insurance history. -

The. CuairmMan. Here is the House language, though, It seeks to
describe. what the House would regard as suitable. The wages, hours
or other terms or conditions of work offered must not be contrary to or
less than those prescribed by Federal, State or local law or substan-

4
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tially less favorable to the individual than those prevailing for sim-
ilar work in the locality. Now that seems fairly reasonable to me.

How does that sound to you? .

Senator McGovern. Well, Mr. Chairman, what it does, it strikes out
accepted practice that has been built into such programs as unemploy-
ment insurance. I am not saying everybody has got to have an air-
conditioned office to work in but I think that in striking out the (i)ro-
tections embodied in the phrase “suitable work,” we have opened up
this program to the possibility that people could be exploited under
the work requirements in accepting work that permits unscrupulous
employers to take advantage of that requirement.

he CHAIRMAN. We are faced with this thing, though, that some-
body has to do this work. You have referred to stoop labor, a person
;vlltlo lllmas to stoop over to harvest, let’s say, tomatoes, cucumbers, things
ike that.

Senator McGovern. Yes.

The CarMaN. Somebody has to do it.

Now, if you are not going to ask a welfare client to do it, you are
going to have to ask somebody who is paying taxes to support that
welfare client to do it. How would you handle it$

Who is going to do it ¢

Senator McGovern. It is not just the concept of requiring a welfare
recipient to do it; it involves both the kind of welfare recipients, and
the conditions of employment. If you write in a blanket requirement
here without reference to age or health or the condition of the worker
}y;ou could have a situation where you are requiring people who are

andicapped, who are aged, who are not quite old enough to qualif
for old age assistance, to do that kind of work or else lose their wel-
fare protection.

They may not be physically qualified to do it.

he CuatrMaN. I af one time had the experience of a crew in the
Navy, Senator McGovern, where I got one castoff from everybody
else’s ship, Everybody of course, gave me the fellow that he most
preferred to get rid of in his crew. I had difficulty getting some of .
these fellows to do the work so sometimes out of & sense of frustra-
tion I would throw on a pair of dungarees and do it myself and have
them sit there and watch me do it.

There was another officer, called Cookie Johnson, who couldn’t get
a cook for his crew, so he was the cook for his crew. Somebody ought
to be willing to turn to and do that painting or swab up the place or..
do what needs to be done before he asks a fellow who is paying for it
to do it for him, it would seem to me.

Senator McGovern. I agree, Mr. Chairman. But wouldn’t you agree
with me that there are frequently in these migratory situations, stoop
labor situations, shocking conditions of housing, of sanitation, or the
lack of it.? These are conditions that no person ought to be asked to
tolerate. I think we ought to be careful about writing into Federal
law a provision that would permit those conditions to 0 uncorrected
because 3 force Peop]e to take that kind of work or else lose protec-
tion under the welfare program.

That is all I am saying. Of course somebody has to do that kind of
work but let’s not use the welfare program to institutionalize unfair,
and unsanitary, and unsafe working conditions. :
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The CuairmaN. Well, Senator McGovern, I am in favor of trying
to upgrade all this migrant labor that you are talking about, tryin
to pay thoss people better, a lot better, and I think this bill shoul
help them. If not, somebody should offer an amendment so that we
try to provide that every person working is working under conditions
that would be regarded as humane or desirable or at least not unde-
sirable such as you are thinking of.

But having tried to upgrade these low paid jobs to the greatest
extent that we can, how can we very well say that we expect some-
body who is not being helped by society to work to do that work for
the benefit of somebody who is being helped by society?

Senator McGoverN. I do not think you do make that requirement.
There is no way you can force people to work.

What I am concerned about is that you take the pressure off the
employer to improve conditions if you build requirements into the
welfare program that strip people off those welfare rolls at the penalty
of starvation—unless they take whatever is offered to them in the
way of work. I think you release one of the pressure points toward
better working conditions if you are not very careful about how you
draft this wox{i requirement into our welfare program.

Now, admittedly it is very tough. I see the chairman smiling, and
I know it is tough to draft language, but this commiittee has a lot
of wise men on it and I think it is possible to work out language
that would accomplish what you want to do in terms of work incentives
without taking the pressure off in these areas where work conditions
need to be improved. They need to be improved by people who have
enough independence, with some protection from the welfare program,
so that they are not forced at the penalty of starvation to take what-
ever isavailable. ‘

ThatisallTamsa mF

The CuairmMaN. Well, I am just trying to find the kind of standard
that we should be trying to move toward. I have not been in a city,
yet where I have not seen demonstrated the need for getting a waiter,
a dishwasher, someone to work in a restaurant.

There is need for that kind of help all over the whole country.
I have done a lot of dishwashing, I still do some dishwashing. I
sort of like it, I think it is good for you.

I have mopped a lot of floors and I can still move a broom around.
Do you find anything wrong about that kind of work?

Senator McGovern. No, I do not.

The CrairMAN, Because it seems to me that we ought to ask people
to take those kind of jobs that are available in every communiti in
America before we ask their neighbors to pay taxes to support them
without workin%. '

Now if the job does not pay enough, I think we ought to add some-
thing to it. But I do think that we ought to ask them to take the job
rather than live entirely on the taxpayer.

Senator McGovern. That is correct.

. Let me pose a hypothetical situation. I am in favor of dishwash-
ing and floor mopging and all those things.

he CuamrMaN. You would do it, too, if you cannot get somebody
to do it for you.

Senator McGoverN. Yes, I have done a little of that.
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What I am suggesting to the chairman is that you may have a situa-
tion where a restaurant does need a dishwasher and there is a mother
with five or six children who is suffering from physical impairment
of some kind that makes it difficult for her to do that. Maybe-it is
hard for her to find someone to look after the children or maybe she
has some other handicap. Ma{be there are conditions associated with
the job that make it hard for her to do that except in jeopardy to her-
self. I just think you have to be careful how you draft thess work
requirements so that you take care of situation like that and not force
that mother to give up her welfare payments or take a job that in the
long run would do more harm than good. ~ . -

o CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this: Under your amendment, the
food stamps would be added on the full Family Assistance payment
without any contribution of the family. If you are going to do this
why wouldn’t it be just as well to simply increase the amount of cash
payment and not bother with the stamp process? R

enator McGovern. It would be fine with me, sir, If you could get
that payment up equal to that, I think cash is as good or better than
food stamps anytime, B . :

The CrairmMaN. In other words, it would be all right with you just
to goahead and provide the cash instead. S 2

rankly, I find myself thinking, in trying to provide for the needs.
of people, that it might be well to add the money we spend on ¢com-
modities or food stamps would be to the amount available to the pro-
gram and pass it out simply in cash.- o o

Senator McGovern. 1 have no quarrel with that. Once this cash
payment comes up to a level where people can meet thé reasonable
needs of their families, I would lose any further interest in the food
stamp program. : L

The Cuammman. If they have enough cash most of that, at least a
great deal, will be spent on food. l : o :

Senator McGovern. That is right. S

The CHaRMAN. Presumably 1f they have enough cash to provide
for their food needs they will spend for féod what they need on food.

Senator McGoverN. Yes. i

Actually; the poor people do a better job of stretching their dollar
than the more comfortable income families do. ' :

They do a ‘much better job. Even in terms of what they buy for
food, they will buy dollar for dollar more nutritious foods than a rich
person would. ' -

The CHArRMAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Anderson. '

Senator Williams. ' ‘ S

Senator WirLiayms. Senator, you have made some interestin%' su'ﬁ;
gestions here to the committee, and they will most certainly’
considered. e

I notice that in presenting these recommendations you  also “ex-
pressed concern over the adverse e¢ffect -that inflation has had on
the working poor and those on poverty and so forth. A suggestion
has been msade to our ¢ommittee: that in order to offset the inflation,
the danger of inflation, we include with this bill révenue producing
measires which would finance it. SRR
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I notice that your food stamp bill would add a billion and & half
estimate to the cost, and we recognize the merit that that has—but
if the committee decided to do that, finance some of this, what recom-
mendation would you have for that?

-Senator McGovern. Actually, Senator, my own estimate of the cost
of the food stamp amendment, is that 1t would not appreciably in-
crease the cost beyond the amounts that the administration now plans
on spending for stamps. This is because the minimum income level
of most participants would be raised to $1,600 by Family Assistance.
+ I would not have any quarrel with financing mechanisms, Senator.
If in order to keep our outgo in balance with revenues we need to
increase the taxes, I would support that, ,

I would prefer to see us adopt that principle when we go to war
as a.means of financing increased wartime costs. I think that in the
same: sense that we ask young men in time of war to make special
sacrifices, if necessary to give their lives, we ought to call on all of
our: citizens to make some sacrifice in the form of wartime taxes.

The Senator will recall I came before this committee a couple of
years ago and urged such a tax, a wartime excess profits tax, thinkin
that. was a more just way to finance these increased budget costs.
think it makes more sense than arguing that when we add a few mil-
lion dollars to welfare purposes that that is the time to call for
special  taxes. o :

But, recognizing this is an imperfect world and we do not always
get the kind of tax structure we would like, if it is necessary in order
to take care of the welfare and food needs of the American people
that we increase taxes, I would support increased taxes for that .
purpose. . ,

Senator WirLiams, Well, I appreciate that suggestion and I am
~one,who agrees with you in times of war the first step we should

take would be some method of helping to finance it.

Senator McGoverN. Yes. :

.Senator WirLiams. And I was rather critical of the failure of the
Congress and the administration when the Vietnam war broke out
not to do it.

Senator McGovern. Well, the Senator was absolutely right on that
and I support his position. ) . ,

Senator WiLLiams, I pointed out in the Korean war, and World
War IT those steps- were taken and, as you will recall, it was only after
the President, President Johnson, was unable to get anyone in his own
party to introduce his bill that I introduced the administration’s bill
to raise taxes for him because I thought we needed to do it in order to
control inflation. I was glad to do it even though I finally persuaded
one member of his party to join asa cosgonsor to help get that through.

Now the war is over and that is behind us.

Senator McGovern. I would not say that.

Senator WirLiams, Wehopeitisso. = L.

At least T am not willing to recognize it i3 going to be continuing,
and what form of taxes would you suggest now{ It has been suggest
that-the restoratjon of the 5-percent surcharge across the board for
corporations and individuals would just about meet the cost of this
bill, but maybe it would take 6 percent with your amendment, Do we
have any other——
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Senator McGovern. I am not dgoingr to let the Senator have it both
ways. If the war is over that reduces the budget by $26 billion and I
wm:;ld see no need for a tax increase if we are going to save $26 billion
next year. :

Senator Wirriams. I do not, either. And I do not think that either
one of us is going to. We may kid some of our constituents but we are
not going to kid ourselves individually that we are going to save $26
billion next year because until you get the men home and discharged
you don’t stop that payroll.

We had at the close of last year a deficit of $13 billion and it is
estimated that next year it will be about $20 billion, and I wondered
if you had any specific recommendation. We do have to get down
to specifics as to how we could finance some of this to avoid the infla-
tionary danger.

L I k]I:IOW you have been concerned about this over the years and so
ave I,

Senator McGovErN. Yes. ) o

Senator Wirrrams. It would be easy for me particularly to pass this
over because I won't be here next year. But I think we should meet
this because our committee or any committee when we find a meritori-
ous prorosal that will cost $1 billion or $10 billion, whatever it is, if
it is really meritorious, I am willing to vote for the taxes to finance it.
I know it has been your principle, and I am just asking for guidance
if you have any in that direction at this time. .

enator McGovern. Well, I would not want to make any specific
recomutendations on new taxes. I honestly believe that if we could do
a better job of selecting our national priorities—I hate to use that
overworked phrase but that really is the nub of the problem—if we
could follow the sug%lestion of the distinguished Republican whip
Senator Griffin, the other day and delay the SST, if we could curtail
the war costs, cut back on some of these other military operations that
I think really contribute very little to our national security but con-
tribute a pi']reat deal to inflation, I say to the Senator in all seriousness,
I do not think any tax increase would be necessary, and that is why 1
have not really focused on that part of the problem.

All T am saying to him is if these efforts fail to eliminate some of the
costs in our budget, and we continue on a very high level of spending,
I would be prepared to support increased taxes rather than to see these
deficits continue because I am very disturbed about it.

I suppose just a straight increase in the income tax would be the best
way to deal with it.

enator Wirriams. Well, I won’t pursue this further. We are con-
fronted with the situation we so often meet in this committee. I notice
the recommendations which certainly have a lot of merit for spendin
are rather affirmative and I could not help notice there are big ifs—i
we can avoid taxes, if this happens or that happens. But the fact is that
there is only one or two ways to bring our budget in line. One is to
reduce spending and the other is to raize taxes.

Senator McGovern. Yes.

Senator Wirirams. I for one have always felt that if I advocatein-
creased spending in an area, I should be willing to recommend taxes as
a method of financing along with it. I think every committee has a
responsibility to advocate it, and I think it is a proper question to ask
those who are recommending that we increase spending, that they also
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recommend revenue for these. And when I go back home and other
members go back home we can tell our constituents what we gave them
and we can also tell them what it cost them at the same time. I think it
is a responsibility in fairness that all members of Congress have to
their constituents.

Senator McGovern. Let me just say before the Senator leaves that
point that the amendments I have suggested here, for the most part,
are designed to improve the administration of the program, with the
exception of the food stamp amendment, which would cost some addi-
tional money. . .

The others are largely administrative changes that I do not think
would add materially to the cost of the program.

Senator WiLLiams, I think that is correct, yes.

The food stamp plan, and I was not saying this critically of the food
stamp plan—

Senator McGovern. No, I understand. ) .

Senator Wirriams. The food stamp plan did have an estimate of
a billion and a half, and a billion and a half is money that must come
in some form from the taxpayers. Mathematically it figures out about
each billion dollars represents about a 1-percent increase in the tax
burden, corporate, individual, across the board, each time we add a
billion dollars, we are talking of just about a 1-percent increase in
taxes, That is what I was trying to bring out.

The Cuairman. Senator Jordan.

Senator JorpaN. Mr. Chairman, I just have two questions. Senator,
on page 7 I quote from your statement : )

If we took the single step of ralsing the minimum wage to $2 per hour, a
full time worker would earn $4,100, At least one estimate, and I believe it fs
conservative, indicates that this would result in better than a half billton dollar
saving in payments to the working poor.

Now, on the face of it that sounds like a good way to reduce the
welfare load. Following that line of reasoning, how much savings
in payments to the working poor might be realized, say, if we in-
‘ crgased the minimum wage to $3 an hour, and would you recommend
it

Senator McGovern. No, I would not.

I think that that would place too heavy a burden on the employer,
and it would also go far above the poverty level which seems to me
to be beyond our social responsibility. I think $2 in the light of the
present situation of our economy would not be an unreasonable mini-
mum waEe.

I frankly do not know how families get by on much less than that.
. Senator JorpaNn. On page 8 of your statement you suggest that
in the interim before the family assistance plan is fully implemented
that the start up fund might be used for several items, including to
create actual jobs,

Now, if you had Federal appropriations for that purpose, how
would lyou go about creating the actual jobs with Federal money?
. Would you hire two janitors for one who was necessary to do the
job? What do you have in mind, Senator ¢ ’

Senator McGovern. Well, T was really thinking, Senator, about
the kinds of proposals that Senator Ribicoff and Senator Harris
and I believe Senator Nelson, have made with reference to public
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service employment of various kinds., That includes both outdoor
work in the parks, and in the cities, in hospitals, in various:public
service types of programs that I think are urgently needed.

I am not just talking about make-work jobs but really desperately
needed public services for which people would apply if the jobs were
available.

Senator Jorvan. I am inclined to agree with you that there is a
great need for more public service jobs and in improving the environ-
ment ‘and doing some of the things that are so desperately needed to
be done, and I wanted to draw you out on that because I think you
struck a very proper point. ” a

I have no mors questions,

The CuairmaN. Senator Hansen. - : S

Senator HanseN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I regret I
was & little late and did not get to hear the full observations made by
the distinguished Senator from South Dakota. I would like to ask,
taking your testimony, Senator, that only 8 million people presently
participate in the food stamp program, and the inference I draw from
your statement is that more should be includéd. How many—if I am
right in my assamption—how many would you think ought to be
included? ' o

Senator McGovern, Well, Senator, as near as we could estimate in
the studies our committee conducted, reinforced by a good many in-
vestigations in the executive branch, including the Public Hedlth
Service, there aré probably 14 to 15 million people who ought to be
participating in the food stamp program right now. There are prob-
ably up to 25 million people who would need some partial help under
the food stamp program. But at a very minimum, I would say:that
this family assistance program, the administration proposal, which I
generally favor, would be greatly strengthened if the food stamp pro-
vision of it were written in such a way that we could increase the num-
ber of participants to 10-15 million. I think that would bs a reasonable
goal to shoot at. It would not cover everybody, but it would be a long
steg forward., ‘ '

enator HanseNn. To go to 10 million. : :

Senator McGoverN. Yes. You would take most of the really acute
cases if you got up t6 10 or 15 million people.. ' ‘

Senator Hansex. Have you made any projections on the basis of
that figure as to the added cost this overall program would represent ¢

Senator McGoverN. We could reach 10 million food stamp recipi-
ents for about $2 billion total on the food stamp program. If we go to
14tinillion, we will probably be talking closer to $214 billion Federal
outlays. ‘ ‘ % - S
- -Senator Hansen. May I refer back to page 7 of your testimox(iiy and
llagriue? just a little further the questions raised by Senator Jordon of

aho ‘ - ' o e

‘T understand from your testimony that you would look with favor
upon raising the minimum wage in this counitry, the Federal minimum
wage, to $2 per hour but you would not beliéve that it 'could be raised
to $3.

" Senator McGoverN. No, I think that is otit of an

y reasonable ﬁdpq of
achievement and I could not recommend that. o
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Senator Hansen. Would I be correct if I were to infer that what we
are talking about here are ways in which we might augment or add to
the wages and salaries that could be earned by people below the pover-
ty level in such a way as not substantially to upset the rest of the
economy,

Is that what this statement implies ¢

Senator McGoverN. Yes, I think so.

Senator HanseN. What you are saying then, in other words, is if
we would raise the minimum wage to $3, we would bring about other
dislocations which could have effects which could be counter-
productive.

Senator McGoverN. That is correct.

Senator HanseN. Mr. Moynihan had observed some time ago, as
I recall, that the present minimum wage laws were a deterrent to
getting presently unemployed peoFle in many instances in jobs. I
think his thesis was that those with few talents, with few merchantable
skills, were the hardest to employ, they were the least productive of
all. persons who could be employed, and that any raising of the
minmum wage law would hurt in the long run rather than to help
those we most desired to see employed. : :

His feeling, if I could try to paraphrase what I think he was saying,
was that the first step that needs to be taken in moving a person from
welfare into productive effort is to get him a job and if he can make
that first step by getting a job even though it may not be at wages in
gross amount enough to satisfy all of his needs, all of his require-
ments, still it is a very important step. But the only way we can expect
an: employer to put anyone, unless there are other incentives, other
inducements offered by (Government through the subsidization of
wages, although he did not dwell on that point, but he did say the
only way we can expect an employer to seek out a person out of work
and to employ him is in the reasonable expectation that that person
will be able to contribute a little bit more, certainly not less, than what
it costs the employer to hire him. Does that observation on Mr.
Moynihan’s part hold together for you?

Senator McGovern. Let me say to the Senator, I think within
certain limits that theory is sound, and that is why I would back away
from the $3 minimum. But. the evidence of the last quarter of a
century is pretty strong the other way. The Senator will recall that
every time we have had an increase in the minimum wage the fear
has been expressed that it would actually result in a loss of the total
number of jobs in the economy. But it has never worked out that way
in pradtice. : . . . 4 ,

What has happened apparently is that as we have raised the mini-
mum wage it puts mors money into circulation and even the employer
benefits from that. He benefits from the general rise in the economy.
So that while within certain limits what the Senator has said and
what Mr. Moynihan has said is true, I think that modest increases in
the minimum wage level, particularly with the cost of living increas-
ing, is not only inevitable but desirable. = . .

%enator Bennerr. Will the Senator yield ¢

-%)on’t %rou think that over the years that has also contributed to the
inflation , ,
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Senator McGoverN. Yes, I think it probably has. I think that it is
one of the factors that is responsible in our economy for the gradually
rising level in the cost of living that has been built into the economy
over a great many years.

I do not know what can be done about it because unless you were
to control all other factors it would certainly be discriminatory to
single out wages as the factor that you are going to control, You
would have to, 1t seems to me——

Senator BENNETT. I did not suggest control.

Senator McGovern. No, - understand that.

1 dS'gnator Bennerr. And I do not want that twisted to indicate that
l .

Senator McGovern. I was using “you” in a very impersonal sense.
But neither the Senator nor I would advocate wage controls unless
there were controls on other factors in the economy.

That isall I wassaying.

Senator BeNnerT. May I continue for just a minute? It seems to me
the basic problem here is not wage control but a relation of wages
to productivity.

enator McGovern. Yes.

Senator BENNETT. And when you raise minimum wages and that
becomes the base for raising all other levels of wages which always
respond to the minimum wage base, and you do it without relation to
the increase in productivity, then you have an inflationary force that
even wage controls or price controls or a combination cannot contain.

Senator McGovern, Well, I will say to the Senator, you have the
same factors working when industry raises prices without delivering
- more to the consumer.

Senator BENNETT. I agree with you but——

: _Senator McGovern. So I don’t think you can just single out one
side of the economy and say we are going to work on that. Unless you

can comse up with a formula or unless we can come up with a formula

that would deal with those built-in inflationary factors all across the

board, it would be very unfair to single out the labor market.

