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SOCIAL SERVICES AND WELFARE REFORM

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1973

U.S. SE:NArE,
COmmITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m. in room 2221,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Russell w. Long (chairman)
presiding.

Present: Senators Long, Byrd, Jr., of Virginia, Mondale, Bentsen,
Bennett, Fannin, Hansen, Packwood and Rot'. IThe CHAIRMAN. The chaiman of the Governors' conference has
coine from Washington State to Washington, D.C., and has asked for
a chance to explain the views of the Governors' conference on the wel-
fare legislation and social services measures pending before the com-
mittee. I thought he should have the opportunity explaining what
is the view of the Governors of 50 States with regard to a number of
matters that we are working on in the Finance Committee at this
moment. It seemed appropriate that the rule of openness should apply
here, so I have asked that we open our session this morning to let the
Governor explain what the Governors' conference thinks about what
we have been doing and what their view is on we are thinking about
doing with regard to social services, and also with regard to what we
might be able to do to make the welfare laws more adaptable to the
needs of the poor during the period immediately ahead of us.

aWe are pleased to have Gov. )aniel Evans here. Governor the floor
is yours to explain to the committee what you have been telling some
of us individually in our offices..

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL 7. EVANS, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE
OF WASHINGTON AND CHAIRMAN, GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE

Governor EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased for this oppor-
tunity and giratified that the chairman would make it available on such
short notice.

I would like to speak on two separate elements today: First, which
I am sure this committee and the Congress would like to settle once
and for all and have behind them and that is the area of social serv-
ices. I think that I speak for all Governors in saying that we.believe
the Congress was wise to put a $2.5 billion limitation on the spending
for social services. Otherwise, the drain on the Federal Treasury could
have reached really fairly crisis proportions.

However, in the reaction to that through the regulations adopted by
the Department of HEW, we have been prevented as States from
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extending this social services to people who need them. We have been
prevented from reaching even those limits which Congress set on.
spending. And I s west there are several things I understand the com-
mittee has been talking about which I am confident, from my own
contacts, with other Governors would represent what we believe is a
proper direction in this field of social services.

I have contacted by telegram each of the other Governors of the
Nation. We have had responses back from a fair sampling of States
so far, about half of the States, and others are coming in each day.
Not one Governor yet, not one State yet, has come back in favor of the
November 1 regulations of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

In its place, we hope that the Congress will enact legislation to
clarify and to let us know exactly where we are in this field. Wo do
not believe that the extension of social services legislation ought. to
allow the refinancing by the States of programs that we are now using
State money for. The whole opportunity is to provide more in the way
of needed social services for our citizens, and I do caution the commit-
tee that in some States, including my own, with the uncertainty of last
spring and how much money might be available, and the estimates
at-that time by the Department of HEW. that only about $1.3 billion
was their estimate of spending; that we in our State, substituted for.
that difference between ... and $2.5 billion our share of that with
State funds because we thought the programs were so important that
they ought to be continued. And although we had anticipated from
congressional action that we would have our share of $2.5 billion, when
that became uncertain we substituted State money for that. We would
hope that would be recognized in any anti-refinancing clause in such
legislation.

I believe it is important to assure both the people of this country, as
well as those who are engaged in providing social services, that some
statements of goals, basic goals, be set forth so it is clear that even
though them is broad flexibility to eath State, that the aim is to pro-
vide social services and not other services which are outside the gen-
erally accepted field of social services. I believe it is very important to
allow the use of private contributions, We have a genius in this coun-
try of volunteer and private organizations. They are. providing an im-
inense assistance in this. whole field of social services and to cut or
deny, or to limit the utilization of private contributions, or even in'
kini contributions as'matching would severely restrict necessary social
services programs.

The elimination of a requirement that 90 percent or some such per-.
centage be devoted to those who are on welfare, I think, is or either
immediately pre or postwelfare, is a very important element. Perhaps
not all citizens recognize that the percentage of a State's population
drawing welfare varies from the highest to the lowest State by a mag-
nitude of 5. The percentage of the population in the highest State
in the Nation on welfare is 5 times as large as the percentage of the
citizens and the lowest State on welfare. So, I think you can, readily
see that if we are to confine social services primarily to those on wel-
fare, or immediately close to welfare, that those States with a very low
welfare recipient population would find it almost impossible to pro-
vide the extent of social services programs that would be very easy for
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a State at the high end. And I might add that California with its size.,
it is the largest State in the Nation, and with some work that it has
attempted to do in lowering welfare rolls, still has, as I remember the
third highest percentage of its population on welfare of any State*
in the Nation. It is much easier for California to live within that
limitation and still provide its share of social services than for a State
like Washington-which is below the-national average, and many other
States which are much lower than the high ones.

Finally, there have been varying figres used in proposed legisla-
tion as to the limitation on funding. The last, as I understood, is $1.9
billion. I would strongly urge that the committee recommend that the
Congress pass legislation that would continue the limit at $2.5 billion.
The Congress did that in setting the limit 12 years ago. All
States of which I am aware in their budget making of last January,
depended on that figure and thought that that was the assurance
guaranteed by that congressional action. And I would hope that we
could continue to depend on that in our budget-making process and in
budgets 'which have already been passed and-adopted by many legisla-
tors. Some States may not be able to gear up and utilize all of their
share of $2.5 billion. Many States will, and it is my understanding
from talking with other States that a high percentage of States will
be able to utilize and utilize to the benefit of the citizens of this
Nation and in 'their States the full amotmt of their share of $2.5
billion. And I would strongly suggest, and I know I speak for all of
the Governors in this. that thiat be the limitation placed upon us.

Let me turn, if I might, for a few minutes, Mr. Chairman, to another
element and a broader one in the field of welfare. All of us, I think,
share a concern over the numbers of those who require the help of
welfare and would like to see an opportunity or a program built in
this Nation that would give the maximum opportunity to people who
are employable to have that opportunity for employment. You know,
of all of the citizens of this Nation. those who are tnxpd the mnqt
heavily are those who are now on welfare, who try to find employment,
and who find that a hiqh percentage if not all of the extra money be-
comes deducted from their welfare cheek, aid it is virtually imosi-
ble for them to make ground. if you will. from their present position.
There is an encouragement to stay on welfare not to get off welfare.

