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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)



1304

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-



s ot R A A P

1316

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.
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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



1326

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,



[et—

1330

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.



1337

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.
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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-
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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.



1357

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
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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, there