Senator BeNnerr, Well, since labor is the basic ingredient in all
goods and services, I think it must bear its share of the responsibility

or inflation. ‘

T am not saying it is the only element. But to talk now about raising
the minimum wage from $1.60 to $2, that is a continuation of the proc-
ess which since the 1930’s has seen continual rises in the minimum
wage, without realizing that it has its affect on inflation, which, in
turn, while raising the minimum wage, in my opinion, has not re-
duced the total number of jobs because we have an expanding econ-
omy. I think if you could measure it, you would find that it has re-
duced the potential number of jobs because we also have an expanding
number of people in the economy who are unemployable.

That is the comment that I wanted to make.

Thank you, Senator.

Senator HANsEN. I thank the Senator for making the observa-
tion that he did. I was going to make a somewhat similar one to point
out that there are many factors at work and normally pouring water
on & fire will lower the temperature but if the house is on fire, you
may see an escalation of temperatures despite the fact that you (iump
a bucket of water on it.
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Let me say to my 1good friend that I made the observation and
raised the question as 1 did about Mr. Moynihan in perfect good faith.
I happen to have been a Republican Governor who recommended
increasing the minimum wage in Wyoming,

I.called for it, I fought for it, and I signed the bill into law, so
T am openminded about that. But I could not help feeling that there
was something to the thesis that Mr, Moynihan put forward, and that
it seems to me that one of the real difficulties we have in trying to
break out of this welfare syndrome that more and more people are
caught in is to hg}}})\ them, if we can, make that first step when they
get the first job., That is the extremely difficult one and, as a conse-

uence, I was impressed with what Mr. Moynihan said, and am de-
lighted to have your observations on it.

Senator McGoverN. Senator, in that connection, I think you have
missed the statement I made earlior, that actually increasing the
minimum-wage level will help people break out of the welfare syn-
drome, and would also save the Xederal Government considerable
money. If these estimates are right—and I believe the source of that
estimate is the AFL~CIO which will be better able to comment on it
than I—a half billion dollars would be saved in payments to the work-
ing Poor if you raised the minimum wage to $2. I think in a sense it
would accomplish the ver{ purpose the Senator is concerned about.

Senator Hansen. May I say to the Senator I am not unaware of
some observations made by the AFL-CIO, but I would have to say
again, to repeat again, if you can single out in the total economy
just one of the facets that you want to look at and assume that you
can change what takes place within the context of a very selected
sample, and without affecting all the rest of the economy as well,
I would agree with you and with our friends in the AFL-CIO that
this is true. But I do not think I can agree completely with the con-
clusions reached by those in labor-management positions to say that
you can.do it quite that neatly without affecting the rest of the
economy. :

You spoke earlier about suitable work, and I share your concern.
I would be one of the first certainly to rally to the defense of any per-
son who was faced with the impossible situation, the unfair situation,
of being asked to do something that he was not physically capable of
doing at risk of going hungry.

I do not think that any person in this country deserving of the ac-
colade of citizen could subscribe to such an idea. But in some reports
that were made, as I recall, the Department of Labor certified to HEW
some 8,100 individuals who were recipients of welfare who had been
offered 1jobs; that were fully compatible in every respect with their
physical ability, with their age and with their talents, with no reason
at all insofar as the Department of Labor could discern, why these
persons, these 8.100 cases, should not take the jobs, and they were
certified to HEW and said,

We hope you will see that the appropriate applicable Federal lawé are enforced
8o that these people wiil understand they must either accept these jobs or they
will be separated from further, from all of the benefits of further welfare
participation.

Only 200 of those 8,100 so certified by Labor were actually removed
from the rolls. Does the Senator from South Dakota feel that there

44-527 0—70—pt. 3———12
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has been less than appropriate Federal application and followthrough
of the requirement written by the Congress that persons, when suit-
able work is found, should take a job or should be denied welfare?

Senator McGovern. No; I am not familiar with the situation the
Senator has just described, but as he draws it out, I would have to
agres with him that in a situation like that those persons that were
not removed may very well not have been removed for legitimate
reasons. I do not know about that particular situation.

Senator Hansen. But only 200 were removed.

Senator McGoverN. Yes.

Senator HanseN. My point was 7,900 were not removed despite the
fact that the basis of full investigation by the Department of Labor
they should have been removed. ‘ o

g;namr McGovern. I think the Senator would appreciate my re-
luctance to pass judgment on an individual case like that without
knowing all the factors. I am not suggesting that we should com-
pletely eliminate the work incentive provisions here. Co

I just say that I would be hopeful that protections could be written
into the law so that people are not exploited because of that require-
ment. It may be that in this case laws were too lenient. _

I am not able to say. I have suggested an amendment here that
makes it easier for people to move on and off the welfare rolls without
losinf their welfare status. This is one of the things that causes some
people to back away from a temporary job opportunity. The redta
of getting back on welfare is so enormous that they hestitate to take
temporary jobs, :

I have proposed here a more simplified way of moving on and off
the rolls and I think that will do a Jot toward eliminating the re-
luctance that some welfare recipients have about taking temporary
employment,. ‘ , ,

enator HanseN. Mr, Chairman, if I could make just this observa-
tion, and 1 apgreciate the fact that the Senator may not be familiar
with the specific instance I have called attention to, but rather it was
made in the context to call attention to a belief held by him that there
is a great reluctance on the part of the Federal Government—and it
does not matter which party is running the administration at a par-
ticular moment—I think there is a great reluctance, a demonstrated
reluctance, on the part of the Government, to move in and to do any-
thing about enforcing the provision that when suitable employment
is available and has been offered that it must be accepted, a person:
must-go to work or they will lose their rights. It was in that context
that I meant to call attention to this example. I have no further
questions. ‘ ' .

The CrarMaAN. Thank you very much, Senator McGovern. I appre-
ciate your testimony. : _ i

Senator McGovern. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

(Senator McGovern’s prepared statement follows:) .

PREPARED STATRMENT OF HON. GEoROE MCGOVERN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
) STATE OF SouTH DAXOTA

It 18 a special pleasure - - - me to appear before this Commiti¢e to testify on
the Administration’s Fam® Assistance Plan. The Administration’s initlative
in this aréa has opened an  portunity for all of us to participate in what can
be a truly historfc step forw. d in the fight for an adequate and dignifled pro-
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gram of public assistance in Amerlca. I know that this i{s something all of us
desire, though we may have some differences over the details. We all want to
make sure that Family Assistance is a really workable reform of the present
system, not simply another flop which disappoints Americans who support it
through their taxes and Americans who hope to improve their lives through its
benefits. - There is no question of the good intentions of the Administration in
proposing this measure. But we all know where good intentions alone may lead.
The potential significance of this legislation requires that it be given the most
searching inquiry. I know that this Committee is doing just that and I hope my
remarks here today will be of some help in that regard.

Before discussing the details of the program itself, however, I would like to
respond to what I feel have been some unnecessary and unjustified remarks
emanatipg from various quarters of the Administration. Since Family Assist-
ance passed the House of Representatives, Administration spokesmen have re-
peatedly charged that its final passage by the Congress is being obstructed by
liberals. I am frankly mystified by these charges, for, as best as I can tel), {t has
been the so-called liberals who have been consistently in the forefront of those
supporting Family Assistance, Admittedly, this support has been expressed
with reservations but the support has been there nevertheless. In fact, the Ad-
ministration’s criticism of those who basically support its effort makes one
wonder about its understanding of the legislative process and its seriousness
about enacting legislation. Let there be no doubt about this fact. Liberals want
a Public Assistance reform just as badly as its most vigorous proponents down-
town. But they want a bill that will really work. And, I for one, have serious
doubts that the Administration proposal, unless significantly modified, will
work. Let me just add, in passing, that this Committee is performing an im-
portant service to us all in exposing the discrepancies between the realities of
Family Assistance and some of the more extravagant claims that have been
made for it. Family Assistance is no panacea for the varled ills of our society.
It can be one reasonable and practical step forward, however, in the develop-
ment of a larger national income maintenance strategy.

As you know, I have been deeply interested in the poverty-related problem
of hunger and malnutrition in this country and have had the privllege of
chairing the Sepate’s Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. One
of the major efforts of the Committee has been to press for an expanded food
stamp program that will reach every hungry family until their cash resources
may become adequate. At this point in time, only some six million persons par-
ticipate in-the food stamp program. Least understandable is the fallure of
many reciplents of public assistance to participate. We believe that failure is
often due to separate administrative structures. I see the mechanism of Family
Assistance a3 a means of insuring that food stamps reach every needy family.
To that end, I have offered ah amendment to H.R. 16311—the Simplified Food
Stamp Distribution System-—to combine the administration of Family Assist-
ance and Food Stamps, This amendment, I belleve, helps fulfill President
Nixon's pledge “to put an end to hunger in America itself for all time.” It
would ensure that every public assistance family at least receives a minimum
income of $2,400; the basic $1,600 under Family Assistance and $800 from the
Food Stamp Program. The Administration has already announced its intention
of taking a step in the direction of my amendment by permitting Family Assist-
ance recipients living in Food Stamp areas to “check off” whether or not they
want to-buy stamps. This does not do anything for the assistance recipients now
dependent on unsatisfactory surplus commodity distribution programs. I see
no reason why assistance recipients in commodity counties should not also
have -the right to chetk if they desire to receive stamps. Not only would this
amendment take us farther in assuring that food assistance reaches all in
need, it would result in milllons of dollars saved through streamlined
administration, o

I know that this Cominittee has spent a considerable amount of time discuss-
ing problems of work incentives and disincentives, much of the debate center-
ing on-so-called ‘notch problems or loss of benefits that may result from in-
creased income, It has been brought out that the Food Stamp Program, when
considered along with Family Assistance, creates one of these so-called notches
F.A.P. incidentally, represents an improvement over the present arrangement.
it is po\ssillble to diminish the size of the notch by technical changes in the food
stamp schedule, changes that do not damage the integrity of the program. But,
failing that, I must say in all candor that I prefer the small risk of a notch dis-



1452

risk of millions of needy persons being deprived of food assist-
;I:xcc%x.‘t}:?st?o:‘h&ls reason that I am disturbed by the revised food stamp sched-
1 bmittéd to the Committee by the Department of Health, Education and
gvz?t::'le.m’l‘heey appear on pages 46-58 of your June publication ot ‘“The Family
Assistance Act as revised and resubmitted.” A close look at those tables reveal's
that all earned ipcome would be counted for purposes of calculating a family le
food stamp purchase price and bonus stamps, Under the present system for cal-
culating income, a recipient iz allowed certain mandatory deductions and $360
in exempt income to arrive at a net income for purposes of food stamps. Under
F.A.P, we were told there would be $60 a month, or $720 a year of exempt
income. But the HEW charts indfcate that any earned income would mean an
Immediate rise in the cost of food stamps, and an immediate reduction in the
value of bonue stamps. That would work a particular hardship on those aged,
blind and disabled persons who have some small source of income beyond pub-
lc assistance and those AFDC mothers who do part-time work, The revised
schedile would not apply to all of these persons once FAP goes into effect. The
$110 assistance benefit for single persons, for instance, puts some of those per-
sons beyond food stamp program eligibility,

But we have reason to believe that the Administration intends to implement
thelr new food stamp schedule shortly. Thus, those persons now using the pro-
gram would be penalized for future program accommodation. And it is those
who do take the initiative to secure a little fn earnings that will suffer most.
It this is the kind of revision the Administration actually plans, I will oppose
it vigorously., Family Assi{stance must be used as a means to make sure that
people are adequately nourished, not as a means to deprive them of nutrition to
satisfy mathematical gymmetry.

Let me speak, for a moment, directly to the lssue of the notch problem and
work. I do not belleve that many Americans want a free ride on the dole, Wel-
tare, with all the stigma attached to it, is not an attractive alternative to self-
support through work. Most people do not choose to be maintained by welfare
unless they have no chofce. The notch problem Is not new. There have always
been polnts at which earned income in some amount would mean the end or
sharp reduction fn welfare and in-kind benefits. People do not reject earned in-
come and accept public assistance, For most poor people the welfare categories
established by law do not permit the able-bodied that cholce, For the others, the
only work available too often does not provide them with the kind of seécurity
they need to keep body and soul together.

I belleve that whether people work or do not work i3 more a function of our
manpower and education policles, and the general condition of the economy, than
it is a function of some mathematical formula dreamed up by the economists.
I belleve the avalladbility of jobs at living wages constitute a work tncentive and
that a lack of jobs, or jobs only at slave wages, are the real work disincentives.
The question of whether people will quit welfare to take work, or quit work to
take welfare, has always been with us. The answer the poor have always given
us {8 that they will work when work is available, especially when that work offers
real security. This is the key. Security, It is a basic need of every human being.
It 1s most important to people who have spent their lives on the edge of Insecur-
ity, on the edge of hunger, of homelessness, of poverty.

I heartily support real work Incentives. I strongly oppose the kind of work
incentives that In reality only protect the idea of cheap labor in America. The
real ‘answer to encouraging poor persons in Amerlca to work is to build into any
work requirements the fundamental protections that our great labor organiza-
tlons have struggled so hard to win: safe working conditions, living wages, re-
tirement and sickness benefits. The answer to the question of how to encourage
the poor to work does not lle In how we phrase a work requirement that harrasses
and humtliates the poor. Provide the jobs, and the wages, and the poor will solve
the notch problem, Other senators are offering ways to meet this problem. Sen-
ator Nelson has proposed a program of public service employment so that decent

of security, at least in part, with an interim amendment 1 have offered to enable
welfare recipients to move more easily from public assistance to employment
and back to public assistance when that Is necessary.
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As I have followed the proceedings before this Committee, I could not help
being reminded of the welfare debates that have taken place since I have been
in Congress, You will remember them as well. In 1956, we voted for the first
Social Service Amendments as a solution to the welfare problem. In 1962, we
voted again for service amendments. In 1967, I recall very vividly the work
requirements tied to the Work Incentive Program and the provisions for finding
deserting fathers. Each time the debates have been the same and so have been
the results—rising welfare rolls and costs. Each time the hope that we will
turn welfare recipients into earners and taxpayers proves hollow. If I am
skeptical that the Administration’s Family Assistance proposal will solve our
problems, it 1s because all the proposals of the last 15 years have made the same
claim, and for mechanisms very similar to what we are asked to vote on this
year.

There are really three central issues in this year's debate: How we will treat
work, how much money we will spend, who will administer whatever program
emerges.

I want to make a few more comments about work. I have no quarrel with work
incentives; I belleve welfare programs should not be designed to discourage
people from taking jobs. I have no quarrel with providing training and day
care for those who are able to work. I do have a serious quarrel with the idea
of using our public assistance programs to institutionalize low wages, unsafe
working condltions, and poor labor practices. To do that is to freeze the poor
into permanent welfare status, with no hope of being released from its terrlble
dependency.

Let me expand on this a bit. In 1989 there were nearly five million poor
familles; 3.2 million of those families had one, two, three or even more wage
earners. Even Secretary Richardson tells us that 39% of our poor families were
headed by a fully-employed worker whose earnings were less than a poverty
wage. Just last week a small news story held that 500,000 federal employees
earned wages below the poverty line. Glven these facts I find it difficult to
understand why the Congress of the United States should make it legal and
virtually inevitable that millions of American households be supported through
a system of welfare payments rather than a system of adequate wages. If we
had adequate wages and a mechanism to compensate for fam{ly size, we would
have no working poor.

That brings us to the matter of what is an appropriate referral for work. I
believe 1t sound to require that job referrals be mandatory only at the higher
of either the prevailing wages for such work in an area, or the federal minimum
wage. Senator Harris has made such a proposal and I belfeve it deserves sup-
port. At the same time, if we took the single step of raising the minimum wage
to $2.00 per hour, a full time worker would earn $4,100. At least one estimate,
and I belfeve it conservative, indicates that this would result in better than a
half billion dollar saving in payments to the working poor.

But it is not just a dollar amount that is at stake. Other protections have
been built into our labor systein to protect workers from exploitation. Specifical-
1y, recipients of Unemployment Insurance have been granted a variety of safe-
guards which I would find it unacceptable to omit. At the very least, we must
restore that language guaranteeing that referrals would be made only to suitable
work or training.

There are now many individuals who fall between the cracks in our publlc
assistance/labor market system. There are partially disabled adults who do
not qualify for public assistance and cannot get or hold jobs. There are men
and women in their sixties not yet old enough to gualify for Social Security or
Old Age Assistance living in areas where the only income available is from
stoop labor in the hot sun—work for which they are no longer physically able.
There are individuals too blind to get jobs and not blind enough for public
assistance standards, It 18 these who will be exploited if we do not write
employment protections into FAP, And it is their children who will suffer with
them.

It is not enough to recognize that there are unpleasant jobs in any soclety.
We must also recognize that in some parts of this country public assistance
would be denled to mothers who refuse to work for 60 hours in a week as a
domestic help, while their children are sald to be in adequate day care if an
older neighbor child looks after them. It is likewise true that some parts of
thig country men with “brown lung,” for whom a return to the textile mills or
coal mines would prove fatal, would be denied assistance if such jobs existed.



1454

[There are places in this country where assistance is now, and would in the
future, be denied to everyone when a fruit or vegetable crop was due for harvest.
There are migrant and mining camps in this country in which conditions are
admittedly substandard in such baslic areas as housing, sanitation and water
supplies. Those jobs—mining, manufacturing, harvesting—may indeed be re-
quired by soclety.] But if aur soclety requires that those jobs be performed then
we must be prepared to pay the workers involved and to protect their rights
to work and live in physical safety. o
Liberals have also been charged with wanting to inc¢rease the amount uf
money in Family Assistance to an unreasonable level. 1 do not think this is an
accurate charge. I fully appreclate the inflatlonary pressures in our economy
and the need to keep a lid on federal expenditures, I do not understand why
the real human needs of our people—health, education and welfare—must al-
ways be sacrificed to those pressures rather than some other, less important
programs. Be that as it may, I belleve there is some money witbin the limits
of this year's budget which can and should be applied to improving Family
Assistance, For instance, I understand that the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare now estimates it could not implement Family -Assistance
before July of 1972 or even later. Why then could not money egrmarked for
start-up costs in 1971 be used to restore state benefits for intact families with
an unemployed parent presént, or to create actual jobs, or to expand day care
opportunities more rapidly. Another improvement that will not cost moré money
this year or next, but which would encure the ultimate success of the new sys-
tem, would be bullt-in steps to raise the basic payment to the federal poverty
line by 1975, or steps toward higher federal payments but reduced state burdens
aver time. Simply put, this is not a question of how to use avallable money
in the first year of the program, but a commitment to its future. A commitment
to make sure that Family Assistance doesn't become a dead-end for America’s

poor. , . . oo
The last critical 1ssue I want to discuss is the Adminlstration of the program.
It often seems to me that we operate our welfare programs on a principle of
reverse responsibility. Unlike other programs, we have given the most signiftcant
discretionary controls in welfare to that level of government which contributed
the least to its financial support, Under AFDC, local governments exercised
most control and paid only about 10% of the cost. States controlled the rest
and bore about 309% of the cost. Washington picked up the bill, issued regula-
tions and gave advice, but really did very little by way of controlling the
programs, . I
There was once good reason for this. Originally federal programs were simply
adfuncts to state efforts. But with the introduction of Family Assistance and
an expressed commitent to a single, nationally uniform program, I believe there
is good reason to correct this imbalance. If the federal government is paylng
the bill, then the federal goverment should have the most say: over how the
program i8 run, We should move, now, from the very outset to make sure that
this Is so. If we permit the program to be turned over to the state lock, stock
and barrel from the beginning of the program, it is not going tc be easy three
or five years hence to get the program back, For this reason, I am offering
amendments to.¢liminate the option for full state operation of the program, as
well as the third level option of county level administration. As long as states
continue to share the financlial burden of the program, then shared fedéral
and state administration makes some sense. County control makes no sense at
all, Full federal administration makes the most sense because only through
such unitary control will state by stata.variations be eliminated. . :

. Federal administration is necessary from another perspective as well. There
has been much talk In recent weeks of “national standards,” as though standards
would, of themselves, ensure national uniformity, While it is true that national
standards are important and necessary, standards alone are not enough. With-
out federal administration, it will still be possible, within broadly set limits, for
states and localities to exercise discretion in the operation of the prograras. I
have been made dramatically aware of this problem in the operation of our fed-
eral food programs, where local discretion has been used to keep eligible appli-
cants from recelving assistance, Federal administration 18 not a ¢ure-all-but it
would go & long way to morz even-handed, uniform administration of our public
assistance programs. S ) : P , o o

So, let me say in couclusion, that the time has come for reform, real reform,
of our inadequate, ineflicient, demeaning system of public assistance, The Ad-
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ministration has proposed a program. And we have the opportunity to improve
on it. I hope we will all have an opportunity to vote on a final measure which
includes the improvements that I have outlined today and that other senators
are vigorously pursuing. I hope we will not have to face the cholce of voting for
a measure that does not include those improvements, that does not truly reform
the present system, because I do not belleve that kind of measure merits our

support.

The Crairman, We will hear next from Mr. Joseph C. Wilson, who
is-chairman, and Mr. C. W. Cook, who is vice chairman, of the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, Subcommittee on Poverty and
Welfare. Mr. Wilson is chairman of the Xerox Corp. and Mr, Cook
is chairman of the board of General Foods.

We are pleased to have you gentlemen here today.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH C. WILSON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, SUBCOMMITTEE ON POVERTY AND
WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY C. W. COOK, VICE CHAIRMAN, AND
VICTOR WEINGARTEN, DIRECTOR, GOVERNOR'S STEERING
COMMITTEE

Mr. Wicson. I am Joseph C. Wilson, chairman of Xerox Corg‘., and
with me is Mr. Cook on my right, who is chairman of General Foods.
He and I served together on éov. Nelson Rockefeller’s steering com-
mittee on welfare and, as you have said, Mr. Chairman, the Committee
for Fconomic Development Subcommittee on Poverty and Public
Welfare,

Mr, Victor Weingarten, on my left, is the director of the Governor’s
steering committee and associate project director of the Committes
for Economic Develolyl)ment study. :

Mr. Cook and I will be sharing the testimony, we thank you for the
opportunity, and we will speak very briefly, both of us.