And I might just leave you with one or two figures which I think
would be of interest. These we calculated last year in a proposed new
program for the State of Washington, and measured the difference
between a family of four with the father working full time or not eli-
gible for AFDC, a father working full time at a rate of $2.50 an hour,
compared with same family with the father who is eligible for AFDC
working only 80 hours a month. By the time you take into account
their income tax payments, the social security tax payments, the work
expenses, the benefits that the public assistance recipient receives from
medicaid and from food stamps, the effective net income of that full
time working father at $2.50 an hour was $390 a month. For that same
family, with a father working only 80 hours a month, the family'snet
income was $488 a month. That is not much incentive foi a father who
cares very much about his family to get off welfare and to go to work.

The CHainuaN, Let me get that straight; Govekmor. I just want to

be sure that you said that correctly.
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Are you saying that in your State that if a man is working half-
time to support a family, that the family has an income of $488 a
month, but that if that' same man were working full time, the net in-
come would be $,390 a month?

Governor EVANs. That is correct because of the way our welfare pro-
grain works. If you would like to, very briefly, I will leave this with
the committee, but the gross earnings of tht father working full time
would be $440, if you subtracted a $21 incomv- tax. and $23 social se-
curity tax, work expenses estimated at $30 a month, no public assistance
grant, no medical care assistance, a food stamp bonus available to that
family of $24, which adds up to $390. The same family working 80
hours a month, and thus still eligible for public assistance, his gross.
earnings are $200 a month, and tlie social security tax is $10 and the
work expenses of $15 for that part-time work, reduces that, but he is
eligible with the 301/, disregard, for a public assistance grant
of $205 a month, eligible for medical care estimated at an aver-
age of $84 a month, and a food stamp l)onus of $24, which adds up
to the $488. I think that perhaps more clearly than anything else, this
points out the real problems we have in this country of encouraging
people to stay on welfare when they may very well be capable of
working, but find not only no financial incentive to do so but a financial
disincentive if they are to take full time work, even at a wage consid-
erably above the minimum wage. In fact. we figured a break-even point
in our State, and this was last figured at the end of last year, the break-
even point for that same family would be gross earnings of something
like $.3.20 an hour, which is way above the minimum wage in the State.
But, that is what he would have to earn in order to break even.

I would suggest to the committee, that one of the things perhaps
most important. and one of the geniuses of our Federal system is that
we do have 50 States with an opportunity to experiment., to provide 50
laboratories, if you will of new ideas. If we are given the opportunity,
I. think we can use those 50 laboratories--some of them will fail-in
new demonstrations butsome will succeed. And I think the oppor-
tunitv to succeed lies in the chance for this committee and the Con-
gress to discover new ways which will help resolve the international
welfare problem. I .

I think one of the most straightforwar. and one of the most direct
ways would be to allow the flexibility of-a State to take the welfare
payments now made to a family, an employable family, and to trans-
fer those payments to another public agency or perha'ps-to a private,
nonprofit corporation, to supplement their ability to hire 'that same
welfare recipient at a considerably higher wage than welfare wages.
They would have greater capacity through the aid of this transfer pay-
ment to hire. The family would'be much better off in terms of its re-
sources. There would be a financial incentive to go to work. And to
relax the necessary rules of the Congress, or the rule of our pre.zent
legislation to allow this kind of experimentation would be in the best
of interest of the country. -

There are some unquestionable problems in doing so, and J am very
much aware of some of those problems. There could be concerns of the
cost and the necessity, I am sure. Foremost in everyone's mind is that
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those costs ought to be controlled. We do not want a repeat of the un-
controllable social services costs that we ran into a few years ago. I
think there is little question that some members of organized labor
or even not organized labor might be concerned over the threats that
this might provide. But, I believe that is an opportunity so important
to those who pay taxes, including all of those who are workers in this
country. I believe it is possible to work with those who are presently
at work to show them that there are opportunities for new labor that
otherwise simply could not have occurred. And that both they and
the welfare recipient will be better off. They will be better off
ultimately in lower taxation; the welfare recipients in a new sense of
independence.

I know that there are problems in insuring wage standards tnd job
conditions, at least comparable to those who are regular employees.
There are many problems and it is easy to throw the problems into
the air, and too easy, I thing, therefore, to say let us not do it. But, I
suggest the opportunities for the States to demonstrate their capacity,
the opportunities that could be available for those now on welfare, the
opportunities to discover new ideas which would work in an area or
State and might be transferred to the rest of the county, are too great
to allow difficulties to deny this opportunity.

I could talk about some of the other more technical points, but I
believe those are things we can leave with the committee, things that
would help in the drafting of any such proposed legislation. My plea
on behalf of all Governors is that the States of this Nation in a very,
very important area of responsibility, that of public assistance and the
public's welfare, be allowed the greatest flexibility necessary to let
us help you in discovering the right answers for ultimately the right
answers for the Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. Governor, let me just touch on one thing that ap-
peals to me in what you are saying.'I have been discussing this one
suggestion with the State welfare administrators every chance I
have: Why do we not try to offer to every family on the welfare rolls
the opportunity, on a purely voluntary basis, for the potential bread-
winner of that family to be offered a job that would assure them twice
the income they would make living on a welfare check? I have yet to
find any welfare administrator that does not want to try that in his
State. It is especially appropriate with Christmas approaching that
we consider that option.

Now, practieallv every local aovernment has some revenue-sharing
money available that they could put into this kind of program if we
would let them do it. But the minute they do that they run afoul of
the provisions of the law that says they'have to do bu isiness with a
single State agency. It would seem appropriate to me to just start out
with the Christmas period, when we need a lot of people to do a lot of
things to help keep the place safe. Right here in the District of Colum-
bia there are plans to add K00 new people to the police forec to try to
keep down pilferage in the stores during the Christmas shoppil)g
season. If yon take the welfare money you are paying a number of
people and give them the first shot at some of those jobs or all of them,
vou could take 1,000 families and double their income by simply pay-
Ing the welfare money over to the police department and letting the

24-880---78---2
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police department hire these people as agents for the police depart-
ment to help protect against pilferage. Instead of hiring one man
who has only himself to think about you could spread that money
twice as wide by combining it with the welfare money now paid. it
might not be as efficient this way, but when you realize that you are
going to spend the welfare money anyway, it tends to offset that factor
when you put a bunch of these people to work so they can double their
income during this period.

Now, meanwhile, somebody needs to provide day care for those
children while their mother is out earning some money for the family.
You could put a lot of mothers to work in day care centers, and again
you could help finance that by paying that welfare check over to the
day care centers so that the day care center can afford to pay her just
that much more than they could have afforded to pay her otherwise.

I think that any welfare administrator in this country, if he had the
flexibility to do it, could find ways that he could help a great number
of people, not only during the Christmas season this year, but during
next year too. But when he tries to do that, he runs afoul of a number
of provisions that we put in the law, and some of which really do not
make too much sense. I can understand how at the Federal level, they
like to do business with just one State agency, so that in the event
something goes wrong, they can hold one man responsible. But that
just played havoc with our hospital system in Louisiana because it
was not organized in the welfare department to begin with.

If we gave the welfare administrators some flexibility, I have no
doubt that they are satisfied in their mind that they could make more
efficient and more effective use of that money for the benefit of those
that they are trying to serve. And speaking for your State, are you
confident that if you had that flexibility you could do more good for
the poor people you are trying to help with your welfare money?

Governor EvANs. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. And I am not trying
and I would not try to complain about what HEW or even the Con-
gress in the past has done because I think that the States are guilty
of much the same thing. In a pretty fundamental area we all get
caught up in the desire to write rules and regulations and laws to
protect against failure. But, in doing so, too often we mitigate against
success. We just put things in so narrowly try0n to avoid disaster,
that we do not allow the kind of flexibility that will lead us to answers
we are all seeking. And so, we muddle along, maybe preventing some
real problems, but never giving ourselves the real opportunity to get
to the heart of some of these problems and resolve them. I think in the
process I have enough confidence in our own people that I believe we
would, in a fairly short period of time, have some ideas tested out in
the marketplace that would be of benefit to this committee and to the
Congress.

The CHATIIAN. Well, Governor Evans, I may be totally in errror
about my ideas about this problem, and if I am, I would be delighted
to offer you the opportunity to prove me wrong. I would just like to.
have one point in my favor, and that is, in the event I am rilht and.you
are in error, I would like to have the opportunity to prove you are
wrong. Frankly, I think that the people administering the program in
my State very much think along the lines that I am thinking. And
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I am satisfied that they are positive that they could do a lot more good
for a lot more poor people if they had the ilexibility to do it. I t ink
that every State ih the union would like to have an experimental pro-
gram to show what they think ought to be done, and if they had their
way, every one of them, of course, would like to do it at the ex pense
of the Federal Government. That would cost a lot of money. But if
without spending any more money, they could find a way to make some
changes in their program to do this, so that from the point of view of
the Bureau of the Budget up here they are not creating a large addi-
tional expense, then I do not see why we cannot let 50 States have
somn flexibility to se what they can do to improve the lot of their poor
in those States.

Senator Bennett?
Senator BiNNI'rr. I think I would like to let the questioning on

our side start at the bottom end, if anybody here is ready to question.
I wanted to kind of be the clean-up man.

Senator ROTH. I guess it is obvious who is the bottom man.
I want to thank you, Governor, for your very helpful testimony.

I only have one question and that goes back to the contributions on the
part of private charities which I agree is important to bring them in.
Tlie criticism I have heard on a number of occasions, on the part of
State legislatures and even some State officials, is that the will of the
State government can be by-passed between the man, say, in the wel-
fare department o one of the agencies by getting money from a pri-
vate charity and getting the corresponding dollars from the Federal
Government. Would there be anything wrong with trying to write in
some kind of requirement that all programs that are financed by
charity should have to go through the regular governmental c'iannels
of some type, and put it in the legislation

Governor EvAns. Well, I think when you are dealing with public
moneys you would like to have, first, some idea of where i is going and
some idea of what is happening to it. And to that extent, I think thaf.
would be of value.

I think it gets down to the question of what you do in the writing of
regulations, and if in the writing of regulations you really hamper
the opportunity to provide that ultimate customer, that ultimate per-
son in need of a good social service, then we ought to take a real look
at it.

If, on the other hand, we are talking about just making sure that
there is good accountability, and the knowledge of where money is
going, sure, I think any time there is public money involved,, you
should.

Senator Rom. I think there is a necessity for flexibility there and I
am not attacking that, and I am not even sure I agree with what the
answer to my question is. I am just raising it because it has been raised
with me. But, the problem under the legislation last year is that there
appeared to be a number of incidents or cases where new programs
were adopted purely by action of the State executive branch of the
government, because an agency could go to a private source and get a
contribution from that private source, and then they would go to the
Federal Government and get the matching dollars there, and they
would never have to go through the State legislature or the regular
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procedures. And the concern was expressed by a number of the legis-
lators to me that they thought this was bypassing the regular govern-
mental requirements at thelocal level with the same kind of power we
are sometimes being critical of in the executive branch at the Federal
level. And I am just asking, would it be appropriate to say that the
programs that were supported locally by private funds ought to be
legislated perhaps by the general assembly or State legislature?

Governor EVANS. Well, I think there are two concerns. Let me ex-
press, first, the fact that depending on the State, legislative assemblies
very often are in session only for a limited period of time at sometimes
fairly rare intervals, and there would be an extensive period of time
during which perhaps a very desirable and needed social service might
not be available, simply because of a requirement that they would
have to wait, sometimes for as much as a year and a half, before the
next legislative session in order to take advantage of that particular
and maybe totally desirable social service. I believe the answer lies
in the relationships that ought to be created between the Governor and
the legislature of each State. In my relationships with my own legis-
lature which meets considerably more often now, they ha4e developed
a budgetary proviso and others which say if there are unanticipated
Federal receipts, come to the legislature or at least come to the joint
budget committee to let us know and to get approval before those
unanticipated receipts are spent. So, I do not think we have a real prob-
lem in our State because of the procedures we have worked out. And I
think that is the proper form to work out that particular kind of prob-
lem between the legislature and an executive in a particular State,
rather than writing in Federal regulations which I really do not be-
lieve would be necessary for that particular purpose.

Senator RoTH. Than k you very much.
The CHAiriAN. Senator Mondale ?
Senator MONDAL. Well, thank you very much, Governor Evans, for

what I think has been a most helpful presentation on behalf of the
Governors.

As I understand it, the Governors oppose the present regulations
propounded by the Department?