We support the President’s proposed family assistance program in
principle, and urge its enactment by the Senate.

Wae find the present system of public welfare to be demeaning, in-
efficient, inadequate, and with so many disincentives built into it that
it encourages continued dependency. It is hopelessly bad and incapable
of reform.

. Despite a substantial reduction in the number of poor, there are
still 25 million Americans who live in poverty; more than the entire
population of Canada. About 60 percent of the poor population is still
excluded from public assistance programs, and those who are included
receive benefits which are not sufficient to provide a decent living.

The Nation is at a stage in its history where it can afford to give
sérious consideration to a plan which would raise the income of all
Americans above the poverty level. The goal of extending public assist-
ance to all Americans living in want should have high priority among
the many goals being sought by this Nation.

As businessmen, we recognize the apparent economic consequences
of such a program but we also weigh them against the social and less
apparent consequences of inaction. , ,

“Insofar as the proposed FAP is concerned, we believe it is an im-
portant first step in revising the present welfare system, despite the
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weaknesses which the Senate Finance Committee has already pointed
out.

Insofar as the specific measure is concerned :

We strongly believe that any income program should contain in-
centives to work as well as cost-of-livin dglﬂ‘erentia]s. We support
the administration’s proposed work incentive, with the exception that
mandated training and/or work for mothers of young children should
not be required unless adequate care facilities, meeting Federal stand-
ards, are available.

. In addition, due attention should be paid to the mother’s own judg-
ment of where she is most needed.

We believe the provision of approximately $1,600 per year for child
care is not sufficient to provide good-quality care with an enriched
educational component, for example, like Headstart.

To institute a truly uniform national system of income maintenance,
we recommend that the Federal Government undertake a substantially
high proportion of the financing of public assistance with a phased
takeover by the Federal Government of State and local public assist-
ance costs over the next 5 years as the goal.

At the present time we support the proposed $2,400 uniform national
level of income maintenance for a family of four. We believe, how-
ever, that inasmuch as a minimum income of $2,400 for a family of
four hardly provides a subsistence level of income, a priority claim -
against future available Federal funds should be invoked to raise
total assistance to more acceptable levels.

When the minimum income is raised toward a more realistic level,
regional distortions very likely will begin to occur. Therefore, we
recommend that as the minimum income level rises, consideration be
given to adjustments for cost differentials, where appropriate, between
various regions of the country and between urban and rural
communities.

While we support the administration’s welfare program as a very
important first step forward in revising the present welfare system,
we differ from the administration’s program in several respects.

Our most im%ortant difference involves the basic scope of the pro-
gram. Regrettably, the exclusionary nature of the present welfare
3{stem would be perpetuatéd by the administration proposals. An
illustration concerns single persons and childless couples, who would
be ineligible for assistance. Yet this group is no less poor or any
less in need than any other group now included in existing Federal
categories; indeed, the highest unemployment rates, are those for
single people.

e therefore recommend, specifically, the inclusion of workiel:ig
single-person families and workin, childless couples in any new fed-
erally aided programs to benefit the poor. About 800,000 persons fit
this category.

We also take issue with the administration proposal that female
heads of households should also come under the requirement for work
or training as a condition for continuance of public assistance. The
final determination of whether a mother with young children is needed
at home or could more usefully augment the family income throngh
a-job should be left to her individual judgment.
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In suﬁportin the need for a major day care programn, we main-
tained that establishing a national day care program gives the Nation
an opportunity to provide an essential educational experience for dis-
advantaged preschool children down to the age of two.

The early years are the crucial ones in growth and development,
when the freatesb opportunity exists to create individual patterns
habits, and attitudes that will prevent a repetition of the cycle of
poverty and failure in another generation. :

We also strongly urge the development of a Federal program to
assist with construction of day care centers. The administration’s
E)ro osals now provide only for grants to remodel and renovate

acilities. :

We recognize that the cost of establishin%]a national program of
day care centers will often be substantially higher than the earning
capacity of a mother with two or more children requiring such care.
Nevertheless, this approach, though costly, offers tremendous potential
benefits to society in terms of better educated children and the addi-
tion to the labor force of more skilled and trained people. An impor-
tant side benefit is that welfare mothers themselves become a poten-
tial source of staffing for these facilities.

Insofar as the training of work requirement as an integral part of
of the income maintenance system is concerned, we believe that those
who are able to work should work. But this requirement should be
instituted only after a proper manpower program is developed to
make such a requirement meaningful and safeguards are built into
the organizational and appeals mechanisms to assure individual
dignity and rights.

pecial attention must be given to the problem of welfare women
who head houscholds. These people constitute a major social problem
having grave consequences in terms of neglected and deprived chil-
dren, who are locked into a despairing cycle of dependency and
poverty. This cycle can be broken, if mothers receiving welfare are
provided with the opportunity to undertake job training and to
move into the labor force at decent wages that will augment the
family income.

Because the number of children is much higher in poor families
than among the aflluent, we urge that more money be provided, both
to Government and private agencies, so that family planning pro-
grams can be expanded in order to ensure that information is easily
and readily available to all families. ,

It is an extravagance for America to have 25 million poor people.
Services of many kinds to the poor are more expensive than to
others. Police and fire protection, health care, education are all very
costly to the poor. The added expenditures of that program will, in
our opinion, reduce many other concealed costs of careing for the
poverty stricken,

It is, therefore, an enlightened investment, not only socially but
economically, that can do more to heal us now when we need 1it, we
think, than perhaps any other action Congress can take.

(Mr. Wilson’s prepared statement follows. Mr. Cook’s testimony

beginson p. 1463.)
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TESTIMONY BY JOSEPH O, WILSON, CHAIRMAN 0F THP BoaArp, XErox CoRP,,
CHAIRMAN, STEERING COMMITTEE OF THE ARDEN House Coxmnzncn ON
PusLic WELFARE, CHAIRMAN, GOVERNOR ROCKEFELLER'S STEERING ' CoM-
MITTEE ON SOCIAL PROBLEMS, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ¥FOR KCONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT, SUBCOMMITTEE ON POVERTY AND Wr.r.unz

1 am Joseph C. Wiison, Chairman, Xerox Corporation, and I would like to
introduce Mr. C. W. Cook, Chairman, General Foods, who served with me as
vice-chafrman on both the Governor's Steering Committee and also the Com-
mittee For Economic Development, Sub-Committee on Poverty and Public -Wel-
fare. With us Is Victor Welingarten, who is director of the Governor's Steering
Committee and assoclate propect director of the Committee for Economic De-
velopment Study. Mr. Cook and I will be sharing our testimony. -

First, I want to thank the members of the Finance Committee for the oppor-
tunity to testify on behalf of the Administration's bill for reform of the public
welfare system.

Our interest and concern with this problem stems from the March, 1967, Arden
House Conference on PubHe Welfare. This group comprises 100 of the nation S
leaders in industry, labor, news media and philanthropic foundations. It  was
initlally brought together at the invitatlon of Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller
of New York, as part of the observance of the 100th anniversary of the New
York State Board of Social Welfare,

At the Governor’s invitation, I agreed to be Chairman of this group. In bring—
ing us together the Governor asked us to try to apply the principles of sound
business management to the problem of public welfare in the United States and
to suggest new approaches to that pressing domestic problem.,

Participants from 14 States and 12 citles within New York State; comprlslng
for the most part the chief executive oficers of 87 major corporations, accepted
the Governor’s invitation and challenge which essentially was—If the problem
of publiec welfare was given to you, what would you recommend as souna public
policy for the next decade?

It was recognized at the outset that the public welfare laws, and particularly
the Fubllc asslstance portion, were extraordinarily complex and that few of the
Conference participants had had any prior knowledge of, involvement with or
responsibility for the subject, The hope was that creative minds, unencumbered
by past involvement, could take a fresh look at the situation as it existed,
analyze the avallable data, assess its strengths and weaknesses; attribute a
variety of values to what it found and, where indicated, recommend some other
approaches and possible solutions,

The group assembled by the Governor had made avallable to it an !mpresslve
amount of data relating to the subject, which was studied assiduously for six
months before it convened at Arden House in New York on November 2 and 3,
1967. Atter 24 hours of plenary sesslons and workshops, during which dlscussion
was llvely, informative and the proposals made impressively varled, the Gov-
ernor asked 12 of the participants to serve as an Ad Hoc Steering Commlttee to
review the data emanating from the Conference, as well as the information
which preceded the meeting, nnd to make, if possible, some specific recommenda-
tions which wonld reasonably reflect the views of the group as a whole. -

1 was requested and agreed to remain as Chairman of this group. 1 shall, not
take your time to list the members of that group, but would request your per-
mission to leave with you their names, as well as those of all who partfcipated in
our Conference.

Our group devoted six additional monihs to studylng this problem: and in May.
1988, issued a report which presented our findings and recommendatlons‘ In
essence, we found;

1. The présent system ot pubuc assistance does not work well. At the time
of’ our study, it covered only 8-miilion of 30-million Americans then living In
poverty. Today. it covers approximately 10-million of 25.4-milllon living in
poverty. We found the entire system to be demeaning, ineficlent, inadequate, and
with 8o many disincentjves bullt into it that it encouraged continued depepdency.

2, We found that by any standards of sound management practice, the ad-

ministration of the public welfare program throughout the country was hope-
lessly inefficlent. At the time of our report, approximately 110,000 persons were
employed in that program, of whom more than 80,000 were 1n Federally-aided
assistance programs.

The annual staff turnover averaged close to 30%. with some States in excesa
of 409 and with one or two States approaching 609%. This turnover fitself is
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evidence of crippling inefficiency. With this condition, there could be little effec-
tive casework or continuity of relationship between client and worker. We noted
with’ interest that lack of job satisfaction was given as one of the key reasons
for leaving.

We also found that of the 110,000 working in the program, less than 2,000 had
a degree in soclal work or the equivalent, and that this professional group also
had a job turnover in excess of 209% a year. .

‘We found that the ratio of professionally trained personnel available for those
needing rehabilitative services Is so abysmally low as to constitute a pretense of
a soclal service program,

3. We found incredible administrative ineficlency and waste, particularly in
portions of the program that called for mandatory verification of eligibility, For
example : insofar as three of the four Federally-alded categories are concerned—
Old--Age Assistance, the Blind and the Disabled—although this group suffers
from a condition which is essentiaily static and not likely to change for the
rest of their lives, the Federal Government was spending more than $250-million
a year to administer these programs. A large proportion of thigs money was used
to determine and continually verify eligibility. In New York City, for example,
more than 2,300 persons were employed to perform this function at a cost of
over $16-million a year, This was an appalling waste—inasmuch as these people
would never be less aged, less blind or less disabled.

I'am pleased to note that following the issuance of our report the then Secre-
tary of -Health, Education and Welfare, by Administrative Decree, ordered a
phased abolition of this wasteful kind of vertification for these categories,

4. We found solld research to be virtually unknown in public welfare. Al-
though the nation fs currently spending more than $10-btllion for that program,
less than 1/10 of 19 of welfare funds are spent for research., Rarely has so
costly a program operated with so little knowledge. Basic and fundamental ques-
tions cannot be answered with accuracy or reliability because no one really
knows, The kind of “fiylng blind” that permeates the present system is shocking.

5. Our report listed a variety of reforms which we urged be adopted, and I
wilt ‘not now take the Committee’s time to dwell upon them because many of
them are now incorporated in the Administration's proposal, which we support.

- I would like to say, however, that our major finding was that the present sys-
tem was hopelessly bad, that it was incapable of reform, that we found little in
the past record of amendments and so-called legislative reform to justify any
high hopes of the promise that the present system could be substantially jm-
proved with any further tinkering or tampering. Baslcally poor programs aire not
fmproved with overlays. It is doubtful that more tinkering will evolve a more
satisfactory program. As we surveyed the system, it appeared to us that the
time had come for the nation to take a fresh-look at this program, uné¢ncumbered
by the past, except to learn from that experience. )

We believe the time has come where the public interest would best be served
by replacing the present welfare system and substituting in its place a system
which would provide some benefits not only to that portion of our population
which are currently eligible for public assistance payments, but rather that we
provide some benefits to all Americans who live below an acceptable minimum
standard of living. : )

‘"We believe, ag a Committee, that the natlon 18 now at a stage in fts history
where it can aiford to give serlous consideration to a plan which would rafse
the income of all Americans above the poverty level,

The President’s proposal is a step in this direction and, therefore, we support
it, in principle. As a Committee, we would hope that the nation would move as
quickly as possible toward ralsing the proposed level of payments to a point
where we' can truthfully say that no American family is living below an
acceptable minimum standard of living. As businessmen, we recognize the eco-
nomié¢ consequences of such a program but we also weigh them against the
soclal consequences of inaction or fnappropriate response.

It wds ‘the  Committee’s recommendation that any income program contain
strong Incentives to work and try to contain regional cost of living differentials.
The¢ Adininistration program, with its work incentive, does this—and we sup-
port it with one caveat. T i

We believe that the mandated training and/or work provision as it applles
to mothers with children over six should be tempered so that the mandated
work-training portion should no¢ apply unless adequate day care facilities,
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meeting Federal standards, are available to those children, and that due atten-
tion be pald to the mother’s own judgment of where she is most needed.

While we believe that many mothers with children over six will welcome the
opportunity for work or training and will seek employment, we believe the pub-
lic interest might best be served if that option were left with the mother.

S0 much for the Arden House and Governor's Steering Committee on Soclal
Problems.

I would now like to address myself to the study and recommendations of the
Committee for Economic Development,

I am sure that the work of CED {is known to you. The Committee is com-
posed of 200 leading businessmen and educators.

Its basic objectives are:

1. To develop, through objective research and dlscussion, findings and
recommendations for business and puble policy which will contribute to
the preservation and strentghening of our free soclety, and to the mainte-
nance of high employment, increasing productivity and living standards,
greater economic stabllity and greater opportunity for all our people.

2. To bring about increasing publie understanding of the importance of
these objectives and the ways in which they can be achfeved.

OED's work is supported largely by voluntary contributions from business and
industry, foundations, and individuals. It is nonprofit, nonpartisan, and
nonpolitical,

The Trustees, who generally are Presidents or Board Chairmen of corporations
and Presidents of universities, are chosen for their individual capacities rather
than as representatives of any particular interests. By working with scholars they
unite business judgment and experience with scholarship in analyzing the issues
and developing recommendations to resolve the economic problems that constantly
arise in a dynamic and democratic society.

The CED study on Poverty and Public Welfare was a project undertaken in
accordance with that mandate.

Its findings were substantially the same as those I have reported on, although
the scope of its study and recommendatlons were concerned primarily with the
improvement of those programs coming under the category of public assistance,
which extend direct payments to people on the welfare rolls,

We believe that the improvement and reform of these programs Is of the utmost
urgency because of the pressing need to alleviate the deprivation of millions of
poor Amerlcans in the most direct and eficacious way possible, By itself, however,
such a revision obviously cannot eliminate the problem of poverty in this country.

To be truly effective, reform of the welfare system must be accompanied by
measures that will provide the poor with the requisite education and training
which will open the doors of opportunity to jobs offering adequate compensation,
There is little question that the public school system has failed to serve those at
the bottom of the economic and soclal ladder, with the result that the disadvan-
taged cannot command the modlcum of education required in the nation’s evoly-
ing job market,

We belleve, however, that the Administration’s proposals represent a very
important first step forward in revising the present welfare system. Eliminating
all the major defects of the public assistance structure, can be nefther a short
nor easy task, We are well aware of the Finance Committee’s concern that the
impact of this proposed legislation be measured in terms of its effect on other
legislation which affects the poor. We also are convinced that this proposed
bill will require broad public acceptance of totally new concepts, which cut
across ingrained views and prejudices at the same time that they increase rather
than reduce the number of people recelving public assistance even though em-
ployed. Notwithstanding those important considerations, we nevertheless en-
dorse this Administration’s bill, in principle, and urge its enactment.

Within this framework, the CED, in its report, urged the following:

1. We recommend a federally supported program to provide a national
minimum income with eligibllity determined solely on the basis of need, whether
need results from {nadequate earnings or inabllity to work. Also, we recommend
specifically the inclusion of working single-person famillies and working child-
less couples in any new federally-alded programs designed to benefit the poor,
Thig is not now in the proposed legistation.

2. We belleve that the assurance of & minimum income must be coupled with
arrangements that provide strong incentives to work for all who are capable
of work or of belng trained for work. We urge that a program of income in-
centives to work should be made a basic component of any new welfare system,
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coupled with positive measures to increase opportunities for private or public
employment for those able to work.

The question arises whether, in addition to income incentives, a training or
work requirement for those who are able to work 1is efther a desirable or practic-
able feature of an income maintenance program. As a matter of principle we
belleve that those who are able to work should work, and that even thought such
a requirement is difficult to apply, the principle should not be abrogated on
that account.

8. We support the incorporation of a requirement for training or work for
the able-to-work as an integral element of any fncome maintenance system pro-
vided that a proper manpower program is developed to make such a require-
ment meaningful and that safeguards are built into the organizational and
appeals mechanisms to assure individual dignity and rights.

4, In developing a national manpower and training program, we believe that
special attentlon must be given to the problem of women who head households.
This involves a consideration of whether the family’'s and soclety’s longer-range
interests are better served in individua} instances by the presence of a mother
in the home or by additional family fncome acquired through outside work., We
believe that neither training nor work should be made a condition for con-
tinuance of public assistance to women heads of households.

5. However, in order to facllitate jobholding where this is desirable, we rec-
ommend the establishment of a federally-supported national program of day-
care centers that will enable mothers receiving public assistance to augment
their incomes through training and jobs.

8. We also urge the development of a federal program to assist with the con-
struction of day-care cénters. .

7. Furthermore, we strongly urge that the age of eligibility for inclusion in
any such day-care programs be extended down to include two-year-olds, and that
the program should be broad in concept so that instead of belng merely custodial
in nature the centers provide an educational experience and enrichment for
young children along the lines of Head Start. )

8. Since the evidence indicates that the number of children is much higher in
poor families than among affluent families, we are concerned that family plan-
ning assistance be made available equally to all regardless of income. We strong-
ly urge that more money be provided, both to government and private agencies,
so that family planning programs can be expanded In order to ensure that
information 1is easlly and readily available to all famtlies.

9. As we have stated, we belleve that a uniform national approach to the
problem of welfare Is essential to the reform of the system, We view as prac-
tical and realistic the proposal that the level of federal income maintenance be
set to provide a minimum of $2,400 for a family of four at the present time. The
$2,400 figure for a family of four could consist of $1,600 in cash allotments with
the remainder belng provided through the Food Stamp Program, which we
:)glieve off\ers promise as a practical means for supplementing the nutrition of

e poor.

10. We approve the use of the Food Stamp Program as addittonal to the welfare
cash allotment and believe that it should be extended for the immedlate future
to all who qualify for income supplementation. However, we recommend that ft
be subject to perlodic review and evaluation in order to ascertain whether the ef-
ficlency of the program can be improved and also whether cash payments might
not better achieve the objectives of the program.

11, Because the addition of the Food Stamp Program to the casl allotment
has the effect of reducing the incentlve for earnings, some changes would be re-
quired to preserve an adequate work incentive, We recommend that in combining
welfare cash and food subsidy programs for income maintenance, the incentive
element be set so that the recipients retain an adequate percentage of earnings
(centering around approximately half of earnings) above a minimum allowance
(such as $720 a year) up to an appropriate cutoff point.

12, Inasmuch as a minimum income of $2,400 for a family of four hardly pro-
vides a subsistence level of living, we believe that a priority claim against future
avallable federal funds should be invoked to raise total assistance to more ac-
ceptable levels. Furthermore, as the minimum income is ralsed toward a more
realistic level, regional distortions very likely will begin to occur, Therefor,
we recommend that as the minimum income level rises, consideration be given to
adjustments for cost differentials where appropriate between varlous reglons of
the country and between urban and rural communities,
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13. A corollary of a truly uniform national system of publlc assistance based on
income maintenance is that the federal government not only assume an increasing
share of the necessarily increasing cost, but that it eventually undertake the en-
tire burden. As an objective to be attained as soon as fiscally feasible, we recom-
mend that the federal government undertake a substantially higher proportion
of the financing of -public assistance with a phased take-over by the federal
gl:)\ erm]uent of state and local puble assistance costs over the next five years as
the goa

Furthermore, we recommend that as the federal government takes over re-
sponsibility for flnancing public assistance payments, it Hkewise assuhie a com-
mensurate responsibility for administrating such assistance in order to ‘assure
efliciency as well as to provide all reciplents equitable, uniform treatment. -

14, It should be remembered that for the able-to-work, welfare is available
only in the absence of a suitable job or job training. The present procedures for
investigating and determining the qualifications of Individuals for public as-
sistance programs are not only demeaning but also cumbersome, costly, and
time-consuming. The present system should be replaced by a far simpler and
more direct method of certification by affidavit, which has now been adequately
tested but which should be subject to periodic review., We support the certifica-
tion method of determining welfare ellgibility for both federal and state portlons
of the system.

156, Present methods of certification and payment are particularly onerous,
needless, and wasteful where the aged, blind, and disabled are concérned.  We
recommend that the administration of the asslstance programs for the aged,
blind, and disabled be handled within the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare by federal payments in a manner similar to that use(i for Social Se-
curity payments.