Governor EVANS. Unanimously, from every Governor I have heard
from so far.

Senator MONDALE. Unanimously, and would like a measure which
contained these principles: One, to prohibit supplanting existing pro-
grams with social services' money, with the one problem being the
catchup issue that you referred to ?

Governor EvANs. Right. That is correct.
Senator MoNDALE. I-think they have that problem in many States

to make certain that programs that have been using social services'
money in the past but have been picked up by the States because of the
new regulation, do not get into the nonsupplanting provision. And I
see that as the critical point, because if we are going to keep a separate
program with broad State discretion for serving people on or near
welfare, it has to be identifiable. If there can be supplanting with no
restriction, I think the program would be lost andno one would be
able to find it. And that is why I think that nonsupplanting is the cen-
tral issue and, as I gather the Governors strongly believe that the posi-
tion you testified to should be asserted in legislation.
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Second, you would support broad definitions of social serviceN but
basically, leave up to the States and local governments the question of
what those social services should be.Third, to continue the very creative relationship that exists between
Government and private charities through the use of private match so
that where charities have programs of social services that appeal to
the States as making'sense, States may continue to permit those pri-
vate charities to carry on those social services. And I think that is a
very important objective.

And, finally, to define what we mean by welfare recipients, or which
recipient in a way that provides the State with broad liberality to
deal with people who are potential or part welfare recipients, and give
then services long enough to get them out of the dependency require-
ments rather than these very strict and rigid HEW rules that, in effect,
would require you to provide help almost exclusively to welfare
recipients.
. Governor EvANs. And I would like to reiterate that point that for

some States with the highest percentages of their population drawing
welfare it is very easy to utilize the funds under the November 1 regu-
lations. They have got a big pool to work from within their State and

*they can provide social services to those exclusively on welfare with-
out much difficulty and use up all of their potential share of social
services' money. Those States with a very low recipient population
may have some very severe social services problems but if they are con-
fined to that small pool of those who happen to be on welfare, I think
we deal unevenly with the States and, particularly, you make it more
difficult for those States which have done the best job of keeping peo-
pl off welfare or getting people back in an independent status. And
I think that is just the wrong kind of emphasis.

Senator MONDALE. I agree strongly with that. The whole idea of the
social services program vis to provide a hopeful strategy for reducing
welfare dependency. If social services-such as day care, alcoholic
care, help to the retarded---can only be obtained by going on welfare,
we have created another incentive to require people to stay on welfare
rather than to become independent.

Governor EvANs. That is right.
Senator Mor&mD. Finally, I strongly agree with your position

about the $2.5 billion a year, but I do not think we can swing it. I
would be glad to vote for it. But, the budget of this administration
provides for $1.9 billion. I do not believe they ever intended to spend
that much, but that is what the budget provides. If we go the full
$2.5 billion, that would be another $600 million, and I think we might
invite a veto. I would like to have the $2.5 billion, and what we have
talked about here is $1.9 billion this year, but with the requirement
that they simply must spend it all.

As you know, when we put the $2.5 billion ceiling on, the argument
of the administration was that they needed that because they had no
way of controlling the expenditure that the States would make other-
wise. It was open-ended. Then to our surprise, through a strategy
through what I call "impoundment by redtape" they did not only not
spend the $2.5 billion, we think they were spending at the rate of about
$1.2 billion last quarter. In other words, they had impounded over half
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of the program. And it is my personal opinion that that is the wholereason why we are fighting with HEW now. It is not strategy, it is not
concept. It is money.

As you know, not only did the Department oppose the first action
of the committee, which was supported by the Governors, they also
opposed the second action on the grounds they did not want general
revenue sharing. The only thing they say they. can manage from the
Federal Government are their regulations which restrict the States
more, which involve more regulation, more control, more oversight,
more studies, more plans, than any other proposal that we have bolre
us. So, I think the reason they give doeiJ not stand up. There must be
another reason, and that other reason is they are trying to save money
in this area. I think that is what it is all about.

And one of the things that bothers me is that while we are trying to
develop a strategy here that agrees with what you are talking about,
the administration has gone ahead and propounded regulations, even
though it is clear we are planning to do something else and the Gov-
ernors want something else. I would hope that the administration
could hold up on these regulations until we have acted. I think, and
we should try to have a smooth transition, becctuse, as you know the
new regulations are contrary to every .single principle that you hfave
announced. They put the squeeze on private charities. They make this
funding solely for persons on welfare, for all practical purposes. And
they would probably spend a lot less than we think ought to be sent
in this area. So, I think that your testimony has been very helpful.

One final point: On the experimentation and demonstration of new
strategies, my feeling has been that there is a disincentive in the wel-
fare program , which your figures eloquently point out, which often
discourages people from working on the grounds that if they are un-
skilled and the rest, they perhaps eannot survive in private employ-
ment, whereas they might be able to survive on welfare.

Governor EvANs. Right.
Senator MOND.LE. My only point is that I think--the strategy we

ought to pursue is to make employment more attractive, into welfare,
in the sense of minimum survival, and that is all I think it is today,
more onerous. I would like to see your ideas incorporated, but on an
experimentation and demonstration basis and understand it as such,
not as a proposal for just sweeping aside the present system but per-
mitting experiments and demonstrations in various states to see what
we can leirn through different strategies which might help us out of
this difficult.

Governor EwvNs. I think that is the concept we are looking for. The
problems we have run into with new ideas or demonstrations by States
in the past has been simply that the redtape to get a demonstration
project aproval discourages anyone from experimentation.

Senator MONDALE. Yes, right.
Governor EVANs. And I think the financial exposure itself because

the States have a role to play and the financial role in the whole wel-
fare system. For every Federal dollar, there are various amounts of
State dollars. In our State we spend more dollars than the Federal
Government does. The ratio is less than 50 percent Federal money. We
are not going to get involved in something that expands our own finan-
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cial exposure, But, I think we need the opportunity to experiment
within our present cost. I do not think that these ought to be programs
that either mandate the states to do something, nor should they be
programs that mandate the recipient to be forced to do something.
But, if we do these things in the right fashion, and give the kind of
flexibility that will allow each State easily to engage in new experi-
mentation, I just think we have a much better opportunity to discover
some successfful new ways to go.

Senator MONIDALE. What you are asking for is experimental and
demonstration authority. You are not asking for authority to com-
plotely escape the present structure, are you ?Governor EvANs. Oh I do not think we want to completely escape
the present structure. That would be not only very difficult but dis-
ruptive. When you talk about demonstration projects, however, it
may very well be that some States will find in certain elements or
areas of a total welfare program demonstration a concept or an idea
that might encompass a good many recipients, or a good share of the
State or it might even-cover the whole State for a specific part of the
public assistance program.

Senator MONDALE. 1't you know, in the family assistance. plan this
whole issue was at stake and everyone agreed that there is a disin-
centive to work at certain levels, as your statistics reflect. Now, one of
the objections to certain strategies was that they would involve a
subsidy for cheap work. In other words, they would encourage em-
ployers to pay less in order to get subsidies. Now, many people -dis-
agreed with that, I remember, but the labor movement felt very
strongly that they did not want a system here where our welfare sys-
tem was changed just to subsidize work, which brought forth a pri-
vate pay scale that was clearly beneath the subsistence level. I think
you pointed out that $3.20 is what you think is needed. Well, we have
got a minimum wage law of $1.60 now, which is exactly half of what is
needed to get up to the incentives you are talking about.

Governor EvANs. Right.
Seinator MONDALE. And' then when you get around to income disre-

gards, which is one of the best ways of doing that, it costs tremendous
amounts of money at the Federal level. It may be a good thing to do.
I do not know. But, I do not want to get a situation where in the name
of demonstrations we are permitting a whole new national strategy
that does not face up to these issues. And I think the decision has to be
at a Federal policy level if it is a fundamental policy decision.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Packwood?
Senator PACKWOOD. Dan, 2 weeks ago, in executive session, this

committee struck out the laundry list of social services definitions. It
was not our intention at the time to injure social services recipients or
limit services to be provided. One of our reasons was that the list, as
I recall, included 24 or 25 specific types of special services, and then
the last one said anything else the State wants to do as a social service
would be permitted, unless specifically refused by the Secretary of
HEW. And we thought, well, this is a revenue-sharing program for
social services, so strike out the list and leave total discretion and flexi-
bility with the States. So I went back and I read the testimony of the
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various State welfare administrators who testified before this commit-
tee last summer. Of each of them I asked the question:

"Would yoU prefer to have the committee simply strike the defi-
nition of social services and turn it over totally to the State to de-
termine ?" And they said "Yes," and I checked with some of my agen-
cies in Oregon and they preferred that. So I voted to strike out the
list. But as soon as the word came out that we had done that, com-
plaints and opposition began to come from the very people who said
that that is what the would prefer, and complaints began to come
from the Governors who we thought, would prefer it.

Let me ask you now, what would be the preference of the Gover-
norsI Would you rather have the laundry list in there or leave it out,
and leave it totally to the States to determine what are the social serv-
ices, realizing you will have to live within the maximum limitation
either way?

Governor EvANs. I think there are two elements in a description of
social services in the proposed legislation that you have been working
on. One is a series of about four general goals which I think really are
necessary.

Senator PACKWOOD. Let me interrupt?
Governor EvANs. That would, at least, you know, confine this to

social services rather than a broad general revenue-sharing.
Senator PACKWOOD. Let me interrupt there because there is some

confusion as to what the committee did. We do not keep any minutes
in our executive committee meetings. It was my intention when I
voted for this only to strike the laundry list of 25 services, but I am
not sure in retrospect what we did. And there is no evidence to prove
one way or other what we did. But, it was my intention to leave those
four goals in.

Governor EVANS. I wanted to separate those. I think the basic goals
are highly desirable, and I know would be supported by the Governors
because we asked that question and they did say that.

The laundry list, given the best of circumstances I think, would be
unnecessary and undesirable. The reason for the laundry list, and the
reason I am sure that some have complained about taking it out is very
frankly their apprehension about what might happen in terms of the
management of this program, and regulations or denials that might
come through HEW. And I think that is unfortunate because it repre-
sents something of the lack of trust in what HEW might allow as
social services, even given the board goals that are set forth. So, I
would say under the best of circumstances, I think the laundry list is
unnecessary. Under the present circumstances which exists and the
apprehensions which exist it may very well be necessary just to amure
that the breadth of social services we all desire is made available and
clearly is upheld.

Senator PACKWOOD. So, the fear is not. in your mind or, I think, in
some of the recipients' mindq, that the States would not be, fRir. The
fear is that, given no definition at all, we might be back to the place
where HEW is able to say, well, that is not a social service ?

Governor EVANs. I think that is exactly right.
Senator PAcxwoo. All right, let's go to maintenance of effort.
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Oregon did the same thing Washington did 'in making a special
appropriation this year, when it became clear that we were not going
to receive our full allocation from the Federal Government. Oregon
appropriated an additional amount to make up for the potential defi-
cit from the Federal Government's action. If we were to go back to the
full payment of $2.5 billion from the Federal Government, would
the States still have to maintain their full effort, how do we write a
maintenance of effort requirement without penalizing States like Ore-
gon and Washington, which ironically, have shown the best faith of
all-by totally funding progTams the Federal Government might
change on ? Could we alow a deduction of these amounts?

Governor EvANs. Well, I think quite clearly they ought to be al-
lowed that opportunity to deduct the amount that they made up, for
what, you know, was apparently going to be deducted. But, with
that exception I think the States quite clearly recognized this is an
opportunity to expand social services, not just to supplant other pro-
grams which have been long ongoing programs.

And in the telegrams I received back as a result of my inquiry of
the Governors, a number of them volunteered that the whole thrust
in their State of this program was to expand and to broaden the
whole area of social services programs Which they believed very
strongly would result ultimately in a reduced welfare caseload, and
reduced problems as far as the citizens are concerned.

So, I think the nonsupplementation is perfectly acceptable. That
question that I brought up and that you mentioned in Oregon is some-
thing we hope the committee would take care of.