16. We are most concerned that adequate job and wage standards for de-
termining initial and continuing eligibllity of persons for public assistance be
included in the training-job component of any proposed welfare system, We
recommend that a speclfic sateguard for the federal level be included to fnsure
the following:

a, Uniform local administration in determining eliglbillty in conformance
with standards set by federal law, particularly those specitying wages and
other conditions pertalning to a suitable job.

b. Prevention of punitive actions by local administrators in the termlna-
tion of eligibility of local recipients.

c. Establishinent of machinery for appeal of local administrative decisions

concerning eligibllity outside the administering local department, with de-
talls of thede procedures clearly stated to each reciplent,

I would now like to address myself very briefly to some other speclﬂcs in the
legislgtion belng considered by your. Committee, -

Recognizing all of the demands facing the nation, we belleve that uone is more
pressing than raising our entire population to the poverty line as qulckly
possible, The reason for this is that the problems of poverty have a. dlrect bear-
ing upon many of our other social problems, They are interrelated. If ‘we. could
find a method of calculating all of the other costs that stem from poverty, we
would quickly see that we are wasting billions of dollars each year, each dee-
ade, and each generation by not adequately addressing ourselves to the basie
problems of the poor. To be specific, a récent study by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare of a slum population in Sacramento, Calitornia, showed
that 209 of the total population accounted for 809 of.the community’s health
services; 769 of its tuberculosis; 419 of its police protection ; 369 of its juvenile
dellnquency, 42% of adult crime. 269 of the fires and yet pald only 129% of
the city taxes.

In a second city, it reported that for every tax dollar spent on police, fire and
health services in a good area, the costs in the blighted area were $187 for
police, $1.67 for fire services, $2.25 for health services. :

The interrelatedness is also shown by the fact that to be poor is also to be
unemployed or underemployed and soclally dlsorlented and chronieally slck.
Some of the slum’ nelihborhoods fn our country have birth rates highér than
those of Indla and Pa lstan As part of this interrelatedness, children borh In
these nelghborhoods are often premature, weak, sickly and dfe before-théy -are
a year old, The poor who survive have four to elght times the incidence of-such
chronle diseasés as arthritis, hypertenston and visual impairments. They require
more and longer periods of costly hosplitalization,
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We would recommend to this Committee that it consider authorizing a feasibil-
ity study to see whether the entire social problem area would not be amenable
to a systems approach. This would be an effort to seek to measure the impact
of poverty on employment, education, health, housing, social skills and attitudes,
transportation and related factors.

Such measurements would give us a clearer, fuller picture of the problem as a
whole, It would help us develop and evaluate alternative approaches consistent
with the objectives and provide effective monitors to insure that both successes
and failures in accomplishing program goals are reflected directly in changes in
the level or design of these programs.

Insofar as the poor are concerned, there are no economies. The best way to
save the nation’s money i3 to spend it to raise the level of living of those who
now live below the poverty line.

The President’s program is a start in this direction. It goes almost half way
toward meeting that challenge. We support it, in principle. But we would hope
that this Committee, in its wisdom, would see its way clear to recommend to the
Congress a higher luvel than that proposed by the Administration. It Is our
understanding that every $100 added to the minimum would mean $250-million
in expenditure. Our Committee believes this is good business for the United
States. The savings in human lives, as well as in cost for related services, as I
have already stated, could be incalculable.

I would also like to discuss very briefly the fact that the proposed legislation
is of great benefit to (h¢ poorer States. It {s of far less benefit to the Northern
States, and particulariy .0 those States which for many years have carried the
bulk of the nation’s public assistance burden. We believe it would be desirable
for the nation to mcve toward 1009 Federal financing of public welfare,

This probably could -int be done overnight. We do belleve that it can be done
over a five-year period, and that the increase in Fedcral revenue due to antici-
pated economic growth over that period would be sufficient to finance the exten-
sfon of the principle of 1009% Federal financing to all States. We belleve there
will still be a State role and responsibility in this area, namely that of providing
the range of social and rehabilitative services which will always have to be
provided, but should and can be provided more effectively at a local level.

In essence, therefore, speaking on behalf of the various Cominittees I head,
we urge favorable action on the proposed legislation.

b Il-lwa%t to express, again, my deep appreciation to you for this opportunity to
e heard.

The CaairmMan. Mr. Cook.

Mr. Cook. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Finance
Committee,

I am C, W, Cook, chairmun of General Foods Corp. with head-
quarters at White Plains, N.Y. ’

Whereas Mr. Wilson has addressed himself to certain detailed
elements of the proposal, I would like to talk about it in general and
in_principle. It seems to me there are really two points at issue.

irst, 18 the concept of this legislation sound and, second, are the
provisions of the proposed legislation workable?

As for the basic concept, may I say it was not easy for me to come
around to what tho popular press calls a guaranteed annual income.
It happens to be contrary to the fundamental beliefs of the business
system in which I have spent 39 years, my entire working life, and of
the region.of the country in which I was reared, the Southwest, and
my ideals with regard to each individual’s responsibilities as a citizen.

However, as I have observed the impact over the years of the
migration of millions from rural areas to overcrowded cities, the
inability of so many transplanted low-skilled people to cope with life
in the cities, and the plight of many who choose to remain in the
small towns and rural areas, J have been convinced of the need to help
these victims of the,ai;ricultural revolution and the more complex
world that technology has brought.
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This is a national problem; and is not the fault of a few States or
& few cities, It requires, in my opinion, a nationwide program if we
are to cope with it fairly.

It is said that some 10 million Amreicans are now on welfare in
some form and that the yearly cost is $10 billion and rising.

Even if that is an accurate figure, those are direct costs only. The
indirect costs of the evils pergetuated by the current welfare system,
the crime, the drugs, the blight of the cities, must be closer to $75 to
$100 billion or more.

And this does not count the cost of the future generations who will
be locked into poverty and dependence on public support if the cur-
rent situation is not changed, nor the impact on the spirit of the rest
of our society, including particularly the young people, of the in-
justice, suffering, and humiliation created by the current welfare
system.,

yYou are familiar with the old political axiom, “you can’t beat a
horse with no horse.” I am not urging today that we replace a bad
program with a good program. I am urging that we replace a no pro-
gram with a program, , .

I know of no realistic alternative to a program that provides for
the minimum necessities of a decent life—and I say “minimum”—
while at the same time giving a man or woman both the freedom and
the incentive to improve his situation through his own efforts. And
I know of no workable means of doing this other than by a minimum-
income route. )

This brings me to the second point at issue today. Are the specific
provisions of the proposed legislation workable?

Obviously we must test them in practice before we will know for
sure, and obviously the program will have to be medified in the
future as we learn from experience. ,

But I do believe the overall design of the bill is sound.

First, it is a national system, Thus, it tends toward uniformity of
* treatment throughout the country. ‘

Second, it is a plan based firmly on providing incentive to work
and not merely continuing relief.

I am aware, Mr. Chairman, that the immediate direct cost of the
new program will be greater than the direct costs of the existing -
welfare program. But, as I hope I have made clear, the costs, direct
and indirect, of the existing programs are many times that amount.

There are obviously risks in the proposed program. There would
be risks in any departure that is bold. But what you have under the
program, the present program, is not risk but certainty of failure.

I think it is vital that we make sure we no not in any way impair
the positwe'l‘m%‘aet of the program by a too conscientious effort to
prevent abuse. There is a point of diminishing returns here.

. I believe the key to success lies not in layer upon layer of demean-
ing, costly, cumbersome, and possibly unworkable safeguards. We
have these already, but in providing enough incentive, positive in-
centive, to move up out of poverty so that the great majority of
those able to do it will want to do it and will do it. That to me is
the essential spirit of the legislation. -
. I think we need to bear in mind, too, that about 70 percent of those
currently receiving welfare assistance are families with dependent
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children. I am told that, in the last decade, the costs of aid to families
with dependent children had more than tripled. Also that the pro-
portion of children in the United States who receive assistance has
doubled in the past 15 years; now about 60 out of every 1,000.

Obviously, we must make every effort, through day care centers,
training programs, and the like, to help these parents help them-
selves, But even more important is to see that the children are saved;
to try to break this cycle of poverty.

I am aware, Mr.” Chairman, that the magnitude of the program
proposed for the first year is not as great as some would have liked.
As far as I am concerned, what counts now is to get started, to set
the principle.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of the Finance Com-
mittee.

The CuairmMan. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Wilson and Mr,
Cook. We are aware of the very thought-provoi(ing publication from
the Committee for Economic Development entitled “Training and
Jobs for Urban Poor,” which is the handiwork of your group, and we
think that, at least I think, it offers some good suggestions.

Some of us on this committee feel that it is %etter for us to try
to subsidize someone at a job rather than simply pay them for not
working. T notice that your view with regard to the minimum wage
seems to be somewhat in line with mine that we should try to find some
way to increase the income of people who have no job at all, but that
we really should not seek to guarantee them the Federal minimum
wage un{ess they are able to do the kinds of work that the minimun
wage jobs would require.

s the chairman of the board of two major corporations, do you
have some thoughts as to ways we could provide more jobs for more
of these people in private industry?

Mr, Wirsoxn. Shall I start?

You can supplement whatever you want to say. I am going to speak
personally.

I think I was more sympathetic, if I may hark back to the discus-
sion that we had just a few months ago, to the point made by you and
Senator Hansen, that there is 2 gap between the people who are fully
working and those who are on welfare that cannot necessarily be han-
dled by the regular wage system without very great penalties. I, there-
fore, strongly feel that we have to create a new mechanism of some
kind—I am not prepared to make a specific suggestion—to take care
of some ,of those situations that Senator McGovern spoke about so
articulately.

I think in that book to which you just referred, the CED has gone
a long way to indicate very specific suggestions about training all kinds
of people, whether they are almost unemployable or fully employable
but not educated, things of that sort, and I think a multitude of ef-
forts of this kind must be undertaken by the private sector primarily
with the financial help of the government to carry them out, and this
Z\_re feel is, it is the most important principle of our whole recommenda-
jon,

We think the country must face up to this obligation, but in doing
so it will only face up to it well if it helps these people to get work.

Mr. Coox. Mr. Chairman, I share that view.

44-527—170—pt. 3——13



1466

I would like to go a bit further and say that based on ovr own ex-
erience in the food business, I could not agree with Senator Mec-
overn’s conclusion that you simply move up the lower level and do

not affect the total picture.

For example, on the west coast we have seen an increase in the cost
of labor bring about the automation of the harvesting of tomatoes.
Wo have seen a tremendous move within Mexico of the raising of
some of these stoop crops.

I admit our own company, the Bird’s Eye Division, has done some
of this ourselves for a Ver{ same reason. We find, too, that when wages,
the minimum wage level does move up, it does have an effect on
the whole wage structure and it does have an effect on inflation, and
it certainly does cause a diminution in the potential of jobs at the
lower ends of the totem pole. ,

Now we sometimes look at the total number of jobs in the country
and say no, there has not been a lessening of the number of jobs as
the minimum wage has moved up. But the young, the unskilled, some-
times the aged, are getting toward the end of their working days, they
%us.t, cannot keep up the productivity which is the point that Mr.

Vilson referred to, and we are going to have to find some way to
close that gap.

The Cramaran. I have seen a lot of information and propaganda,
some of it information, some of it propaganda, to the extent that we
ought to expand trade in all cases.

Now, usually those statements start out hy saying we have a favor-
able balance of trade. The lead editorial of the New York Times
started out that way awhile back, and the unfortunate part of that
is, people read that all over the world and think that is the case
because in most foreign countries that is the only American news-
paper they see.

Now, it is unfortunate that those balance-of-trades figures start out
by giving us a very.misleading impression. They fail to put the
ocean freight into it, and they fail to put in the cost of insurance and
then on the export side they take all that grain we are giving away
to India and these other gifts to foreign governments under our aid
program and put that down as though it is an export for which we
are getting paid. We are not %fettmg anything for that. L

We would be just as well off if we dumped those commodities in
the ocean as far as our balance of trade is concerned because we are
not being paid for it and will not be paid. .

Now, if you look at what our real balance of trade is, take out the
giveaways and add the ocean freight and insurance to the stuff being
shipped over here because we are paying it, we are running an un-
favorable balance of something in the excess of $4 billion a year, and
that must be corrected because in other aspects of our balance of pay-
ments we are in even worse shape. L.

Now, when you try to correct it, if you are doing it in terms of
subsidizing your merchant marine or you are doing it in terms of
reducing imports into this country. . )

If you put people in jobs, even though it is not jobs that the AFL-
CIO would like to have for them, it is still better than having them
drawing their welfare payment. I would like to meet AFI-CIO
standards but I am well aware of the kinds of wage contracts they
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have been fighting for, and down my way just the wage increases over
a period of% or 3 years on these new contracts would exceed what a
family has to have to live on welfare.

So I would think that we would do better to subsidize some jobs
rather than have them just rely entirely on welfare. I take it that you
g}elmelially agree with that and your recommendations tend to go along
that line.

Mr. WirsoN. Yes, we do, Mr, Chairman. I think we recognize the
enormous complexity of this issue that you are presenting to us, and
do nolt have any simple answer but, in principle, we think that this
is right.

'l‘l%e CuaryaN. Well, some senators, such as Senator Ribicoff over
here, would say we ought to put a lot of these people to work in pub-
lic service jobs; that is all right too. I would rather have clean streets
than dirty streets while the people sit there idle, but having provided
the employment that can be made available usefully in public service
activities, I think that one other way would be to reach over and
help some of those who are working by subsidizing their employment.

ut I do thivk if we can, we ought to try to work out these notch
provisions so that a person by increasing his income by a thousand
dollars does not lose $2,000 in income. That is sort of like taxing a
businessman $2,000 when he makes $1,000. :

Mr. Wirson. It is a 200 percent bracket. It is unfair to anybody. -

The CuairyaN. When you tax a businessman more than a hundred
percent, he concludes you do not want him to earn more and he will
stop 1t.

Mr. Coox. And, Mr. Chairman, it may work out that the incentive
provisions in the present bill are not cnough. We may have to allow
a larger percentage to be retained by the individual.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator Anderson?

Senator Bennett ?

Senator Benxgrt, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We have two businessmen before us and, as an exbusinessman, I am
going to take advantage of them. .

It seems to me we can talk all we like about day care and about train-
ing. However, unless there are jobs at the end of the line, we are just
going through a futile exercise, and unless you are willing to assame
that these people are going to be taken into Government-financed jobs
service jobs at the local level, WPA in perpetuity, and I was arounc
when the WPA was the device to give people something to do, then
industry, in which I include the employer and the nnionﬁ)ecause they
control between them in their negotiations the work conditions; then
industry in those two components has got to accept the social respon-
sibility of putting X million people to work ia jobs and in industry.
Not a hope, not a pious dream, but a direct and definite responsibility.

Now a creat deal has been said—and I am making a speech for a
minute—about how much more social conscience industry has developed
and how it gets involved in the Community Chest activities, and how
it is involved in this, that, and the other thing,

Maybe we have come to the point in time when its social conscience
should persuade it even at the risk of being accused of setting up make-
work jobs, industry must absorb these people or we are going to have
a continually rising level in this country of people who work for Gov-
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ernment. The more people who work for Government the greater pres-
sure there is to have Government take over more activities so that jobs
can be provided, and the nearer we move not to this bugaboo we call
socialism, but to increasing Federal control of the processes of produc-
tion and distribution.

You have heard other testimony today, I did not hear all of yours so
that I cannot say whether you are there with them, that the Federal
Government must take over the whole welfare program. This was the
essence of Senator McGovern’s testimony, that the Federal Govern-
ment must take over the welfare program.

This is another step in the federalization of the activities of people.

Now, you represent CED as well as the Governor’s Committee and
I, too, am impressed with the CED study. But is there leadership in
industry looking to this thing, to give you my idea of the scope of the
i’ob, looking only at single-headed, adult-headed, families, which this

egislation is particularly concerned with—there are three and a half
mililon of them, about half men and half women. Now that is about b
percent of the present labor force. )

Can industry absorb those 5 percent by changing the job patterns, can
it negotiate with the unions, certain arrangements which will admit
those people to jobs in industry, or are we going to have to take care of
them either permanently on welfare or by providing so-called service
jobs which, in yesterday’s discussion, means providing them with a stick
with a point on the end of it and they pick up papersin New York and
other places?

Can you give us any comments about the possibility or the
responsibility of industry to handle this phase of the problem?

Mr. Witson. May I make some observations, Senator Bennett$

Senator BennerT. I would appreciate it if you would.

Mr. Wirson, I am sure Mr. Cook would like to make some of his
own.

First, very broadly, I think the responsibility of the whole society,
private and public, is to keep the economy thrusting forward, and it
1 not going to be involved in this legislation alone in order to provide
more and more jobs.

I can remember a very few years ago our greatest worry was
whether we were going to have enough workers rather than to find
false jobs. I happen to feel we are going through what I hope is
a transitory period and that this worry will come back.

But, by the same token, the whole system is changing so that the
skills of these needed workers is increasing all the time which makes
it therefore necessary to emphasize the training and education and to
take very special pains with the minority groups and the unemployed,
those who have not got the skills and the education.

Now I will become very specific: I do think that the private sector
of the economy has a very definite responsibility, which has been
broadly recognized during this past year or two, they cannot offset
the recession completely. You cannot pay for people when you do
not have the work but they have tried and it has been very expensive
to put on people and train people who heretofore have been
unemployable,

We have tried it as a specific company and it has been, you know,
a fow hundred people have been affected but we feel we have got to
go on and do that indefinitely.
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Senator Bexxerr. May I stop you there?

My, WiLsox. Sure.

Senator BENNETT. It seems to me with respect to unemployment we
are facing two types: One is the type of persc who has the skill and
who is laid off because of a change in the level of business, and the
other is the person who does not have the skill. Business has been
concerned, I think, more with the person who has the skill than it
has with these other types. I think you have here a permit problem, a

rowing problem, which has persisted through good times and bad.
%m‘ level of people who might presumably be employable continues
to increase regardless of the current economic situation, I think it is
a matter of a social attitude.

Mr. Wirsox. One more comment from me and then I am going to
ask Mr. Cook to respond to that.

I agree with you this is a permanent problem that both of us
share, and I think business people must consider that they have for-
ever this responsibility of helping this low end of the totem pole, as
Mr. Cook said, be employed and that is why, I think, this legislation,
I hope, is the thing which will—the need for which will disappear in
a decade or two.

Maybe this is naive. But, after all, the poor people have declined
from a third of the population to 13 percent of the population in the
last 20 years, and I see no reason to think that that trend won’t con-
tinue particularly if we cooperate on the problem of training and
education from the time people are 2 years old.

Mr. Cooxk. I would agree with Mr. Wilson that probably as a per-
centage of the total this should disappear or be reduced over the years.
But I agree with you, Senator Bennett, that we have at the lower end
of this totem pole a real problem: that I think is going to be with us
indefinitely for two very good reasons: One is the increasing skill re-
quired of workers that some do not have, and will not have and the
other is the increasing wage level pushed up by all sorts of forces,
simply that leave these people as undesirable from an employer’s
standpoint,

Now, I think business has done something; not enough. The Na-
tional Aliance of Business Men certainly tried hard. T would not have
. taken on the chairmanship of a metro avea if I thought it was not
worthwhile, and our company as well as others have hired several
hundred of these every year.

1 think the contracts with the Department of Labor where they en-
courage you to take on these unskilled people and fav a portion of
their wages during the first year or during the training period they,
in effect, do some subsidizing until you can get these people up to at
least a self-sustaining basis, that i1s helpful. But consider, for ex-
ample, the housing situation where in this country we need millions of
housing units. T am sure if you could look at, and I suppose you have
the minimum wage paid to laborers, unskilled laborers, why the need
for these is in tEe tens of thousands, but people cannot afford to
build houses when unskilled labor draws pay {ike that. So I think they
simply have priced themselves out of the market.

Senator BENNeTr. I am very well aware of this and that is why I
said I think the unions as well as management are involved with this
problem, and I think that as time goes on, we are making a basic policy
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decision, do we want to maintain forever a group of people who can-
not survive in our economic system and keep them outside of it in a
state of wardship or do we want to adjust the system to provide a
place for them, and business leadership and union leadership, as well
as government, has a part of that responsibility. We are here looking
at a bill now to provide a process, we think, by which these People
who head families full of clhildren who are now being aided by the
AFDC program, to get jobs. Where are they going to get them? And
it seems to me that we may be wasting our time and our money and
our effort if we set up elaborate day care centers, if we set up elaborate
training programs, but if at the end of the road there are no jobs. So
that is why I raise the question with you because you come out of the
p}:lu't r{)f the society which controls by far the largest percentage of
the jobs.

Mr. Wirsox. May I comment on this last point, Senator, We are
taking care of them now, perhaps not very well, and not moving them
constructively forward, so I believe, if you accept the assumption we
make that the cost embedded in this group, the indirect costs, are so
much greater than the cost of this bill, and even though this bill won’t
eliminate, you know, drug addiction, urban blight and all the rest, it
moves for the first time in the right direction: so I think you can see
some hope 10 or 20 years ahead if there is this emphasis on coopera-
tion between public and private groups moving toward jobs, nobody
can guarantee there will be jobs for everybody, meaningful jobs at the
end of 10 years, but if we have that as a national objective, as this bill,
I think, is one facet of such an objective-——

Senator Ben~eErr, But there is, in my opinion, nothing guite so frus-
trating as to be trained for a job and go through the training
process

Mr. Wirsox, Agreed.

Senator BenxerT (continuing). Fopefully that there is a job at the
end and then discover there is none.

Mr. WiLsox. I cannot argue with that.

Senator BENNETT. And that isan exercise in futility.

Mr. Cook. But certainly the chances of getting a job if one is liter-
ate, can deal with figures, there are a great deal more than if one is,
let’s say, just unskilled in all regards. So that I think maybe we are
plaf'ing the percentage game but, nonetheless, if there is a motivation
built into a youngster through, let’s say, the Headstart program, a
motivation to do better in school, if there are some skills learned
through training programs, I cannot help but believe that we will
have more chances to put those people to work than if they absolutely
have no training, no skills.

Senator BENNETT. No argwment about that. Under our system the
individual who takes advantage of those opportunities moves out of
poverty and moves into the situation.