Senator PACKWOOD. No other questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAmnAM. May I just explain before I call on Senator Bent-

sen, that Senator Bentsen and Senator Hansen entered the room
while this hearing was going on and the odd way I have been calling
on Senators has resulted from the fact that when it came to Senator
Bennett's turn, he asked that we start at the far end of the Republi-
can side of the aisle. That is why I have been working from the top
down on this side and the bottom up on the other side.,

Senator Bentsen f
Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Senator

Packwood, as I remember the proceedings in the executive committee,
with the unwritten minutes, we tried to get a little of the best of both
worlds, and I am not sure that we have accomplished it. I have not
seen the staff report and if I had not had had this understanding I
certainly would not have voted for it. But. I thought we kept in the
laundry list of 19 items and then We went beyond that and said that
this laundry list is an example of social services, but by no means
binding. I frankly was not very satisfied with the result and the more
I tbiiik about it the more dissatisfied I am.

My concern, Governor, is that a State legislature, not necessarily
just HEW, with no perimeters on what the social services are which
might use social services funds to balance their budgets, in effect, to
avoid some kind of tax increase. And I am afraid we will be back to the
same kind of situation we had once before where we had some very
major abuses in what were considered to be social services. Then you
will have HEW saying again that we must have these restrictive
measures.
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I cosponsored along with Senator Mondale and Senator Hollings
the bill that would set up these 19 categories of social services because
the Governors had gone into this at length, along with other organiza-
tions. They had given it a great deal of study and we felt that this was
a proper approach to it. Certainly I agree that there should be some
leeway for some experimentation to n a better way to provide social
Services, to get people off welfare. But, I do not want to see an open-
ended proposal, and I thought the bill we had proposed was a good
compromise and would accomplish the purpose. Would you argue
against that view?

G*WerniOr-EVANS. Well, first, I think we are all subject to looking
through the wrong end of the telescope and look at what we conceive
to be the failures or the potential abuses and do not realize the vastly
greater number of successes of States and local communities and others
who are attempting to do a better job. I think sometimes we end up
through regulation, preventing an enormous number of successes be-
cause we are aimed at one potential abuse, or one potential failure.
And I just think it is very difficult when you start confining. As long,
I think, as you say, as are within the basic goals of what constitutes
social services, and I think those are fairly readily understandable
goals and I think it would be difficult to stay within those goals and
really abuse the social service program. But, the needs in the various
States vary widely and as I have pointed out earlier, the incidence of
public assistance varies by a multiple of five from the lowest to the
highest State, and I would say the needs and the intensity of needs in
social services programs varied even more widely than that as between
the States. And I would hope that there would be some sense of trust.
I do not think it would be misplaced in both the Governors and the
State legislatures of the 50 States of the Nation. And I would think
we would have an opportunity from many, many more successes than
the potential failures we might be aiming at through legislation or
through narrowingr of the social services programs. I think the basic
goals are fine. I think the laundry list really, in my view, is more
necessary to make sure that we can do something than it is to try to
confine States from going too far.

Senator BEFNTSn.. Well, Governor, I think we were trying to strike
a balance in this thing to be certain that HEW would let you do these
things, and on the other hand, we were operating on what we thought
was the collective wisdom and experience of the- Governors in legis-
lation they have worked on, which said that these 19 social services
would cover what we aie doing within our State, that we think is
essential. And then at the bottom we put the provision that any addi-
tional social services approved by the Secretary could be allowed, so
as to allow some experimentation.

Governor EvANs. As I say, I think the rationale behind the develop-
ment of a list like that, insofar as the States are concerned, was to put
all of the things they could conceive in there to make sure that they
were mandated, in essence, so that they were approved. But, I doubt
very much although I have not talked to all of them, I doubt very
m1ch that any State or any Governor believes that that list should
be in legislation to try to confine what ought to be done in the general
field of social services. It was quite the contrary. It was the develop-
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ment of a laundry list to make sure that we could do at least all of
these things without interference or without a regulation or cutting by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Senator BzNTSEN. Well, let me say, at least one Governor told me
that he would not want it totally open ended because he would have
concern about the result in his particular State legislature.

Governor EvANs. Well, that Governor, I presume, has the power
of veto and could utilize it. And I do not hesitate to do that in my own
State if I feel the legislature goes too far. And I think that I really
sometimes think if we aim at the potential problems of one State in
doing so we may deny to the other 49 or a vast majority of the States
and the people of the country an opportunity to accomplish some
things we ought to be accomplishing.

Senator BENTSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CI.AI MAN. Senator Byrd?
Senator ByRm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just one question, Governor. You mentioned the veto. Do you have

an item veto in your State?
Governor EVANS. I have a significant item veto, which the legisla-

ture does not like very well, and which is subject to some potential
court test at the moment. It is an item veto which allows not only
the veto of sections of a bill but tens within a section and those items
that have in the past, been utilized down to the extent of single phrases
or words.

Senator BRD. Do you find that most States have an item veto?
Governor EvANs. No, not like that. I think that-I do not know

what the numbers are in each category but some Governors have no
power of veto except in appropriation bills and in other bills they
simply have no power of veto or very, very limited powers of veto. I
think the norm is to have the power of veto over whole bills. Some
States, I frankly do not know how many, do have item vetos of one'
kind of another. I think ours is the broadest.

Senator Byi&. Thank you, Governor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bennett?
Senator BENNE r. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have been very interested in listening to this discussion in two or

three basic concepts that I think we should talk about. I have listened
to the discussion about whether the State should have the decision
as to what they should consider social services or whether we should
write strict regulations into the bill. And it seems to me that we are
talking here fundamentally about a lack of confidence. The Governors
say if it is totally open ended if there is no definition we have no
confidence in the Secretary of HEW, we are afraid he will come along
and say something that we consider social services are not, and there-
fore you cannot spend the money and therefore the Governors are
saying to themselves, we have no confidence in our own people to stay
within reasonable social services limits.

Now, it seems to me that the laundry list is known, and if the Gov-
ernors feel that if they stay within that laundry list they should be
privileged to move the money around, they ought to be willing to,
they ought to have faith enough in themselves to know what is an
honest social service. And the question now comes: Do we in the Sen-
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ate have to take the responsibility of telling the Governors what they
can spend for social services because they are afraid to trust the Sec-
retary of HEW, if he gives them an open ended list f And I do not
see how you can resolve this problem unless somebody has confidence
at both ends.

And I would think, or well my experience in legislation over the
years is that every time you write something definite into law and it
becomes rigid, you run into trouble with the people coming back and
saying, "No," we have to add this to the list, or we have to take this
out of the list. And the committee proposal gives the Governors full
reign, expressing the confidence that they will know what is an honor-
able social service and that they will not exceed it.