Mr. Coox. Yes.

Senator BENNETT. But we are having to look at a mass—-three and a
half million people, and when you look at that you have to look at.the
potential of three and a half million jobs or roughly that or you are
just simply having a lot of fun in setting up a program which in the
end will fail like so many others have.
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Mr. Wison. I think that if, Senator, I may say so, we and you
are trying very hard to create opportunities for three and a half
million people 5 years hence or 10 years hence, and we may or may
not succeed; but if during that period when the economy, we hope,
will resume its rate of growth of the past decade, we hope that the
people, when that time comes, will be better prepared than they were
5 years ago, when they could not be used at all, many of them.

So I do not think it is futile. I think you are making an investment
while simultaneously you have to push through other measures to get
the economy going.

Senator BEnxEerT. I cannot escape the feeling in the next 10 years
there is going to be the natural tendency to produce the skilled work-
ers and we start with a hard core of three and a half million people
who are outside the system now and we are going to get a natural
increase, as we always have had, to take care of this increase in jobs.

I think we have got to face the fact that somehow we have got to
expand our pattern to absorb these people who have been left behind,
not merely take care of the peopie who are coming along in natural
increase.

Mr. Wirson. I agree.

Mr. Cooxk. I would agree but I would certainly also agree with you
that at the bottom of the totem pole there is always going to be a
residual

Senator BExNert. That is right ; no question about it.

Mr. Cooxk. A residual of individuals, low in skill, low in motivation,
low in physical energy, perhaps that we will always have with us.

If the incentives are provided, if the atmosphere is provided then
hopefully more will spring out of that than would otherwise be the
case, but I do think we will have this residual with us always.

Senator Bex~Nrrr. No question about that. But somewhere the jobs
must be provided and I think industry and the unions must be think-
ing in terms of that rather than in terms of just continuing to raise
the minimum wage or making advantageous wage contracts for those
who are now employed.

Mr, WiLsox. We agree.

Senator Bex~ert. I have taken more than my share of the time.

The Crarryan. Senator Ribicoff.

Senator Risicorr. The welfare bill at the present time is about $7
billion. Our gross national produects is $970 billion. So our welfare
bill is less than 1 percent oil' our gross national product today.

Basically what does welfare represent? It represents the overhead
that society has paid for its failures, both private and publie, and less
than 1 percent isn’t too high a bill for society paying for its failures.

There have been a lot of generalities today on your side and on this
side of the bench. You two gentlemen are the chief executive officers
of two of the larger corporations in America in prestige and ability
and in earning eapacity. What are your companies doing, what can
your companies do by themselves, what cai. your companies do with
public support to hire more people specifically, not that there should
be another way, there is a better way, and we must find a way, Ifrom
your experience, what can you and your companies actually do?

Mr, Coox. Let me give you a specific example. For the third straight
summer our headquarters in White Plains, NX.Y., took on about 60 of
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the most disadvantaged high school youngsters from the nearby high
schools, and for every—we paid them the minimum wage for-the
work that was done. .

For every dollar they earned there was a dollar put in escrow to
be used only for post-high school training to learn to éarn, The in-
dividual could not get it. It would be paid to either the welding school
or the college or the beauty salon that would teach or whatever.

Now these are small examples, but this kind of thing can be done
over and over again but it takes an awful lot of that to absorb millions.

Senator Risicorr. All right.

Now how many employees does General Foods have in your entire
organization?

Myr. Coox. Well, T gave you one location. This is headquarters,
where we have about 3,300 people.

Senator Risicorr. What is t5|e total number of employees that Gen-
eral IFoods has in your whole organization ?

Mv. Coox. Within the United States, about 22,000.

Senator Risicorr. 22,0007

Mr. Cook. Yes.

Senator Risicorr. Now you take 60 at White Plains. How many
more did you take in your other branches around the country?

Mr, Coox. I would say each place where we did not have a union,
and this would be five or six places, why, we had similar programs,
not only for summer disadvantaged youths but also hard core unem-
]E‘oned under the NAB program and we have contracts with the

abor Department.

Where we have unions we ran right into the difficulty that they
would not back down from their minimum wages and here we had
great, great difficulty.

Senator Risicorr. Al right.

So there is union responsibility. But the total you have taken then
is about 300 throughout the country, if you took about 60 in five or
six places vou have about 300.

Mr. Coox. At least and probably closer to 500,

Senator Risrcorr. And for the dollar they earned you set aside a
dollar for training.

Mr. Cook. This was summer youths only. The others we paid the
regular union wage scale or minimum wage scale, whatever prevailed
in the area.

Senator Ripicorr. Now basically industry is potentially the largest
teaching academy in the entire country. Your company

Mr. Cooxk. Yes.

Senator Riercorr. Whether it is Xerox or whether it is General
Foods or General Motors or Du Pont or General Electric, you have
more Ph. D.’s and more men with master’s degrees than teach at all
the universities this country can get. Potentially you are a training
ground where you really can teach people if you took time off.

Mr. Coox. And we do.

Senator Risicorr. All right. You bring people in from the lowest
menial tasks that there are, whether they are sweeping the floor or
cleaning latrines or whatever the jobs are.

Mr. Coox. It isnot limited to that, Senator.

Senator Risicorr. What is that?
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Mr. Coox. It is not limited to that. o )

Senator Risicorr. I know, but you can take people in with various
degrees of skills and ability, isn’t that correct ?

Mr. Coox. Yes.

Senator Ribicorr. What if you had a plan where you brought
somebody in and they worked 20 hours a_week in a menial task, and
the other 20 hours were spent in upgrading their skills somewhere
within your organization where at the end of that training period
there would he an upgraded job for them?

Mr. Coox. That is precisely what we do under NAB.

Senator Risicorr. All right,

You would pay them for 20 hours of work, and sup{)ose the Federal
Government paid for 20 hours of training, you would pay them for
20 hours of work, they would be receiving wages for 40 hours, the
other 20 hours they would be receiving training and at the end of that
training period there would be a job in General Foods or in Xerox
and an upgraded job, and at that stage the Federal Government would
phase out and you would then pay them their regular wage and the
upgraded job of 40 hours a week and when that man or woman grad-
uated to the higher job you would then take more people and start
them through émt process.

Why can’t industry, the giants of industry, men like yourselves who
are concerned sociallbjlr and economically for the future of your coun-
try, institute programs like that in cooperation with the Government?
Is this an objective that is worthwhile for the Government to under-
take with industry?

Mr. Cooxk. First, you have described the activities of NAB almost
precisely.

Senator Rimsicorr, All right. But how much of that is actually
being done?

Mr. Coox. Well, throughout the country, I think it is being done
on a ql'etty broad scale. The temporary setback to the economy ﬁas af-
fected this significantly, because so many times you find yourselves
making work, and I am sure this is contrary to the public good, but
the idea that you expressed is being followed regularly under N.AB
and also outside it.

For exam{)Ie, there seems to be always a shortage of competent sec-
retaries, and we found it necessary to set up our own training classes
where we take the young ladies from their secretarial schools, they
are not qualified yet to hold jobs but they go through a period of
-weeks of training at_our cost under our supervision to enter the low-
est secretarial jobs. So it is not just the one who cleans, let’s say the
floors, and so on.

Senator Risicorr. Well, these young men that you took in White
Plains, what was their problem ?

My. Coox. Basically backgrounds and financial. Many of themn were
having trouble hanging on. %‘he motivation to even stay in high school
was lacking. What we hoped to do was to show them first it was worth
finishing high school ; secondly, they could earn money and put it in
the kitty, so to speak, for training after high school, and to give them
the taste of what business is like, to see that there could be advance-
ment, there could be careers for them. We were trying to change at-
titudes as much as anything else.
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Senator Risicorr. You do not have the total amount of people goin-
through that NAB program and how much it costs, do you?

Mr, Wirson. I do not have the costs, but I think their goal was
to provide 600,000 jobs and they did not quite make it up to now so it
was several hundred thousand jobs, But at what costs, I do not know
because it was divided between public and private sources.

Senator Risicorr. Would you supply the committee with hew many
people—

Mr. WiLson. Of course.

Senator Risrcorr (continuing). Had gone through this during the
last year, during this program?

Myr. Wirsox, gYes.

Senator Riprcorr. What the costs have been to industry and what
the costs have been to Government.

My. Wirson. There will be some very wild guesses on some of these
factors because we, for example, had a program similar to General
Foods as a part of the NAB thing, and we made the best estimates we
could about these contracts for training, et cetera, but I know we
spent. a great deal of indirect cost and the people—caring for the
people, it was never broken out. You would just have to guess at it.
It took a lot of attention. There was great turnover, foremen spent
a great deal of time with them but they did not keep time as to how
often it was spent.

Senator Risrcorr. Do you think it is worth while?

Mr. WiLson. Of course it is worth while. That is the whole point
of our testimony, Senator; we think the country must solve this
problem.

Senator Risicorr. All right. It is not going to solve it in general-
ities, but in specifics?

Mr. Wirson. Of course.

Senator Risicorr. That is what we are looking at.

Let me ask this. You gentlemen are businessmen and you know the
costs of production and how you fold in a new process. With a poten-
tial of 14 million people added to the welfare rolls in this kind of
a program, do you think that the welfare authorities of this country,
administratively, bureaucratically within 1 year, can handle it, 14
million more people in a program such as this?

: _Mr.lf“’nsonr. I will have to speak for myself and let Tex speak for
himself,

We think, with some of the new orinciples that are involved, the
elimination of the verification and all that redtape, obviously they
can handle a great deal more,

On the other hand, when it comes to administering the work re-

uirement aspects, which would be very subtle and very difficult, we
think this is too much to digest in such a short time.

Senator Risicorr. Too much to digest ¢

Mr. Wirsox. I think that.

Mr. Coox. I agree, to phase into it.

Senator Ripicorr. Too much to digest. Does this not become a grave
responsibility on Government? We have gone through this with medi-
care and medicaid, where we suddenl{ Igaced upon, into the economy,
into society a concept, a good concept, I believe, which is full of diﬁ{-
culties and full of problems, and full of errors and great additional
costs becaust we have to work it out.
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When you have a new company, a new method, do you go full steam
ahead or do you try it in a pilot basis before you put it into production?

Mr. Wirsox. The latter for us.

Mr. Coox. In most instances.

Senator Riprcorr. Do you think it would be the better part of wis-
dom to have real full pilot programs in various segments of this
country before we go into effect with a program that will raise the
welfare rolls to a potential of 25 million people?

My, Coox. Yes.

Mr. Wison. Yes, this is precisely what we recommended to the
Arden House CED report: that, wherever possible, efforts should be
made to use market research or market trials, to use our jargon.

Senator Risicorr. You are talking about market trials because no
blueprint you can put on paper, no social scientist or Senator or
President of the United States or president of a corporation can ever
anticipate how people will personally react—-

Mr. Wirson. Right.

Senator Rinicorr (continuing). Under given circumstances with
any social program?

Mr, Wirsox. Right.

Senator Rinicorr. How long do you think such a trial run should
take or with a program such as this, a year, 2 years, to see how it
works, work out the difficulties, to see what the incentives are?

You mentioned the fact that maybe the incentives should be larger,
instead of 30 percent it should be 40 percent, maybe 70 percent, we do
not know. How long do you think a pilot program like this should ge
into efiect before the entire Nation comes under its aegis.

M. Coox. This is purely an opinion, but T would think, to have pro-
jectable results, it would take 2 or 3 years to really read it. Now there
has been a test, a pilot program, going on in New Jersey.

Victor, are you familiar with the details of that?

Mr. WrinaarreN. That is the income maintenance demonstration,
Senator, OEO.

Senator Risrcorr. T believe that there is a great deal of doubt
whether that proved anything, and that encompassed exactly what we
g1e trying to put into effect.

Now basically, let’s not kid the American people or kid ourselves,
Y. happen to be for this program and for this plan. I support it and I
will vote for it. I want to improve it, but I think the country must
realize that we are basically changing the social philosophy of the
United States once we put it into effect. None of us can anticipate the
consequences, Lat we are definitely starting this Nation into a new
social program, and 1 commend President Nixon for having the
ccurage to take that chance.

But having said that, do we not have the responsibility, if we are
starting this country down a new road for society as a whole, and
it is—you put 25 million people into this type of program and you are
changing society—we do not know the iml)act that it will have on the
people benefited and the people outside the program, their concepts,
their reactions and what 1t will lead to. If we are going to spend all
this money, and if we are changing our society, should we not give it
a real trial run in different sections of the country?
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As far as I know, and the South is affected to a great extent with
great problems, you have it with the white poor and the black poor.
There is no pilot run of this anywhere in any Southern State or an
Southern region, there is no trial run; is there a trial run in a small
town, in a Jarge metropolis, in a medium sized city scattered through-
out the country? '

Now is not the better part of wisdor: then from your standpoint an
enlightened businessmen, successful businessmen, who see the necessity
for change and advocate the change, should we not try this out to see if
it will agtually work before we embark the entire Nation on this

rogram

b Mr. Wison. I would like to say yes, with this caveat: We rather
glibly answered, if I might take the analogy from business before, on
any important project we like very much to have time to try it and test
it, the scientists would like to test it until it was perfect and it would
never come into the world at all, and so I think the problem is one of
timing. Of course it should be tried, if possible, for a year or 2, per-
haps 3, as Mr. Cook suggests.

But there is a tide running in this country at the moment that may
make something bold like this possible that may not be possible 3 or
4 or 5 years hence and we think some risks should be accepted.

Senator Risrcorr. Well, for one who pushed medicare mu‘ medicaid, I
must confess today that the country would be better off and the pro-
gram would have been better off if we had given medicare and medic-
aid a trial run of a year or 2 before we committed the entire Nation.

Now, if the program is good, if it works out in a substantial trial run
of a year or 2 or 3 throughout the country, the American people are
smart enough and wise enough to adopt it. If the program proves out
to be a failure, then we should have the common sense of forgetting
about it. But all of us know that once you start a nation on to a major
social program, this social engineering, once you start it you can never
get away from it. Then you spend all your time tinkering around with
a basically imperfect program, with a lot of defects, with a fantastic
cost, with great unhappiness and great frastrations as we find in the
social program that fails,

Now wouldn’t the better part of wisdom be that this Nation should
adopt as a policy that before it commiits itself to a multibillion dollar
program affecting 210 million people that we should give it a sub-
stantial dry run.

If we are talking about a program that is going to go up to the
$20 billion what would be wrong by committing a hundred million
for 2 or 3 years to find out if it works, and if it fails we have thrown
a hundred million dollars down the drain, It is better than throwing
$20 billion a year down the drain and being stuck with a program
that may not work.

We have spent for education, health, welfare, all these social pro-
grams, untold billions of dollars and I think even those who are the
strongest advocates of these programs have great doubts whether
they have been successful.

Now if this country has a shortage of money, and everybod glibI!y
talks about, priorities, and I think we should have priorities but let’s
have priorities on programs that are going to work and not priori-
ties on programs that we do not know whether they will work or
not. I would like a comment from you two gentlemen.
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My, Wisox. I agree that should be done.

Senator Risicorr. You think that should be done.

M. Wirsox. But I would hope simultaneously the commitment to
the principle is clear unless the trials fail. I do not know whether
that is a practical thing for the Congress to do.

Senator Risrcorr. Well, I do not object to that.

I do not object to committing ourselves to the principle. This is a
very interesting committee. This committee is composed of men whose
social and economic viewpoints are very conservative and men whose
economic and social viewpoints are very liberal, and the middle of
the road. But from my experience with this committee, it is conscien-
tious; it is hard-working; it does not run away. It has never run
away from a social or economic challenge, but I do sense on this
committes deep concern over this program from liberals and con-
servatives alike. These are men who want to make this system work;
they want to make this country work and are concerned with these
problems.

Now, if we have this concern and if you have these concerns as en-
lightened businessmen, and if we are faced with such a change of
direction in American society do we have the right or do we have
the obligation to put forward a series of pilot programs, various
alternatives, well-funded, in areas not where they could fail but in
areas in this country where there is a commitment, wheve there is
ability in welfare and social authority and give it a run. Let’s sece
what happens and let’s follow it. We have waited all these years and
if we are %oing to start this, let’s try to have something that succeeds
for once if we are going to advance billions of dollars in efforts and
in energies and our emotions. Because this is a program that takes all
of that.

Mr. Cook. Well, Senator, it is very difficult to disagree with the main
thesis of what you say.

I wonder if we have the time that it takes to really prove out pro-
grams that are so difficult to measure.

If we buy the principle, and I think we are starting on a very low
base, most of the criticism that I get is that the figures are so low that
they are unrealistic, so I think we are starting at a low base, but we are
also starting from a system that I think it is a disaster.

You know New York City as well as I do, and I think that is just
absolutely an untenable situation, our welfare program there and,
therefore, if the principle seems to be right, and we move into it on a
modest basis, with the knowledge that we are going to have to change
as time goes on, it seems to me we are following in general the course
that you would like short of the dry runs that we wish we had 3
or 4 years to run all over the country.

Senator Ribicorr. Except this, sir, and this becomes a matter of
great importance : I feel you will never solve the problems of the poor
and the black until you recognize that the lower middle class has got
problems, too, and as long as society just looks at the poor and black,
and sets up conflicts between the lower middle class and the poor and
the black, not only will you have a schism in American society but you
will have the great stresses and strains on the whole body politic which
we see in many instances in this Nation at the present time. It becomes
very important, this dividing line, thé man who is supported by Gov-
ernment earning $4,000 a year for doing nothing or doing part-time
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work, and the man who lives across the street and works in your fac-
tory and earns $4,500 a year and he works 40 hours a week. This is
an important factor, to understand what assurances there are, what
stresses there will be, in society on that phase, to understand that the
gzrson who lives in the slum has got a problem, but the man who earns

,500 a year and lives and works in your factory does not have housing
that is much better. The person who earns $4,500 on welfare is hungry
but the family who works with two or three children at $4,200, or
$4,500 a year doesn’t have all the food they need and the medical care
they need and don’t have the education they need either. .

Now T have great esteem for the President and Mr. Moynihan and
I will go along because the past system has failed, but we have great
concern on this side of the bench to work it out, and I can see myself
as a liberal Senator, or with conservative Senators in back of this
bench, fighting on the floor shoulder to shoulder to try to get a pro-
gram that will make sense, and if we have to say no to the social sci-
entists or the President of the United States to try something out I
think it ought to have been done.

I think if we had done this with the poverty program if we had
done this with medicare or medicaid, if we had done this with health
care programs and if we had done it with the billions of dollars we
have committed to education this country would be a lot better off and
those programs would have a lot better chance of succeeding.

Isn'’t it time for us to stop and listen, not to stop social progress,
but It{o try these schemes out in a diverse country like this to make this
work.

I think this is what is bothering a lot of us on this committee.

Mr. WiLsox. We agree.

Senator Risicorr. I am sorry for having taken all the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hansen.

Senator Haxnsen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say that I genuinely appreciated the very astute observation
made by the very distinguished Iéenator. I would fike to associate my-
solf with those comments.

He is well known as one of the most effective and influential Secre-
taries of HEW that this country has had, and T think that we may all
very well heed the cautions he has called to our attention.

I do have two questions.

I would like to ask Mr, Cook when the Secretary, the present Sec-
retary, of HEW was being confirmed, he spoke, too, as you do, of the
need for a plan based firmly on providing the incentive to work and
not merely continuing relief, and I note that this is one of the signifi-
cant points to which you call attention.

Sceretary Richardson, when he testified at the hearings preceding
his confirmation, in response to a question, said that he thought that
in order to provide the proper incentive for work a person movin
from welfare into ihe world of work ought to be able to keep half o
what he earned.

I would ask you, sir, what would be an arbitrary percentage or
figure that you might think would be necessary to be retained by a
worker in order to provide the proper incentive to go from welfare?

Mr, Coox. Well, assuming there is a base to start with from which
nothing is kept, I would hope that 50 percent would do the trick. I
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said earlier that we may find through actual experience causing us
to have to move that figure up.

.Ihwish I knew. I would believe that is a reasonable figure to start
with.

Senator HanseN. You would think not less than that, is that what
you are saying ?

- Mr. Wirsox. That is right, that is right. Because I can see the people
as they do now with the income tax stopping and saying, “There is no
point 1n doing that because all I get to keep is thus and so.”

Senator HANSEN. Yes.

My second question is, and T am not sure that I understood you cor-
rectly, but I thought you said that your Birds Eye division found it
necessary to move at least some part of that operation outside the
Unitedlgtates. Did I understand you correctly ?

Mr. Wicsox. That is true. Some of the stoop crops such as asparagus
and that sort of thing, on the west coast there is really a shortage of
pegll)le who will do this kind of work, regardless of what they are

aid.
P In Mexico there is no shortage at all, they ave dying to do this kind
of work. The land is very fertile and it is working out extremely well.
T just am sorry to see us in effect export jobs.

Senator Hansen. Well, I share your concern and your dismay. I
would ask you from what I understand that not only are some im-
portant U.g. corporations finding it necessary, as you have, in this
mstance, because of the shortage, in fact, the extreme absence of labor
willing to do this sort of work at any price, but for other reasons
some of the corporations—I think there are some engaged in the elec-
tronic field who]})mve plants in Mexico.

Mr. WiLson. Yes, I happen to be on the board of one which has a
plant in Mexico because, competitively, they are simply being beaten
to death by the Japanese, to be quite frank with you.

Senator Hansen. That is my understanding. I am not certain, but
I think Motorola may be one of them.

Mr. Wirsoxn. Well, there are many.

Senator HanseN. I did not mean to identify them exclusively or
specifically. There are a number.

I have a feeling that many of the advantages that we once had in
this country, which resulted from our high level of education as com-
pared with some other countries, with most other countries, and that
with our willingness to adapt our operations to the most modern mech-
anization and assembly line type of production, we were able never-
theless, I mean despite the fact that foreign wages may have been sub-
stantially less than those in this country we were nevertheless able to
compete. But I have the feeling, and I hope I am wrong, that that
advantage is fast disappearing, while these foreign countries in many
instances, I think it is true with Japan, their steel-making operations
over there are pretty modern.

I was in Japan in 1965 and I was quite surprised to learn that some
of the visitors at that particular plant where I was privileged to
observe were from the city of Pittsburg, seeing how the Japanese made
steel. So I would ask you, do you think that our ability to compete
with completely unrestricted free trade may not be as strong as was
the case two or three decadesago?
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Mr. Cook. Well. I am sure we each have an opinion here. )

My own feeling is that our ability to compete is eroding rapidly,
that our productivity, I will say, per dollar, certainly has not been
maintained and whatever gap there was is largely closed. We operate
in Japan and Germany, an%], for example, when I go to German plants
and }apanese plants, I am amazed at the sheer productivity of the
people, the can-do, and will-do, attitude that seems to be now, for
some reason, disappearing or reeling badly in this country, it is very
very disturbing.

Senator Hansex. I would invite Mr, Wilson’s opinion.

Mr. Wrrsox. I would have to agree very reluctantly, but I would
like to suggest that creating trade barriers may not necessarily be
our answer, In the long run, I think this is self-defeating, but that
is based upon a very fundamental assumption that the American
people may come back on to the will-do attitude and that we can
compete. But it has got to be done within ourselves.

Senator Haxsen. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman. I want to express my appreciation to these dis-
tinguished gentlemen for appearing this morning. '

Mr. Wirsoxn. Thank you. ‘

Senator BExNeTT. May I have just one final question?

The CED in its book suggests the organization of a separate corpora-
tion to manage this program rather than to have it managed as it is
now, fragmented between the Department of HEW and the Depart-
ment of Labor.

Do you support that approach ?

Mur. Wirsox. This particular report to which you are referring about
the jobs, et cetera, was done by a different group of people than Mr.
Cook and me,

Senator FENNETT. I see,

Mr. WiwsoN. And I really do not know the reasoning by which they
came to that particular conclusion.

Senator Benverr. Well; I had assumed you had been a part of
this enterprise.

Mr. WirsoN. No, there had been two separate groups. We are
departmentalized too.

My, Cooxk. By project, yes.

Senator BENNETT. Do you have any comment on that, Mr. Cook?

Mr. Cook. I am aware of it.

Senator BENNETT. Are f'ou aware of the proposal?

Mr. Coox. I would dislike to see us create any more departments or
agencies or whatever than are necessary, and I would like to believe
that this could be worked out with existing Government departments
and mechanisms.

Senator BexNerr. Well, part of our problem in the committee is
to realize that there is no agreement among the existing departments
and agencies and sometimes you are bettor off to have one organiza-
tion do the job, even if you have to set up a new one.

Do you find that in your business, you very friquently have to re-
org\zamze?

Mr. Coox. We have a little more authority in our business, I would
say.
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Senator Bexnerr. I am not sure we want to let that stand on the
record.

No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

The Cuairyan. Thank you very much, gentlemen. )

Senator Ribicoff has requested that I call Mr. Daniel Kops, vice
president of United Way of America.

Mr. Kops, will you proceed, sir? ) )

May I say that after Mr, Kops concludes his statement, we will
stand in recess until 2 o’clock, and when we come back at 2 o’clock we
will hear Mr, Stanley Miller. ) )

Is Mr. Miller here? We will hear you at 2 o’clock, Mr. Miller, if you
will be available to us, then, sir.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL W. KOPS, VICE PRESIDENT OF UNITED
WAY OF AMERICA, AND PRESIDENT, KOPS-MONAHAN COMMU-
NICATIONS, INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY LOWELL WRIGHT, STAFF
ASSOCIATE, PLANNING DIVISION, UNITED WAY OF AMERICA

Mr. Kops. Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel W, Kops of Hamden, Conn.,
a volunteer, vice president and board member of the United Way of
America, and I am president of Kops-Monahan Communications,
headquartered in New Haven,

Seated with me is Lowell Wright, staff associate of the Planning
Division of the United Way of America.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the many statements that you expect to
hear, my statement. will be brief. But to our movement 1t is of major
consequence.

I know that this committee has already given a great deal of
thoughtful consideration to this proposed legislation for a family as-
sistance plan, and I would like you to know that the proposals con-
templated in this legislation are of extreme importance to us in the
volunteer sector. I am certain that you recognize that the health and
welfare system throughout these United States can and does function
only because of the close collaboration between public agencies and
tax dollars and the volunteers who raise money and coor(%inate plan-
ning through the complex of 36,000 local and national organizations.

We are mterdependent, Mr. Chairman. Therefore, reform of the
welfare system as proposed promises great benefits not only through
operation of public agencies on all levels of Government, but also
holds out the opportunity for gains in the effectiveness of the volunteer
movement. This potential for improving thte effectiveness of voluntary
and public functions is too great for us to be complacent about loss of
time in their adoption. \

The 18 million volunteers who raised over $800 million last year
and are reaching out for a billion dollars are motivated solely by the
American ethic of service {o assure a fair share of America for all.

But as a businessman, I must express the deep concern, which is
shared by many other businessmen, working people and housewives,
who make up the 35 million contributors throug]h united funds and
community chests and it is that far too many of our health and welfare
dollars, both public and voluntary, are of necessity eaten up just
alleviating the symptoms of social and medical ills of families in need.

44-527—70—pt. 3——14



1482

We have high hopes that the wisdom of the committee and the
Senate as a whole will make it possible to free families from the grip
of the welfare cycle extending from family to family. We see at hand
the opportunity to use volunteer and tax dollars much more efficiently
in treating and eliminating the basic ills.

We see it possible to have the money that is needed for prevention,
character building, and essential services. )

I would like to give you an example of this that car be duplicated
in every field of health and welfare service. It has to do with services
for the retarded.

Currently untold millions are being spent in this field initially by
United Way support for associations for retarded children, develop-
ing demonstration projects and counseling parents and, secondly, 1n
the public sector using city, State, and Federal funds for special edu-
cational programs and an o;ieration of residential and day care cen-
ters, and after all that we still have children who play less than a full
role in our society.

However, the doctors tell us that a high percentage of retardation
can be avoided just through proper nutrition for mothers-to-be and
children. Further, we know that defects in environments, life and
deprivation, are contributing factors in causing retardation.

I could duplicate this example in mental health, care of the aging
and, as I saidl, every other field.

Adoption of the proposals that you have under consideration can
free up many of the hard-pressed public and United Way dollars that
o to alleviate symptoms so that they can be funneled into services for
children who enjoy a full life and contribute a full share, children who
cannot now because a youngster can hardly participate with enthusi-
asm in a boy’s club or Boy Scout prograin on an empty stomach.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that in the the long run this bill will

mean much more efficient use of and less strain on our resources.
Currently, the public and voluntary systems are strained to a danger
yoint,
: Your committee holds the key to enable these systems to function
cffiiciently in the community, the States and nationally, and that is
why the United Way board of directors has gone on record affirming
its continuing concern for the reform of the public welfare system
and declared its endorsement for the principle of a national system
of minimum financial support based on standards adequate to preserve
human dignity, with the Federal Government bearing full responsi-
I)ilit,y for the financing and administration.

We are aware of the concerns already expressed by otheis of the
inadequacy of some of the proposals and we share some oif these
concerns. We are aware also of the concerns of others aboui the
massive adjustments involved. However, we believe the gains antic-
ipated through passage of the Iamily Assistance Plan promise
much too much to forego this opportunity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to be heard.

The Crraraan. Thank vou, Mr, Kops. These 18 million volunteers
who have worked in your United Funds efforts migfht be able to help
us in some of the counseling that is needed with regard to these
welfare cases. Someone needs to look at every one of these welfare
clients, to advise and suggest how those people might be put to more
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constructive use, and what we might do to help them. In other words,
find jobs for them; subsidized jobs if need be, and to do whatever is
necessary to help these people be productive and make their own way.
Someone needs to look at these situations and think about these peo-
ple’s problems.

Do you have any suggestions along that line

Mr, Xors. I would like, if I may, to make several comments on
your remarks, Mr. Chairman,

The 18 million volunteers, incidentally, are not essentially ladies. We
are proud of the number of ladies who do work on a volunteer basis,
but in even greater number the majority are made up of business
leadership, union leadership, and professional people.

Second, the United Way nationally and through its member orga-
nizations and through its community councils which coordinate
planning the resources of the different social agencies, both public and
volunteer in some 500 communities, do stand ready to work in the
administration of this program and to work toward its success. ’

Many of our people are volunteers on the hoards which will be
providing, which now provide, and which through some of the pro-
posals in the bill would be providing, direct services to the bene-
ficiaries of the plan,

The Cuaryax. Well, it is easier for me, as one person, to look at
an individual problem involving one citizen and come up with an
answer to that one citizen than it is to try to provide an answer (o the
overall problem. I can look at one person not now on welfare, but who
would be eligible for it in this family assistance plan and suggest a
better way for him than this bill would suggest.

Now when we try to expand this and try to make that apply to a
million people, it might not work very well at all. But it has been
suggested to me we ought to have a lot more flexibility in this program
than we have under this bill to try to administer a program to help
these people in a way that is most effective for them, and the more
ﬂexibi‘ity you have, the more people you need looking at the prob-
lems of individual citizens and particularly those that you want to
help. I simply find myself asking to what extent can we expect citi-
zens to volunteer to help find answers to these problems, and I just
wanted to ask you \\'hetfler yvou thought that there would be many of
these 18 million volunteers who would be willing to help with that
kind of problem.

Myr. Kors. ITelp with the——

The Cuamrmax. To look at the problem of an individual welfare
client and advise what should be done about that, to advise that one
person and also advise the agency, how can we best help this person.

Mr. Kors. Yes. I certainly can remark on that.

Through our family service agencies, which are headed by volun-
teer boards, which have volunteer members and paid staff, we are
currently and certainly on an extended basis would continue to give
services to these very people that you are talking about,

The Ciairyaxn. Thank you.

Senator Risrcorr. T have no questions, except, Mr. Chairman, Mr.
Kops is an old and respected friend of mine. He is the operator and
owner of one of the outstanding radio stations in New Iaven, Conn.
In addition to this he has always been a public spirited citizen who
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has done more than his share on all good causes for the Connecticut
community and I am delighted to see Mr. Kops here today testifying
for United Funds,

My, Kors, Thank you, Senator Ribicoff.
| The Crraryman. Thank you, Mr. Kops. We are pleased to have you
1ere.

(Mr. Kops’ prepared statement follows:)

STATEMENT OoF DANIEL W. Kops, ViCE PRESIDENT, UNITED WAY OF AMERICA
(ForMERLY UNITED CoMMUXNITY FUNDS AND COUNCIIS OF AMERICA, INc.),
AND PRESIDENT, KopPs-MONAHAN COMMUNICATIONS INC.

United Way of America represents 18 milllon volunteers; 2,260 United Funds
and Community Chests through which $817 million dollars were donated by 35
million contributors last year, in support of 36 thousand local, state and national
agencies, which provided service to 31 million, 898 thousand families last year.

Because a high proportion of these familles are also alded by governmental
agencles, and assisting them effectively requires close collaboration between the
voluntary investment and the tax investment in services, United YWay of America
- has a vital and enduring interest in public policy and in tax appropriations for
the human services.

In our campaigns we state that our goal is a ‘“fair share in America for all.”
We recognize that meeting this goal requires resources beyonad the capacity of the
voluntary sector; our interest in welfare reform stems directly from this realiza-
tion. We have therefore followed the propossls for welfare reform with keen
interest.

1. We belleve that one of the objectives of welfare reformn should be to render
individuals and families free from dependence on public assistance.

2. It is our conviction that if families can be encouraged to break loose from the
welfare level of subsistence, the services provided by both government and volun-
tary agencies can be far more effective in eliminating the ills these familles are
subject to, rather thap alteviating the symptoms.

3. Thus passage of an effective Family Assistance plan may result in more
efficlent use of the dollars citizens contribute through taxes and voluntary
contributions.

4, On April 3, 1970, the United Way of America’s Board of Directors adopted
the following resolution: ‘Resolved that this Board affirm its endorsement for
the principle of a national system of minimum financial support, based on stand-
ards adequate to preserve human dignity, with the Federal Government bearing
full responsibility for the financing and administration.”

5. We are deeply aware of the concerns expressed by some national and local
leaders, over the inadequacy of the Administration proposals to meet fully the
goals of welfare reform and we join in their concern.

6. However, we believe that the positive gains to be anticipated if the famfly
assistance program is passed sre far too significant to allow such criticisms to
negate our support: (a) the establishment of Federal minimum guarantees;
(b) the strengthening of work incentives; (¢) the opportunity to break the
poverty cycle for second or third-generation welfare recipients; (d) tbe added
coverage for working families; (e) the freeing of state resources for other high
priority use; () and the strengthening of child care programs are all basic
improvements which have long been needed.

7. (a) The separation of money payments from the program of soclal services;
(b) the emphasis upon the utilization of voluntary agencles for various social
services by contract between HEW or state welfare agencies and such agencies ;
(c) the provisions for evaluative research and for demonstration projects . . .
all these components of the bill merit United Way support.

8. The provision that states may recelve Federal funds to develop multi-dis-
ciplined service centers, including public welfare, Lhealth, mental health, voca-
tional rehabilitation, and other related social and health programs, appeals to
the United Way with ite long-standing commitment to a “whole man, whole
community” network of services. We would expect local United Funds and
Community Health and Welfare Councils to join in the design and operation of
such centers, with voluntary agency collaboration.

9. The Bill establishes a model upon which incremental changes may be ra-
tionally built.



1485

10. We join the Committee for Economic Development in belleving that “The
Administration’s proposals represent a very immportant first step in revising the
present welfare system. We join the Urban Coalition Action Council in its belief
that “This may be our best chance to establish a minimum standard of decency,
beneath which no American shall live.”

11. We are proud of the fact that the United States has already produced
:1 hiigher standard of living, and distributed income more widely, than any nation
n history.

We believe the time is now ripe for the wider sharing of the benefits of our
highly productive economy, with those who, for reasons beyond their countrol,
have been unable to participate in these benefits.

We believe, further, that the distribution of income proposed under the Admin-
istration bill will serve to strengthen our total econoiny, through consumer pur-
-chasing power and employment incentives which will benefit every employed
Amerlcan.

12. We pledge our continued efforts at the national, state and local level, in
concert with governmental and other resources to work for a higher quality of
human services to strengthen individual, family and community life.

The Cratraran. We will now stand in recess until 2 o’clock at which
time we will expect to hear Mr. Stanley Miller.

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the committee was recessed to reconvene

at 2 p.m., the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator Byrp. The committee will call ITon. Stanley A. Miller,
Secretary, Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare.

STATEMENT OF HON. STANLEY A. MILLER, SECRETARY, PENN-
SYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED
BY ROBERT HAIGH, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT; AND
RICHARD FARROW, HEAD OF FAMILY SERVICES FOR THE STATE
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator Byro. Glad to have you, Mr. Miller.

Mr. Mirrer. It is a pleasure, Senator.

Senator Byrp. Would you identify your associates for the record?

Mr, Mirser. I would be happy to. On my left is my administrative
assistant, Mr. Robert Haigh. On my right is Mr. Richard Farrow,
who is head of our family services in Pennsylvania,

Senator Byro. Thank you.

Mr. MiLLer. Mr, Chairman, gentlemen, it is my privilege to testify
before this committee on behalf of Raymond P. Shafer, Governor
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The Governor shares with
all people of good will a grave concern about the plight of needy
sersons—children, the aged, the infirm, and the handicapped—in

ennsylvania and across the Nation. The problems of financing the
programs necessary to relieve suffering, to prevent permanent social,
psychological and physical damage to people, and to provide opportu-
nity for mdividual growth and development, have received the closest
attention during his administration.

I am proud to report that Pennsylvania’s program of public as-
sistance has always been one of the most comprehensive in the Nation
in relation to its coverage of needy persons,

From its inception 1n the thirties until the present time the level
of support has continued to grow. During the 314 years of the Shafer
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administration, it has risen from 70 percent of a minimum standard
of health and decency to 100 percent of the standard, which is priced
each spring. A few selected statistics will serve to show the magnitude
of public assistance programs in Pennsylvania and the way it has
grown,

Currently, Pennsylvania serves 670,148 persons, an increase of
139,457 in the past year. Of this number, 601,606 are in the federally
aided categories of assistance, while 68,543 are provided for out of
State funds alone, under our program of general assistance, Our total
expenditure for fiscal 1969-70 was $474,799,231. We anticipate a
higher monthly average caseload for 1970-71, of 707,900 people, with
an estimated cost of $603 million.

For a family of four, our maximum grant level, which is now
among the hig]lest in the Nation, averages $3,433.20 on a State-wide
basis. In addition to improvements in the realm of support we have
taken several major steps to improve the quality of our service to the
largest possible number of people. Pennsylvania was one of the earlier
States to commit itself to separate the program of income maintenance
from the provision of social services. T'o accomplish this we are de-
veloping modern systems approaches to support the two components.
As of the present this separation has been accomplished in 42 of our
67 counties. I present this background of Pennsylvania so you can
better understand our intense interest in any change in so basic a
system as welfare.

Governor Shafer, writing to Senator Long about H.R. 16311 on
August 3, 1970, said :

The discussion, refinement, and final support given to the proposal in the
House of Representatives is indicative of broad-based support and is demonstra-
tive of the overwhelming need to extricate the Nation from the morass of the
current welfare system and to develop a more rational and systematic approach.

The concept embodied in the family assistance plan is indeed revolu-
tionary. Not since the great social welfare reforms of the thirties has
such a sweeping revision been seriously proposed—and might I add,
just in time. For on all sides we see that our present system of public
assistance is just not working.

As administrator of one of the largest departments of public wel-
fare in the Nation I am daily reminded of the deficiencies in our
system; and in spite of the best intentions, the full support of the

overnor and the cooperation of the State legislature, we are not able
to make many improvements in our delivery of services.

Hence, it goes without saying that the Governor and I heartily
endorse the principles included in the family assistance plan. The con-
cept of a nationa{) level of guaranteed income has our full support.
FFederal administration of tﬁe income maintenance provisions of the
program would assure a nationwide minimum level and likewise it
would assure Federal responsibility for both continuing the level and
providing for the cost of administration of income maintenance. Un-
fortunately, from the pont of view of Pennsylvania, the minimum
level is far below the real cost of family support and is below our
current. level of payment.

Of concern to many professionals in the field is the proposed split-
ting of administrative responsibility for provision of income mainte-
nance and social services between the State and Federal Govern-
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ments. Such a division could casily produce a more complex system
to which individual consumers must relate.

That is why we propose a contractual arrangement between the
Federal and State gwovernments under which, with Federal funds,
the States would continue to provide administrative management, of
the program. It is reassuring to Pennsylvania and I am sure to other
States that the proposed legislation provides that States will not
have to spend more in future years than is spent in fiscal year 1970-71
for all Federal categories except for cost of living increases, which
the States may find necessary to approve. Undoubtedly this protec-
tion to the States is an important feature of the bill and one which
we support with enthusiasm.

We are less enthusiastic about the proposal to withdraw Federal
support for employed fathers of families, even while the family
itself could receive Federal funds. This is contrary to the position
Pennsylvania and other States have taken to reestablish firm family
relationships wherever possible. In our opinion, this is discrimina-
tory and is not justified by the realities that many families face in
our complex civﬁization. It seems to us to be an anachronism to pro-
vide a better fiscal position to families headed by a female than to
those headed by a male. It seems likely that this may discourage
males from assuming their responsibility as members of a family
group. The important issue in our judgment, is that we treat all per-
sons as nearly with equality as we possibly can. The basis for grant-
ing of assistance must be one of need, not one of sex, age, or marital
status. We are as deeply concerned about the general assistance recipi-
ents who do not have children as we are for those persons for whom
we receive Federal reimbursement. We disagree with the position
that some people merit Federal assistance, while others in similar
need do not.

Based on the relatively lengthy experience of Pennsylvania in
work training projects we have some reaction to the requirement that
all able-bodied persons, including mothers with school age children,
register for employment. There is a definite need for flexibility in
this area.

One of the common complaints about the welfare system is that re-
cipients often are offered employment at wages below the amount they
would receive on public assistance. It is often difficult, if not impossi-
ble, to motivate a person to v nrk for less than he might receive for not
working. The costs of employment are high in our society in terms of
wage taxes, social security costs, transportation, clothing and other
work-related expenses. The real solution to our problem of employ-
ment for everyone lies either in a fully operating economy which pro-
vides work at adequate wages for all eligible persons, including the
handicagped, or quite possibly in a backup employment system oper-
ated under public auspices. Syt'tch a system must provide meaningful
work in the areas of human services, recreation, conservation, and en-
vironmental development, and should be in cooperation with industry
wherever possible. Sm' best experience has come from programs where
we place people on actual payrolls for a period of training with assur-
ance that employment will follow with wages at comparable levels to
those working in the system.

The area of child development and day care has received consider-
able attention recently in Pennsylvania. Under the provisions of pres-
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ent legislation which provides 75 percent Federal funds for day care
for needy children, we have participated in a great expansion in day
care services, It is reassuring to know that H.R. 16311 proposes day
care in support of the working parents and proposes capital funds in
addition. {)Ve strongly recommend that the position be taken that day
-is a legislated right and that at least the Federal support for day care
for all needy children be assured, not only to enable parents to seek
employment but to guarantee that children receive the best possible
aid in fostering theimr physical, emotional, and educational develop-
ment.