So, I think this is a dilemma that we cannot solve. If we write it in
we are in trouble. If we leave it out, we are in trouble. Actually, I
would think if I were a Governor I would rather have the privilege
of making my own list than being bound by the list we make.

Now, do you want to comment a minute?
Governor EvANs. Yes. First, Senator, I have no qualms at all about

the Governors taking the responsibility. I think I speak for all Gov-
ernors. There are no fears in my mind about the ability in our State
for the Governor and the legislature, because you work closely with
the legislature to define what is a proper social service, and better
than that to have some sense of priorities within the social service
field. Even at the $2.5 billion level, we are not going to come close to
helping meet the legitimate and I think, high priority needs in the
social service area. So, we are only talking about being able to handle
fairly high priority needs.

I have no qualms at all about the Governors being able to confine
themselves to what is legitimately a social service. Now, that is the
path we thought we were on at the time the Congress put the $2.5
billion limitation in the field of social services and created the neces-
sity for an even higher measurement of priority needs. But we found
to our chagrin that the regulations promulgated prevented in some
States even the highest priorities of social services, and that is all we
are seeking now, is the opportunity to have that.

Senator BENNETT. If this bill passes, those regulations are moot.
Governor EvANS. Well, that is exactly what we hope will happen.
Senator BENNE'Ir. Well, I understood your response to Senator

Mondale and Senator Bentsen that you would rather have the 19-item
laundry list back in the bill?

Governor EVANS. Well, no. What I tried to say is that there are two
elements in trying to measure what is the social service. There is the
statement of some basic goals, as I understand it, some four goals
which were considered and I think those are important and should be
in the bill. I think under the best of circumstances that is enough.

The laundry list is not, in my view. to try to confine Governors
or to confine the States to a certain list of social services or to give
us comfort about how narrowly we provide these services. The only
reason in my view for any kind of a laundry list was merely to assur
that at leastthat breadth of social service was going to be mandated
and would not be distorted or destroyed by future regulations of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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Senator Bxxmwrv. If there is no list and if this becomes a social
ser-ice revenue-sharing concept, which is its present condition as far
as the bill is concerned, you still want the laundry list in there?

Governor Ewes. No. A am saying that the only reason for the
laundry list is the one I have just mentioned. If we'could be assured
that a bill like this was passed, that the view of the Department
would be to look at those goals and to view them in a broad sense,
we do not need a laundry list. But. I guess that is the concern. The
concern of the Governors, believe me, is not the feeling of a need to be
confined because we are afraid of taking responsibility or afraid of
setting priorities. The only concern is that we may be deniied the oppor-
tunity to meet our high priority needs simply because regulations
would prevent it.

Senator Brwrrr. Well, if the laundry list becomes law, I do not
see how the Secretary can write restrictive regulations under it. And
I may be wrong.

Senator MONDALE. Would you yield f
Senator BrNNE'r. Yes.
Senator Mon.ALr. The idea for the laundry list was not. to limit the

Governors but to limit the Secretary in his ability to withhold funds,
so that ihe Governors would have the broad range within their own
discretion of deciding what made the most sense for social services.
It is an unusual thing to do blit the reason we did it is because of the
history of the Secretary denyinq the Governors funds under social
services. For example, in Nelraska, they cut out their whole retarda-
tion program, which the Governor and the State thonht made a lot of'
snse. In my State, they cut out services for the el6rly in their own
homes and apartments, and a program of education to get mothers
off of welfare. Every State found that because of these regulations
they got less of the money they were entitled to.

So, then we went ahead and we made up the laundry list. not for
the purpose of limiting the Governors to that list, but to try to list
everything that everyone acereed was a social service so that the Secre-
tary could not denv them the finds in some way, and get right back
to where we have been for the last year and a hialf where we thow.ht

we had a program that would zive $2.5 billion pro rata among the
States. but. in fact, only had $1 billion. In other words, it is an un-
fortunate situation, but not designed to restrict the Governors.

Senator BNvrr. Do you feel, and I will iust ask von as well as the
Governor. do von feel that the language we have written into the bill
tentatively solves the problem, or do you want tM go back to the laundry
list?Senator MONDALER. Well. here is what T am worried about. If we
do not have the laundry list with our bill, the Secretary could say,
"Well. I do not consider that a social service. I have decided that what
Governor Evans wants to do in Washington in these eight areas is
not a social service and, therefore, you are not going to get the money."
And what we wanted to do was just to define the list of what some of
the social services were, by law, so that we would not get into that
situation of what I call impouindment by redtape. We are not trying
to limit-the Governors, we are trying to make -certain in every way we
can that the money gets there. That is all.
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Senator BEXzcEnr. But by putting a laundry list into the bill- you
limit it automatically unless you put a catchall at the end saying any-
thing else the Governors want, and in that case from my point of view,
theGovernors are free. to do anything they pfease anyway?

Senator MODALE. We do have-a catch-all provision to make sure that
it is not exclusive.

Senator BENN-mr. May I ask--excuse me--ask Senator Mondale an-
other question I What would be your reaction if the laundry list were
put in the report rather than in the billI

Senator MOeDALE. I think the Secretary, in light of his very strong
opinion against what I think is the congressional view, would con-
tinue to impound by redtape. In other words, we have been going
through this for 2 years. I would like to settle it, so that we are sure
the States get the money. And I think the laundry list is one of the
ways we can make certain that is the case. And I think if we put it in
the report rather than the bill, they would have every reason to say it
is not binding on us if they decide to do so.

We have had trouble getting them, you know, to follow the law.
Senator BENNETF. Well, then, your position is you would reject the

solution the committee adopted tentatively and go back to the laundry
list?

Senator MON-DALE. I think we are coming up with a compromise,
frankly. We are doing away with a lot of rigid standards that I had
in my bill and we are making it far more of what you might call a
special revenue program than it was before. For example, we have
thrown out the economic standards. We have liberalized that a great
deal and that was the second element. We still have the fight over day
care standards, that we have not-gone into at all at this hearing. But,
I think we have greatly loosened the program to give it liberalities
that the States want. And I think that in a legal contemplation the
laundry list does nothing. The only reason for putting it in there is
to make certain that the Secretary does not go back to that strategy
again- of what I call impoundment by redtape. If it were a binding
list, I think your point would be valid, but it is not.

Senator hE~ qrr. Has the Governor seen your proposed com-
promise I I have not.