Title 20 makes significant changes in the current cost of services of
the Social Security Act. Most significantly, social services would no
longer be mandated for the States. We consider this a most serious
defect which should be remedied. In our judgment, social services
should be required for all States, preferably to be administered by a
single State agency adequately staffed and supported and with pro-
viston of a strong application of statewide effort to reach all persons
in need and to provide a full array of services. While we say adminis-
ter, we favor a network of services public and voluntary, tied together
by contractual agreement. One aspect of Title 20 which I support is
a proposal to extend social services to all people on a payment basis.
The proposal for a closed end appropriation on social services will seri-
ously limit the development in States of the comprehensive programs -
which should be in effect.

Human service needs do not have a closed end. They are subject
to many of the same variables as the income maintenance program
and the service program should be just as capable of responsiveness
to suffering.

The provisions that municipalities with populations of over 250,000
may designate their own local prime sponsor raises serious question
with us. It does not seem consistent with other provisions that support
strengthened State management, the consolidation or synchroniza-
tion of programs, and clear accountability. T suggest that meeting the
objectives of this legislation will be diflicult enough without promoting
intra-State warfare. This is a clear erosion o% the present powers
of the Governors and I recommend it be deleted. However, I cer-
tainly recognize and support the need to be creative in contracting
with any agency or local government if it can best provide the serv-
ices. We are concerned that the social service amendments be clearly
thought out and their implications for future programs be studied.
Thus, it might be possible to consider them jointly with the ad-
;I;)i’;llistmtion’s medical assistance proposals due before you in February

While it is not directly a part of TL.R. 16311, T would like to com-
ment on one proposed amendment to the current HEW appropria-
tion. That iz the limit on Federal funding of 110 percent of the
1969-70 expenditures for administration, training, and services. It
would not only reduce our present expenditure level because of nor-
mal growth in cost factors but would cost Pennsylvania an estimated
$14 million on top of an already critically strained State budget. I
urge you to delete such provisions at the present time.

In closing, let me quote from Governor Shafer’s August 3d letter
to Senator Long:
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However, it is clear that discussion for its own sake can go on interminably
and that it is no substitute for action. No one has yet been able to define or
design a “perfect” bill, To continue the pursuit for this elusive perfection, as
some would have you do, at the expense of positive, affirmative action could
be as great a mistake as Introducing a bill with no study or analysis at all.
It is my belief that the monumental study and analysis of the Family Assistance
Plan at all levels of Government has shown that the time for action is long
overdue,

The CHarraran. Thank you very much.

Senator Byrd?

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mbr. Miller, you favor a guaranteed income ?

Mr. MiLLer, Yes,sir.

Senator Byrp. At what level do you think it would be appropriate?

Mr. MiLLer. A level commensurate with need. We find that in our
Sitate the minimum is in the $3,400 and that possibly is below what we
need. But at least, commensurate with the need of people.

Senator Byrp. In enacting a Federal bill, Federal legislation, what
figure would you recommend the Congress select ?

Mr. Mirter. I would support our position of the $3,400 approxi-
mately. I realize this might be too much in one step also, sir. It should
be Federally financed.

" Senator Byrp. But you feel the $1,600 is too low.

Mr. MiLLer. Yes, sir,

Senator Byrp. The National Welfare Rights Organization has rec-
ommended a $5,500 minimum. What is your feeling in that regard?

Mr, Miuier. I feel that some figure short of this—I am coming kack
to the Pennsylvania minimum and saying that while it may not be
everything it shou'd be, it is in line, I believe, with minimal needs. 1
use the word minimal.

Senator Byrp. Did I understand you correctly that in 1971 you
expect to have 707,000 on welfare?

Mr. Miier, Yes,sir.

Senator Byrp. And it will cost $600 million ?

Mr. MiLLer. That is correct. $603 millien. That would be Federal
and State moneys together.

. Senator Byrp. How would that break down between IFederal and
State?

Mr. MiLcer. On this year’s breakdown it is—the breakdown is ap-
proximately 54 percent Federal, in the Federal categories, and 46
percent on State but because of our general assistance, our breakdown
this year is $208,944,511 of Federal moneys, $265,854,680, so it would
be proportionally the same in ratio.

Senator Byrp. Now, if this legislation is enacted, how many do you
estimate will be on pui)lic assistance in the State of Pennsylvania?

Mr. MarLer. The estimate based on the legislation as now proposed.
I do not believe it would increase our rolls since our levels are higher
to start, with than the Federal proposal of $1,600. It would not in-
crease our levels per se. It would give some relief to the State costs. At
tho present level it would not increase. No one else would be more
eligible because of thelevel.

Senator Bywp. You are speaking now of cost.
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Mr. Mirrer. My people tell me except for the elimination of the
lien and relative support which is included in the law, but I am talk-
ing on a dollar basis.

Senator Byrp. You have 707,000 youn estimate, during 1971 under
your present program, individuals.

Mr. Mirrer. Yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. How many do you estimate you would have if this
legislation is enacted?

My, Miner. I say with the exception of the lien, and we have no
estimate on that, and relative support—D>Mr. Farrow says it might add
another 100,000 but based on dollars without that provision it would
still be the 707,000.

Senator Byrp. In other words, you do not figure that this would in-
crease the cost of the total program?

My, MinLer. Not at $1,600 since we are $3,400. It would relieve the
State of some of the financial pressures. It would relieve the State of
some—in other words, to the degree of the first $1,600 it would relieve
us to that amount.

Senator Byrb, So, it would be financially beneficial to the State.

My, Mivrer. It would be frankly very good, yes, sir.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

The Criairmax. Senator Anderson?

Senator Anperson. No.

The Cirairaran. Senator Bennett ?

Senator BENNETT. Just a couple of questions. Of the 707,000 people
now on welfare, how many do you believe are employable? Or could
be employed with reasonably limited amount of training ?

Mr. Mitrer. The latest figure that we have as tota%ly employable,
and it was not based on the 707,000, sir, T apologize but it was based
on the 670,000, was approximately 25,000 who are fully employable
and we are working to get those off of our rolls as rapidly as we can.

Senator BEx~Eerr, Those are people who presently need no train-
ing and are ready to go right into work?

Mpr. Mirrer. No, I will not say no training. They need some train-
ing, as anyone does that is hired in a job. My basic background is I
am a businessman and anyone I hire needs some training, but this
25,000 could go to work with very minimum training or normal train-
ing in a normal procedure.

Senator Bex~err. Then, on the basis of those figures, we are really
wasting our time thinking about moving people off of welfare into
jobs if out of 670,000 there are only 25,000 that are employable.

Mr. Mirrer. I cannot agree with that, sir, because I honestly believe
that we could have other programs—I said fully employable, totally
employable under today’s structure.

Senator Bennerr. That was not my question.

Mur. MrLier. I am sorry.

Senator Bennerr. I will try to make it more clear, If this bill is
enacted and the program operates successfully, how many of those
700,000 do you think could be moved into——

Mr. MiLrer. With proper training and the various things necessary,
I would say—would you say up to 100,000? .
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Mr, Farrow. I think much of that is dependent, Senator, on whether
all the supporting services are mado available—day care for the chil-
dren. Of course, the big category is the aid to dependent children.

Senator BENNETT. This is the category in which we are—with which
we are——

Mr. Farrow. Right. The blind, the handicapped will not go off.

Senator Bennerr, How many of these 707,000 are in the category of
aid to dependent children ¢

Mr. Farrow. 450,000,

Senator Bennerr. 450,000. And, of course perhaps, what, 100,000
are adults?

Mr, Farrow. Yes. I would say——

My, Mirrer. One-quarter.

Mvr, Farrow. 112,000, something like that,

Senator Bennerr. 112,000 are adults. You also say or at least I
infer from the summary that we have before us at the beginning of
your testimony that you believe that most of these people should be
channeled into a public employment program.

Mr. Mirier, When I use the word “public,” I am using public and
public in cooperation with industry. And I am talking about public,
a backup public program, yes, but also I am talking about possibly
more support to industry through Federal backups to perform certain
functions that are awfully expensive for industry but which are
awfully necessary.

We have a whole problem, environmental health and environmental
control. I think a lot of people might be trained to help industry and
wit}l;lsome Government support, help industry overcome some of these

roblems.
P Senator Bexyerr. Hlow many of these people would wind up on the
payroll of the State of Pennsylvania or a particular county or a par-
ticular city? Is that where you are aiming?

Mr. Mrcrer, No. I am alming at a combination of work supports
there plus work supports given to industry so that people can wind up
il industry, back in the mainstream.

Senator Bexnert. So, when you talk about supports given to indus-
try, do you mean subsidized positions only?

Mr. Mitrer. At least—subsidized in its inception and possibly
through its training period, yes, similar to what the testimony this
morning was.

Senator Bexxerr. So, you do not see industry on its own taking any
substantial number of these people and keeping them there as produc-
tive, self-justifying employees?

Mr. MiLLer. I see them taking some. I do not see themn taking all
or anywhere near what is the total across the country that we need to
take care of,

Senator Bexxerr. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.

The Cramrymax, Senator ITarris?

Senator Iarris. May I say, Secretary Miller, I appreciate very
much your testimony before this committee and I particularly ap-
preciate your expression of concern about withdrawal of IFederal
support from the unemployed fathers program and the effect that
might have on further deterioration of welfare families, which ought
to be of concern to all of us. .And also I appreciate your comments in
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regard to the need for some kind of employment program. While
your rolls have been going up, last year unemployment in this country
also has gone up a great deal. I suspect that Pennsylvania has been no
exception to that national picture. Would that be true?

Mr. Mmrer. We have had some increase in unemployment,
obviously. L )

Senator Harris. T am always interested in some background mate-
rial. Maybe you will not know the answers to these offhand, and per-
haps the figures are not available to youn right now.

How long has the average person who applies for welfare in
Pennsylvania lived in the State? Do you have any way of knowing?

My, Minter, At this point, no. At one time we had minimum res-
idency. As you know, the Supreme Court has ruled out any minimum
residency and a person can move into our State, your State, any
State today and apply for assistance. So, I no longer have figures on
it whatsoever.

Senator Harris. Do you have any reason to believe that there has
been an upsurge in applications as a result of the abolition of residency
requirements ?

Mr. MiLLer, Yes, sir.

Senator IHarris. What causes you to believe that ¢

Mr. MiLrer. Because our standards are higher than are many of the
States and, therefore, there is a movement to the higher———

Senator H arris. How do you know there is a movement ? That is my
question.

Mr, MirLEr. We see our rolls growing.

Senator Harris. But if you do not know how long the average appli-
cant today has lived in Pennsylvania, how do you know whether or not
it has gone up for that reason? I do not argue about whether it is
caused by that or not, but I am just interested to know the actual
situation. :

Mr. MiLrer. I say that is one factor. We have other things, too, and
I think thot—1I said in my statement——

Senator Harris. Isit one factor?

Mr. Muazr. It is.

]Se}mtor Harris. Are you really prepared to say it is, and, if so,
why
b x\ll{r.. Miwzer. Tam prepared tosay I feel it is. J have no figures to

ack 1t up.

Senatc?r Harris. You have no figures. What percentage of new ap-
licants in your State now for welfare have lived 1 year or less in
ennsylvania ? Do you know?

Mr. MiLLer. I will look to my people in statistics.

Mr. Farrow. I cannot give you the answer on that. We have in-
creased our eligibility by raising the grant in the past 2 years and
that accounts for a good bit of our total increase.

Senator Harris. We would not know about whether or not people
changed residence because of welfare unless we kneyw, first, how long
the average applicant has lived in Pennsylvania and what percentage
have lived in Pennsylvania less than a year.

Mr. Mirier. I do not have the statistics. .

Senator Harris. What is the average length of time on welfare in
Pennsylvania of an AFDC applicant?
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Mr. Farrow. I think it is about 2 years, the average.

Senator Harnris. Now, that really does not fit the stereotype of a peo-
ple who receive welfare and continue to do so for the rest of their hves,
does it? Why do you suppose they leave welfare if the average stay
is2 years?

Mr. Farrow. Well-——

Senator Harris. I mean, if welfare in Pennsylvania——

Mr. FFarrow. The conditions of living are better off assistance.

Senator Harris. If welfare in Pennsylvania is such a good deal,
why do people not stay longer than 2 years?

Mr. Farrow. Some people do but I think our figures on the aver-
age show it is not a lon;{;—term thing for most people. There are some
families, yes, that do. Mothers may be on for a short time during the
infancy of a child and then find some provision to take care of the child
and go off or partially off. Many of our recipients are partially
employed.

enitor Harris. Maybe their salary goes up or they get a better job
or they get a job——

Mr. MiLrer. Move back into the mainstream.

Senator Harris. Obviously, they have found a source of income that
is better than welfare.

Mr. MiLer. And more rewarding.

Senator Harris. More rewarding, and I think that is an important
answer, too, because, by and large, I believe most people would far
rather work, if they are not psychologically or physically handi-
capped, than receive welfare, These are interesting kinds of questions
because, as you know, there are a lot of wild statements made about
welfare which people really have not thought out. Some people make
them that ought to know better or really ought to think them out a
little better before they make them—or a least question them.

I do not know what all the answers are, but I do know we will be
ill-advised to make sweeping changes in the law or to enact new
systems when we do not really address owrselves to the basic ques-
tu;{qs. I think these are the kinds of questions that we need to be
asking.

\VeghaVe talked about the effect of residence requirements. You
do not have the facts on that, here. We have talked about the fact
that unemployment has gone up in Pennsylvania, as it has nationally
last year. Are there other reasons why the nunbers receiving aid
to f.an?lilies with dependent children would have gone up in Pennsyl-
vania

Mr, MirLer. In January of 1967 when Governor Shafer took office,
people were at. 70 percent of the 1957 standard. First, a year ago last
January, following a commitment he made in the 1966 campaign, the
standard was raised to 90 percent of this level. And on January 1
of this year he succeeded in keeping his commitment on his platform
of going to 100 percent of the standard.

Now, at each level and each time it went up, more people became
eligible, obviously, for at least some assistance. So, it was really his
commitment that he made to the people that created part of this as
well as the unemployment, as well as residency and a multiplicity
of different factors.

Senator Harris. Eligibility requirements allowed more numbers?
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My, Mireer. That is right.

Senator ITarnts, That is an important point. T think.

Mr. Mitrer. It is a very important point in Pennsylvania.

Senator Harris. Now, nationally, we have heard testimony from
the Secretary of HEW that, rather than have additional babies in
order to receive more welfare assistance, the evidence would tend
to be to the contrary. As a matter of fact, the average number
of children per AFDC mother last year, according to HEW, has
gone down, not up. Do yon have any idea whether that was true in
Pennsylvania ornot ?

Mr. Farrow. We have never felt that that was the reason that
most mothers have babies.

Senator Harnts. It does not make economic sense, does it?

My, Farrow. We have never claimed that.

Senator Harris. Why do you think that Penmnsylvania ought to
have a welfare system at all?

Mvr. Mirrer. Why should Pennsylvania have one? I think—-

Senator Harris. Or any State?

Mr, Mimrer. I feel we have a responsibility. I feel this both as a
businessman and as a person in Government. We have a responsibility
to those people who are not able to find themselves in our system.
I do believe that there cannot be separate systems. It has got to be
functioning within the free enterprise system. It is not a substitute.
It is not something entirely different, but it is an assist to the free
enterprise system.

Senator Harrts, So, to some degree it is a matiter of charity that
those of us who are——

Mr. Miueer. No. It is a matter of, I think, social conscience that
we do have a responsibility.

Senator Harris. Those of us more fortunate ought to help others,
and, rather than just do it in our own church or community, we do
itlon a national or statewide basis. We have some responsibility to
others.

Do you think there is also an enlightened self-interest on the part
of each of us involved? I mean, in addition to doing good for others,
do you think it is also in our interests to see people have a chance
to live at some decent level ?

Mur, MriLLER. Yes.

Senator Harris. Why would you say that ?

Mr. MiLer. Because as we raise the level, I honestly believe as
we raise the level of the lower economic strata in society, as we raise
their levels, we also, I believe, raise levels of our total society.

Senator Harrrs. As a matter of fact, these hidden costs in not
helping people have some decent standard of living are there not?
You and I are likely to pay one way or another, are we not?

Mr. Mivrrr. That is correct.

Senator Harrrs. And, by and large, we can prove that we probably
come out better—aside from our moral obligation—if people have a
decent standard of living. Isthat true?

Mr. Mirrrr. I agree with you.

Senator Harris. What about the rights of those who receive assist-
ance. Do they have a right to such assistance? Would you care to com-
ment on that?



1495

Mr. Mirrer. 1 do not—1 believe it is a legislative right. I have taken
this position. I do not believe that it is a constitutionally guaranteed
right. I do believe it is a moral right for us who can to support those
who cannot.

Senator Harris. Thank you very much. These are not questions of
sophistry, but they are very basic to what we are trying to do here, and
I thank you for your answers.

Senator Bexxerr. May I have one more question, Mr. Chairman? 1
am interested in your report that the average length of stay on welfare
of the aid to dependent children participants is 2 years. And you now
have 450,000 in that category. So, in 10 years you have 4,500,000 people
who pass in and out of that category.

Mur. Farrow. Sir, I said that kind of off the top of my head. I would
like to research that a little more.

Senator BexNEerr. I think you had better.

Mr. Farrow. Remembering something else.

Senator Bex~neTT. Because the inference is left that people move off
and become self-supporting after 2 years.

My, Farrow. It 1s not as long as is commonly claimed. I would like
to hedge a bit on that 2-year statement that I tossed off, in thinking it
over.

L Senator BEXNETT. In 20 years you would have nine million on the
asis——

My, Farrow. Lots go on and off.

Slenator Bex~ETT. In other words, it is the same people who come
and go.

Mr. Farrow. Yes, come and go.

Senator BENnETT. That is the point I want to make. They may get
off for a month and statistically you are through with them but they are
right back on again and in terms of the spread over time, you have
really taken care of them for the most of the time.

Mr. Micier. It may be the same person in and out several times.

Mr. Farrow. This is true for a number of the marginally employed
who work for a while and then are on and off.

Senator BENNETT. T wanted to correct the record that it is a few peo-
ple who stay on a short period of time.

Senator Hagris. I made no inference. I was just asking questions, I
will ask one more question to be sure we do not now draw the wrong
kind of inferences.

Do you know what percentage of those who apply are repeaters?

Mr. Farrow. I think we do but I cannot give you an answer.

Senator Bexxerr. It might be interesting if you can find it readily
without to much effort to suggest it for our record. )

Mr. MiLer. May we send it to the committee?

The CrarryMax. Well, could you just seek to give us the best
information you can so as to analyze that caseload as to who it is
and how long they are on? I would be the first to agree that we ought
to know what we are trying to do business with here, and if you are
talking about people being on for an average of 2 years but if that
average is achieved by one-third of those peo‘)le going off and on
three fimes in a single year, then it would be well for us to know just
how many families we are talking about and how long the average
family actually is on over a 5-year period, for example, so we could
come to grips with the problem that we are trying to legislate on.
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Mr. MirnLer. We will send a complete report to the chairman.

The CrzairmaN. The best analysis 1yon could give. However logic
best helps us to understand it, we would like to have it.

My, Micter. It will be in your hands in a matter of days.

The Cuamryan. Thank you very much. Thanks to you and your
assistants, Please convey my respects to the Governor of %’ennsylvania.
I wish him all the luck in the world.

(A letter from Mr, Miller directed at points raised above and his
prepared statement follow :)

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE,
Harrisburg, September 1, 1970,
Hon. Russern B. Loxo,
Chairman, Commitiee on Finance,
U.S. Scnate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR Loxa: When I testified on H.R, 16311 before your Committee
on Tuesday, August 25, 1970, it was requested that I submit answers to the
following questions:

What is the average length of dependency for recipients of AFDC?

How many AFDC applicants have previously been recipients?

Is there evidence that applicants come to Pennsylvania because of the
relatively high level of assistance grants?

After checking with our Office of Planning and Research, I wish to submit the
following data:

1. Our Study of Characteristics of AFDO Familles—May 1969, reveals the
following :

53g% of the caseload had been on AFDO rolls less than two years.

Of the remaining 47%, 129 had been on the rolls for 10 years and over;
179 had been on more than two years but less than 5 years; and 18% between
6 and 10 years.

The median number of years for reciplents was 1 year, 11 months. You
may recall that in response to a question, we sald the average was some-
where around two years,

2. According to our figures for the same pariod of time (May 1969), 51.8% of
the applicants had not received assistance prior to this case opening. Of the re-
maining 48.29, the breakdown is as follows:

Percent
Less than 12 months_ e 15.8
1 year, less than 2. i ———— 6.4
2 years, less than 5 e 10.3
b years, less than 10 . e 7.8
10 FearS OF MOTe o e eme e ;e —— e e ——————————————————— 4.5
Length of time UNKNOWI o o o e ma e 2.9
UnKBOWN oo ecrc e —————— c—- - 1.7

1 feel these figures are most significant and indicate the emergency nature of
the public assistance program for many of the reciplents, who use it in times of
seasonal or temporary unemployment, or because of personal illnesses or other
developments in family life. ‘

3. Concerning the influx of applicants from other states, when resldency re-
quirement was removed on January 12, 1889, our records indicate that in the first
three months 780 cases were accepted which previously would not have been eligi- .
ble. We estimate that for the entire year there were about 2,250 such cases. ¥orty
per cent of the first 780 came from the six states bordering Pennsylvania; 17 per
cent from California and Florida; and the remainder from other states, six
foreign countries and Puerto Rico.