Governor EvAN&s. I have listened to what the Senator has said this
morning, and I think that expresses what I believe are desirable
things, the things we have been talking about, the provisions against
refinancing State programs, the establishment of certain basic goals
for social services, the broad eligibility for services, to not confine it
narrowly to those either just on welfare. or immediately pre- or post-
welfare recipients. and broadening to allow the utilization of these
funds in conjunction with private, in kind, funds and as I have sug-
gested, the $2.5 billion ceiling.

In a letter to you, Senator, Mr. Weinberger said a few days ago that
"wf believe these regulations" his regulations, properly focus our
social services program on those in the meatest need and provide, for
the first time, a set of requirements which this Department can effec-
tively monitor." And that is precisely what we are concerned about.
These are the greatest needs as determined by the Secretary, and on a
nationwide basis. But. that simply does not imet the individual needs
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or the individual priorities of our States because of the vastly differ-
ent situations we are in in terms of those who are now on welfare and
in terms of the percentages. Even if you took the percentages of the
aged population in each State, they vary mi a huge range, and so the
priority of programs for the aged is vastly different in one State with
a high percentage of the population over 65, as composed to another
State with virtually none.

Senator BwNiri-r. Well, I have taken more time than I should and
there is one other subject that I want to talk about. I am very inter-
ested in your testimony that you still want to use private funds for
matching, and it seems to me that when you look at this in the total, in
its total aspect, you have got three sources of funds. You have got the
Federal Government, the State government and private funds. Now,
wJien you use private funds for matching, you reduce the responsibil-

iof the State government by that amount and I am one of those
who believe the State government should provide its own matching
share rather than escape that much of the obligation by turning to the
use of the funds that were raised for a private charity.

Governor EvANs. I cannot say what all private charities might an-
swer to that. I would rather suspect and, in fact, I am confident that
in our own State the answer of thbe private charities would be, let
us put up our money to match Federal moneys and the combination of
what we have and what the State is doing and has been doing, along
with what we get at the Federal level, will extend the total program.
It is not'a question of supplanting the State moneys. We already are
talking about a proviso in the bilVthat would not allow the supplant-
ing of State moneys. I think the States are doing a great deal now, and
it is going to require full efforts of private charities as well as the
States and the local communities, I might add, and the Federal Gov-
ernment if we are going to achieve anything here. 0

Senator BE NEr. I-come back to the arithmetic. You are going to
get a certain fixed amount from the Federal Government which you
have to match 1 for 3. Now, if you use private mbney for that match-
ing, that taxpayer's money in the State is saved. Is that riot automatic I

Governor EvAxs. No. t think you tse the State money and, as far
as I am concerned, the best place you would like to use the State
money, for the entire match, is in areas where there is no capacity at
all for private efforts. But, in some other areas of high need, a private
charity may very well be able to offer social service and expand that
social service with Federal help, and it is a team effort. It is a team
effort in our State and we do not look upon each other as competitors
or on each other as doing more or less of the job. The State works in
close conjunction with its private organizations and its volunteer
organization and both do a share. And how you do it and under what
circumstances, and who provides the money, sometimes there is a par-
tial State share, a partial private share, and partial Federal share and,
that is, I think something where some considerable flexibility ought to
be left, If we are denied that flexibility, I think we further restrict
the myriad of circumstances which exist across this country.

And, again, it comes back to something you, I-think, so wisely
mentioned earlier--that some sense of trust in being able to carry
out these programs exisL



20

Senator BEN . T. Well, I am still left with the basic arithmetic
that by using private funds for matching Federal money, the State
saves lor other purposes. Maybe other social service purposes, its own
money on the basis of 3 to 1. and this is the reason why I personally am
opposed to that business. The private money was raised for a private
purpose, and it is the State's responsibility to match the Federal Gov-
ernment, not the contributors to the Boy Scouts, or the Community-
I cannot think of names offhand-the Community Chest or that kind
of an organization.

Just one further comment. and I have been commenting more than
I have been questioning. Your discussion about the welfare work
dilemma is one for which I think there is no answer. There are only
solutions which create other problems because man A starts with $20
a month before'he works for a month. and man B has to work for the
first dollar he gets. Now, as long as that condition exists. wo are just
juggling break-even points and jugvlin various relationships because
as long as an individual, who is a little bit. shall we say. shiftless or
without ambition, can discover that he can start with M200 before he
ever works a day or an hour for $1.60. or .. 215. we will have thatproblem. And I do not know how vou are oing to develop a forma
which will not generate-which w'ill transfer the equity but it would
not cure it. Do you asvree with me?

Governor EvA.-s. There is always a problem of those who are, aq vou
say. shiftless. I suggest that beinr on welfare is not a great way to live
even if you have little ambition. I also suggest there are a lot of people
in full-time jobs who are not very ambitious either, and are. just barely
getting along, are shirking their full responsibility, and others who
are their colleagues are assuming more than their share of the respon-
sibility as a result. And I do not think just because someone is on pub-
lie assistance that that necessarily equate+-.

Senator BFsNN-TFr. No: I do not either.
Governor EvAN.s. With a lack of incentive. To many who care very

much about their own families, and I have talked with them per-
sonally, and I have worked with them personally, many who care
about their own families find that it is virtually impossible to get out
and to earn if the end result is goina to be 'es for that family. They
would not care very much about their family if they did. And you
may verv well be right. that there are no absolute solutions. that it may
be a matter of shiftino some of the responsibility or perhaps even shift-
ine some of the equities. But, I think that is a part of our whole politi-
cal and governmental responsibility to try and find the best balance
we can within those limitations, that we try to maximize the good we
do and minimize the ills that prevail. We are a long way from that in
my view in the welfare system, and even though we may not find solu-
tions, I think the possibility of experimentation and trying new things
will get us closer at least than we are at the present time.

Senator B,,x nrr. Ad the more we increase welfare benefits, the
higher the break-even point goes, or the higher the decision point
goes.

Governor EvANs. Well, I have appreciated this very much.
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The CHAIMANI. I will restrain myself so that we can take this mat-
terl up in closed executive session, and(I I will hope that the others might
feel so disposed.

Thank you very much, Governor.
Governor EvANs. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 'We appreciate this very

much.
[Whereupon at 11:40 a.m., the open executive session was concluded. I
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