Our own statistics have been substantiated by a study made by the firm of
Peat, Marwick & Mitchell, and there appears to be no strong support for the
commonly held belief that people ordinarily flow to areas where public support
is highest. Rather, it would appear that people move for reasons of family re-
1ationships and the bellef that better opportunity may be available for them in
the new location,
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You will recall that in my testimony, I quoted from Governor Shafer’s letter
of August 3, 1970, to you, supporting the Family Assistance Plan. In the belief
that the Governor’s letter in its full text may be of interest to all of the members
of your Committee, I am sending a copy of it, along with a copy of this letter,
directly to each member,

May I express my deep appreciation to you again for the privilege of testifying
before the Committee and for being given the opportunity to submit this addi-
tional information,

Very truly yours,
STanNLEY A. MILLER, Secretary.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STANLEY A. MILIER, SECRETARY, PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF PuBiic WELFARZ

It is my privilege to testify before this Committee on behalf of Raymond I
Shafer, Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, The Governor shares
with all people of good will n grave cncern about the plight of needy persons—
children, the aged, the infirm and the handicapped—in Penusylvania and the
nation. The pioblemms of financing the programs necessary tov relieve suffering,
to prevent permanent social, psychological and physical damage to people, and
to provide opportunity for individual growth and development, have received
the closest attention during his administration.

I an proud to report that Pennsylvania’s program of public assistance has
always been one of the most comprehensive in the nation in relation to its
coverage of needy persons. In 1937, the program was established to provide
ecquivalency in benetits and eligibility requirements between the federally sup-
ported categories and the State funded General Assistance program. As the
level of support has increased that equivalency has been maintained. In January
1970 we achieved a level of 10092 payment of our established standard for a mini-
mumn level of health and decency. This was achieved despite a severe fiscal dilem-
ma in two steps from the 709 level when the Governor was inaugurated three
years earlier. I am proud that Pennsylvania took this forward step.

Currently, Pennsylvania serves 670,148 persons, an increase of 139,457 in
the past year. Of this number, 601,605 are in the Federally-aided categories of
assistance, while 08,543 are provided for out of State funds alone, under our
prograin of General Assistance. Our total expenditure for fiscal 1969-70 was
S474,799,231 (Federal $208,9044,551—State $263,854,680). We anticipate a higher
monthly average case load for 1970-71, of 707,900, with an estimated cost of
$603.0:00,000,

For a famity of four, onr maximum grant ltevel, which is now among the
highest in the nation, averages £3,433.20 on a state-wide basis.

Pennsylvania has taken the option to provide support for unemployed fathers
and also has accepred the responsibility to provide social services to former and
potential, as well as actual, recipients of cash assistance. While we do not accept
that our present level of income maintenance ($3,433.20 annual average) ade-
quately meets minimum family living requirements for a large industrial state,
we feel we have made n commendable eftort for the past 33 years.

Indeeil we have pilonecered in trying to improve our systemy and became one
of the earlier states to commit itself to separate the program of income main-
tenance from the provision of soclal services. T'o accomplish this we are develop-
ing modern systems approaches to support the two components. As of the prosent
this separation has been accomplished in 42 of our 67 countries and we hope
to extend the process further once the methodology is clearly developed.

I present this background information about Pennsylvania so that you can
better understand our intense interest in any changes in so basic a system as
welfare. Governor Shafer, writing to Senator Long about H.R. 16311 on Au-
gust 3, 1970, sald: “The discussion, refinement, and final support given to the
proposal in the House of Representatives is indicative of broad-based support
and is demonstrative of the overwhelming need to extricate the nation from
the morass of the current welfare system and to develop a more rational and
systematie approach,”

The concept embodied in the Family Assistance Plan is indeed revolutionary.
Not since the great social welfare reforms of the 30's has such a sweeping revi-
sion been serlously proposed—and might I add, just in time. For on all sides
we see that our present system of public assistance is just not working.

As administrator of one of the largest Departments of Public Welfare in the
nation I am daily reminded of the deficiencies in our system; and in spite of the

44-327—70—pt. 3 15
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best Intentions, the full support of the Governor and the cooperation of the
state legislature, we are not able to make many improvements in our delivery
of services.

Hence it goes without saying that the Governor and I heartily endorse the
principles included in the Family Assistance Plan. The concept of a national
level of guaranteed income has our full support, Federal administration of the
income maintenance provisions of the program assures a nation wide minimum
level and Federal responsibility for both continuing the level and providing for
the cost of administration of income maintenance. Unfortunately, from the point
of view of Pennsylvania, the minimum level is far below the real cost of family
support and is below our current level of payment.

When the full impact of this program is felt there certainly will be signifi-
cant advances made in sowne states—in others however there will be little or
no advantage to the consumers, even though there undoubtedly would be a
fiscal advantage to the state through surrendering certain costs fncluding
administration.

The dollar value of this advantage may be difficult to pinpoint since states
will have to continue to maintain agencles to provide social services including
emergency aid.

Of concern to many professionals in the field is the proposed splitting of ad-
ministrative respousibility for provision of income maintenance and sociat
services between the state and Federal governments, Such a division could
easi{y produce a more complex system to which individual consumers must
relate.

That is why we propose a contractual arrangement between the Federal and
State governments in which, with Federal funds, the states would continue
to provide administrative management of the program. In order to make gov-
ernment operate at its highest level of efficiency I feel we must depress levels
of responsibility as far as possible. At the same time it is imperative that fuil
Federal support be available to fund maximum program development.

I speak to this point solely from the view that we must consider the problems
of the consumer in relating to several agencies as against one agency i{n a com-
munity. Repeatedly this has been pointed up as one of the serious flaws in our
system of welfare and health services, and I think it is incumbent upon us to
plan a system that most adequately meets all of the needs of consumers, both
in relation to time and physical accessibility of needed services. The virtue of
this part of the proposed legislation to our way of thinking les in the as-
surance of Federal funding for the program rather than in the necessity for
Federal administration.

It is reassuring to Pennsylvania, and I am sure to other states, that the
proposed legislation provides that states will not have to spend more in future
vears than is spent in fiscal year 1970-71 for all Federal categories, except for
cost of living increases which the states may find necessary to approve. Un-
doubtedly this protection to the states i{s an important feature of the bill and
one which we support with enthusiasm,

We are less enthusiastic about the proposal to withdraw Federal support for
employed fathers of families, even while the family itself could receive Federal
funds. This is contrary to the position Pennsylvania and other states have taken
to re-establish firm family relationships where ever possible. In our opinion this
is discriminatory and is not justified by the realities that many families face
in our complex civilization. It seems to us to be an anachronism to provide
a better fiscal position to families headed by & female than to those headed by
a male, It seems likely that this may provide a negative incentive to males to
assume their responsibility as members of a family group. The important issue
in our judgement is that we treat all persons as nearly with equality as we
possibly can and that the basls for granting of assistance be one of need, not
one of sex, age or marital status. We are as deeply concerned about the General
Assistance reciplents who do have children as we are for those persons for
whom we recefve Federal reimbursement. We disagree with the position that
some people merit Federal assistance, while others in similar need do not.

Based on the relatively lengthy experience of Pennsylvania in work training
projects we have some reaction to the requirement that all able-bodied persons,
fncluding mothers with school age children, register for employment. There is’
n definite need for some flexibility in this area,

One of the common complaints about the welfare system is that reciplents
often are offered employment at wages below the amount they would receive
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on public assistance. It is often difficult, if not impossible, to motivate a person to
work for less then he might receive for not working. The costs of employment
are high in our society in terms of wage taxes, social security costs, transporta-
tion, clothing and other work-related expenses. The rcal solution to our problem
of employment for everyone lies either in a fully operating economy which pro-
vides work at adequate wages for all eligible persons, including the handicapped,
or quite possibly, in a backup employment system operated under public auspices
which provides meaningful work in the areas of human services, recreation,
conservation and environmental development,

We have had a great deal of experience in Pennsylvania with the many work-
training projects such as Community Work and Training, Manpower Develop-
ment Training, Work Incentive Program (WIN). Each one of these programs
provided some positive results for individuals, but almost as many people were
frustrated by the experience of entering a training program in good faith only
to find that appropriate jobs were not available upon completion of training, or
that the jobs paid so little as to result in no real advantage to the employee. We
find it difficult for the state to begin these programs repeatedly and before any of
them have had extensive expericnce, and attempt to arouse enthusinsm on the
part of our staff and the consumers when there has been so much disenchantment
with this type of effort. Our better experience has come from programs where
we place people on actual payrolls for a period of training with assurance that
employment will follow with wages at comparable levels to those working in
the system. It is true that these positions do not immediately free all people from
involvement in cash assistance, but when career ladders are developed so that
experience on the job can be rewarded with promotion and higher level of in-
come, the employees can see a future opening up to them which appeared to be
denied before. It is this kind of responsible public employment and involvement
that we recommend strongly; we feel there is a possibility of developing this as
an important segment of our economy. This requires the closest and most har-
monious working relationships between the social service-income maintenance
efforts of our government and the many other seginents that are concerned with
hospitals, parks, community buildings, public administration, recreativii and
conservation. While coordination of government in this way is extremely ditn-
cult, we have found that it ean be done with benefit on all sides.

I am sure it is evident at this point that we favor Federal participation for
unemployed fathers and for employed fathers. Further, and this probably goes
beyond the scope of IL.R. 16311, we urge consideration of an extensive program
of public employment which can provide dignity and opportunity to all citizens.

The area of child development and day care has received considerable atten-
tion recently in Pennsylvania. Under the provisions of present legislation which
provides 759 Federal funds for day care for needy children, we have par-
ticipated a great expansion in Day Care Services. In Pennsylvania we interpret
day care as a child development instrument and not just a warehousing of
children for the convenience of parents who must work or who want to work.
We applaud those parents, especially mothers, who desire to enter the lahor
market, but who do not wish to do so at the cost of possible damage to their
children through inadequate care and training. We feel that it is a right in our
soclety for parents to be assured of adequate care for their children when the
parents are participating in the economic support of the country and themselves,
Most other major civilizations on the globe have moved in this direction, but for
some reason our culture has been resistant to this concept of child development
and care as a right similar to public school. It is a recognized fact that our
economy would grind to a halt if all of the working mothers with young children
were suddenly to be withdrawn from employment. Many of them, I am sure,
are able to provide adequate care, protection and development for their chil-
dren. But others, I am equally sure, must use an endless series of makeshift
placements that are of doubtful advantage to children and cause anxiety and
strain for the mothers.

It is reassuring to know that HL.R. 16311 proposes day care in support of
working parents, and proposes capital funds in addition. We strongly recom-
mend that the position be taken that day care is a right and that at least
Federal support for day care for all needy children be assured, not only to enable
parents to seek employment, but to guarantee that children will receive the best
possible aid in fostering their physical, emotional and educational development.
Study after study has shown that a principal cause for failure of children in
our school system is the lack of adequate preparation of these children in the
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early stages of thetr growth and development. It is urgent that we as a society
move to close this gap in our services for families and for chitdren.

Title 20 makes significant changes in the current social service provisions of
the Social Security Act. Most significantly, social services would no longer be
mandated for the states, We consider this a most series defect which should be
remedied. In our judgment, social services should be required for all states,
preferably to be administered by a single state agency adequately staffed and
supported, and with provision of a strong application of statewide effort to
reach all persons in need aud to provide a full array of services. While we say
“administered’”, we favor a network of services, public and voluntary tied to-
gether by contractual agreement. The proposal for a closed-end appropriation
on social services will seriously limit the development in states of the com-
prehensive programs which should be in effect. We are well aware that the
growth of soclal services in the country has been uneven and that many states
are just now beginning to utilize the potential of current legislation. It would
be a xerious mistake in our judgment to shut off this growth and expansion at a
time when our skill and knowledge about the effect social services can have on
the lives of needy people are being expanded almost daily.

Human service needs do not have a closed end. They are subject to many of
the =ame variables as the income maintenance program and the service pro-
gram should be just as capable of responsiveness to suffering.

We support those service provisions that support State efforts to plan, evaluate
and consolidate programs. Lack of sufficient emphasis in these arveas has been
a xerious omission in past legislation.

The provisions that municipatities with populations of over 250,000 may
designate their own local prime sponsor raises serious question with us. It dves
not seem consistent with other provisions that support strengthened State
managenient, the consolidation or sychronization of programs, and elear ac-
countability. I suggest that meeting the objectives of this legislation will he
difficult enough without promoting intra-state warfare. This is a clear erosion
of the present powers of the Governors and I recommend it be deleted. YIow-
ever I certainly recognize and support the need to be creative in contracting
with any agency or local govermmnent if it can best provide the services.

Problems in the organization of social services have much in common with
thoxe in medical care. Indeed the two programs are mutually supportive. For
this reaxon, and because the service amendments are not a clear advance over
existing legislation, I suggest that they be considered jointly with the Ad-
ministration’s medical assistance proposals due before you in February, 1971
This would provide time for the opportunity of viewing social services in a
broader context that included vocatlonal rehabilitation, education, mentat
health, mental retardation, OEO, HUD and other related programs in a variety
of Departmental settings, each of which views itself as the comprehensive nexus
around which all other services should organize.

As H.R. 16311 stands we would have another new service system imposed
without adequate study upon own already crowded geography of new systems.
If the suggestion to delay consideration is taken, we snggest it need not pre-
clude the increased funding of foster care and adoptions through the existing
systems.,

While it is not directly a part of ILR. 16311, I would like to comment on one
proposed amendment to the current ILE.W. appropriation—that is the Hmit
on Federal funding to 110¢% of 1969-70 expenditures for administration, train-
ing and services. It would not only reduce our present expenditure level he-
cause of normal growth and cost factors, but would cost Pennsyivanis un esti-
mated $14,000,000 on top of an already critically strained state fodget, I
urge you to delete such provisions at the present time.

Finally, T would be derelict if T did not recognize with this Committee that
both Federal and State governments are involved in a most complex operation
in trying to deal with the many problems, economic and social, which confront
far too many of our ecitizens, In our Department we are constantly receiving
proporals which sound easy and conclusive as to results, but which on examina-
tion would further complicate the situation, rather than solve our problems. In
our opinion there are no simple answers for the complex ixsues which face us.
Just ax we in Pennsylvania have been trying for years to increase our benefits
and at the same time simplify oar administration o that consumers may receive
benefits promptly, <o we feel that a natlonal effort must he directed toward
eliminating the barriers to prompt and efficient service in the entire area of



1501

physical health, mental health, and public social services. Tt!e Family Assistance
Program as envisioned in 1LR. 16311 is a step in this direction, not a total
answer, We support the increased Federal activity in financial partlcn‘patmn and
administration if this is finally determined to be an essential part of the neces-
sary national pattern, But we strongly recommend that the Bill be strengthened
in the areas we have commented on here; namely inclusion of the working poor
for full benefits, possible addition of a public employment program, aud re-
quired comprehensive social services, generously funded. Further we urge re-
cognition of day care and child development as a matter of right with highest
national priority for both capital and operational funding, to provide buildings
at neighborhood level to house such programs, and last, the training of stafl in
many areas of specialization to administer the programs.

In closing let me again quote from Governor Shafer's August 3rd letter to

Senator Long: . .
“}fowever, it is cles. that discussion for its own sake can go on interminably

and that it is no suhstitute for action. No one has yet been able to define or de-
slgn a ‘perfect’ biYl, To continue the pursuit for this elusive perfection, as soue
would have you do, at the expense of positive, affirmative action could be as
great & mistake as introducing a bill with no study or analysis at all. It is my
belief that the monumental study and analysis of the Family Assistance I'lan at
all levels of government has shown that the time for action is long overdue.

“1 fully appreciate the difficult and complex nature of the bill which your
Committee is now considering. At the same time, I amn encouraged that the ex-
pertise and wisdom of your Committee, which has distinguixhed itself in similarly
difficult legislation in the past, is being brought to bear on this important sub-
ject. I urgently request that your Committee complete its work on the Family
Assistance Plan so that it can be acted upon by the full Congress during the
current session.”

The Ciamryan. Our next witness will be Mr. Leonard Iesser, gen-
eral counsel for the Committee for Community Affairs. I believe you
are bringing with you another witness who is scheduled for tonmorrow,
Robert Clark. I believe we had scheduled My, Clark for tomorrow but
we will be pleased to hear kim today if you are supposed to share your

time.

STATEMENT OF LEONARD LESSER, TREASURER, COMMITTEE FOR
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN BEIDLER, EXEC-
UTIVE DIRECTOR OF COMMITTEE FOR COMMUNITY AFFAIRS;
AND ROBEKT CLARK, REPRESENTATIVE, STATE OF MISSISSIPPY

Myr. Lesser. Thank you, Mr. Chairvinan. I am accompanied on my
right by John Beidler, executive director of the Committee for Com-
munity Affairs, and on my left is Robert Clark, who is a member of
the Mississippi State Legislature. Unfortunately, My, Clark’s tele-
gram notifying him of his appearance tomorrow was never delivered
and we, therefore, requested if he could appear with me. Mr. Vail
said “Sure,” and then showed us the telegram that was sent.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee for Community .\ifairs is a non-
profit corporation organized to represent and speak for community
organizations of the poor and the disadvantaged. The majority of its
board of directors is composed of representatives of these community
groups.

_ These community groups with which we are working are some 15
in number and are located in 5 States in this country. ‘They are groups
engaged in economic development projects to create an economic base
for decent jobs in the community. They operate training centers to
prepare community residents for jobs which are available. They are
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the sponsors and builders of housing projects. They operate day care,
Headstart, and health programs. In short, their goals are some of
the goals which have been stressed by this committee.

The Cramrymax. That is & very highly motivated group you have
‘there, Mr. Lesser. L

Mr. Lrsser. They are. In considering proposals similar_to those
embodied in—excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I should have said I do have
a statement which I request be submitted for the record and I will
just try to shorten my remarks and not read it.

The Criamrarax. We will print the entire statement.

Mr. Lrsser. In considering proposals similar to those embodied
in ILR. 16311, one is always faced with the costs involved. To the
extent that one program, whether it be a welfare reform program,
a family assistance plan, a negative income tax, or any other pro-
gram, is expected to make up for all of the deficiencies in American
society—no jobs, too low wages, discrimination against people so they
cannot get jobs, inadequate social insurance programs—if one pro-
gram is expected to make up for all of those deficiencies, then that
program must be saddled with such economic costs that it is doomed
to failure.

The economic report of the President pointed out that it would
require an annual expenditure, of about $10 billion to lift all poor
persons and families up to the poverty income level. On the other
hand, to the extent that jobs are provided for people at adequate
wages, to the extent that this Congress provides adequate social se-
curity beiefits, then the cost of assistance, even with its improve-
ments, can be kept within reasonable levels. Reductions in welfare
costs should flow from jobs and wages, not from punitive, restrictive,
or budget cutting measures.

With these considerations in mind, I would like to examine the
proposals before this committee for reform of our welfare system
which are provided under the various titles of the Social Security
Act.

In his statement before this committee on July 21, 1970, the Secre-
tary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare set forth
certain cornerstone princples on which the revised family assistance
program is based.

The first of these is “Uniform National Standards.” The second,
“More Efficient Administration.” The third, “Strengthened Work In-
(ienti\;t’as and Requirements.” The fourth, “Inclusion of the Working
oor.

If these ave the principles on which a program should be based,
and I believe they are, then I would urge this committee to report
out S. 8433 introduced by Senator Harris on February 10, 1970. This
bill would meet both the problems identified with the present system
and those proposed by inadequate solutions such as H.R. 16311, which
only creates new problems of their own.

g. 3433, in establishing a national program of basic income benefits,
would assure over a 3-year period that no American individual or
family would have an income below the poverty level. It would pro-
vide a single program with Federal administration. It would
strengthen working incentives, It would eliminate “notches.” It would
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achieve bas" equity between categories of needy individuals and the
50 States, '

H.R. 16311 now before this committee, unfortunately does not meet
the cornerstone principles outlined by the Secretary. The first prin-
ciple set forth by the Secretary was ¥Uniform National Standards.”
The 81,600 payment provided for in FLR. 16311 would establish a
uniform national standard only in the eight States where benefits are
now lower. It establishes no uniformity, nor does it remove the in-
equities which exist between families within the 42 other States.
Neither does H.R. 16311 remove the inequities which now exist be-
tween categories of persons,

While a standard is set for families with children, no provision is
made for the childless couple or the single individual who may have
an equal need for assistance.

If fiscal or other considerations preclude this committec from ree-
ommending a bill which would set as the national uniform standard
the current poverty level, such consideration should not prohibit ac-
tion now to provide that over a period of years such a level will be
achieved. This Congress should provide a definite timetable for
staging increases in the minimum uniform level of benefits so that by
1976, the 200th anniversary of this country, all American families
will be assured of a level of living at least equal to the existing
poverty level.

The second principle outlined by the Secretary was “More Efficient
Administration.” The poor and the disadvantaged have learned from
bitter experience that programs designed for their benefit have too
often been distorted by hostile State and local administrations.

Let me just refer this committee to an article in Fortune magazine

of June 1970, which documents the abuses under existing programs
and the likelihood that the family assistance program will fail if its
administration is turned over to the States, as IH.R. 16311 would
rermit,
: Mr. Clark, who, as I indicated, is a member of the Mississippi
Legislature, and a member of its welfare committee, will diseuss with
the committee first hand experiences of the situations which he has
encountered.

Let me just say that to assure that a national program enacted by
the Congress is administered in a fair and uniform fashion, we urge
that the bill provide that its benefits will be administered solely by
the Federal Government. , )

The third principle is “Inclusion of the Working Poor.” Inclusion
of the working poor in HL.R. 16311 is at the heart of the family assist-
ance program. While inclusion of the working poor has caused
questions to be raised by members of this committee, the answers are
not. found in the denial or reduction of benefits to other groups.

The administration’s revisions of LR, 16311 would exclude from
the supplemental program families with unemployed or partially
employed fathers because of the criticisms that these families may
receive more than families headed by a father working full-time
who would not be entitled to supplementation.

The answer to such inequities is not found in denying benefits to
a group in which 90,000 families are now entitled to benefits and more
of which would be entitled if the administration’s revisions to H.R.
16311 as passed by the House, are not accepted.
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Furthermore, acceptance of such restrictions by this body would
also be contrary to the action taken by the Senate in 1967 when it
adopted an amendment to the then pending welfare bill offered by
Senators Robert F, Kennedy and Fred Harris to make the 